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Executive Summary

In 2004, BC's Minister of Transportation announced his intention to expand Highiway
minimum of eight lanes between J0Btreet in Langley andIAvenue in Vancouver. This
freeway expansion was presented as the only possible solution to congestionrgtreases in
traffic on Highway 1.

This report analyzes the existing traffic patterns at two pointsigimttay 1, the Port Mann
Bridge and at Douglas in Burnaby. A large proportion of the traffic on the Higisshown to
have both origins and destinations in areas that could be served effibyeptiblic transit. This
catchment area for the traffic on Highway 1 is largely withinLilreble Region Strategic Plan
(LRSP)Growth Concentration Area which should have good public transit service.

An assessment of the present transit system in the region shows that titereasonable
alternative to the automobile for many people in the traffic catchmemstudied. That is, the
LRSP objective of providintransportation choiceo that people are not forced to drive is not
being met.

The report suggests a series of possible transit investmentsulthsigmificantly improve
transportation choices defined in the Livable Region Strategic Plan. All of these invaessme
have been included in plans by the Greater Vancouver Regional DisffiarsLink. These
proposed investments include:
- Increased Frequent Service Coverage
A 20% increase in TransLink's bfiset to expanded 10 minute or better frequency bus
service throughout the LRSP Growth Concentration Area and on routes deegiumal
Town Centres.
Accelerated Purchase of SkyTrain Cars
44 new SkyTrain carshould be purchased as soon as possible, up from TransLink's plan to
purchase 34.
Transit Priority Measures
Transit priority measures include bus lanes, traffic signalipyrifmr transit vehicles, high
occupancy vehicle lanes (where transit vehicles use the lanes)t préaoridly measures are
proposed for the following routes:
Surrey-Coquitlam Link
A Surrey to Coquitlam bus route would require a queue jumper lane on the westbound
approach to the Port Mann Bridge.
King George Busway
A busway on the King George Highway would serve the Growth Concentration Area in
Surrey and connect to SkyTrain, the Coquitlam- Surrey Link and other impteasit
routes.
Fraser Highway
The integration of transit priority measures into TransLink's atissdening of the
Fraser Highway from Surrey to Langley could include measures such as higlancg
vehicle lanes and transit signal priority.

By providing real transportation choice, these or similar transistments could significantly
reduce traffic congestion on Highway 1, if combined with other effectimspi@tation demand
management measurd$e capital cost of these proposed measures would be on the order of
$300 to 500 millionwhich is far less than the likely $1500 to 2500 million cost of widening
Highway 1.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

Our region is at a transportation crossroads. There are two basiexcHdne is to go back to the
1950s vision of Vancouver as a city of freeways, following the Los Angedeiel towards
automobile dependant sprawl, gridlock and environmental decline. The otHatuseawith
public transit that gives people real choice about how they get around, vaktioiinng our
communities on traffic and pollution.

In 2004, BC's Minister of Transportation suddenly announced a plan to expand Highway 1 to a
minimum of eight lanes between J0Btreet in Langley andIAvenue in Vancouver. This

freeway expansion was presented as the only solution possible solution toioardyesto
increases in traffic on Highway 1.

This report suggests a series of transit investments that wguificgintly improve
transportation choices defined in the Livable Region Strategic Plan (LRSP). Thesdnmets
could also lead to a significant reduction in traffic delays on Highwaygdnibined with
supportive land use decisions and a strong package of transportation demagehmeana
measures

These proposed investments should be considered in light of the commiaraeamironmental
sustainability implicit in the Greater Vancouver Regional DosgBustainable Region Initiative
The Sustainable Region Initiative (SRI) calls for consideratiohefuture environmental, social
and economic impacts in all transportation decisions.

1.1 Highway Expansion and Congestion

Widening freeways usually causes, not relieves, traffic congestienufderstanding of how

building roads leads to more traffic and congestion dates back at leaisé tdatob’s 1961 urban
planning classi@he Death and Life of Great American Citistany recent studies have

confirmed Jacob’s assertion that the number of car drivers in large udzeniselastic and will

rapidly expand to congest expanded roads - often quicker than could possibly be accounted for by
land use changes aloh&he cliché that 'you can't build your way out of congestion' is well
supported by the evidence.

In contrast, if "roadways are not expanded and resources are invested in ratibrligtives,
traffic growth will be reduced and more multi-modal transportation and land tiesengawill be
created.*

2 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a génere for strategies that result in more efficient
use of transportation resources, such as reducingit fares to increase ridership. The Victoria
Transportation Policy Institute's TDM Encyclopegiavides information on dozens of TDM strategies
www.vtpi.org/tdm

% e.g. Noland and Cowart (200@nalysis of Metropolitan Highway Capacity and theoth in Vehicle
Miles of Travel http://www.epa.gov/otag/transp/mtrhwycp.pdf

* Litman, Todd (2005)induced Travel Impact Evaluation: Evaluating Ima©f Increasing Roadway
Capacity To The Island of Montrealvw.santepub-mtl.qc.ca/Environnement/transporttpdfillitman.pdf




1.2 Public Perception of Transit

In a 1997 survey performed for the City of Surrey, "More and better trangits were

identified as the best ways to improve transportation in Sutreycontrast, TransLink's package
of capital projects that included highway expansion was seen to raeskfag [due to] the
impact of projects on air pollution and climate charfgetie sorry state of transit services in
Surrey is frequently raised at all candidates meetings, public fomuagtéers to the editor.

In short, there seems to be significant public understanding that pubi tan be an
alternative to roadway expansion and an impression that it may reduigectvafiestion. There
also seems to be some public concern about the impacts of roadway expansiqgolutian
and greenhouse gas emissions.

1.3 Greenhouse Gas Pollution

Canada has one of the world’s highest levels of greenhouse gas (GH$&pamper capita in the
world, and it is still increasing. The federal government has committeahtplying with the
Kyoto Accord by reducing our emissions to below 1990 levels. TransLink hasciisowdedged
the issue of climate change as a significant transportatiordatsue:

“[T]o meet the Kyoto targets in Greater Vancouver, GHG emissiorthddransportation
sector would need to be 35% lower than current trends by 2010”.

“Transportation sources create almost 40% of total greenhouse g&§ @atissions in the
Greater Vancouver region. Increasing sustainable transportationshdllic@ake an
important contribution to reducing our GHG emissions and meeting nationah@edand
local climate change target’.”

1.4 Funding Environment

TransLink's funding comes from a variety of sources including property ta®tges and
capital grants from the provincial and federal governments. Recentlgdbeaf government
announced a 'New Deal' for cities that, if implemented, will see coabiéenew revenue flow to
TransLink from gasoline taxes.

There may also be possibilities of getting funding for public transit frometterdl government
as a way of reducing greenhouse gas pollution. Federal funding went to theSddverase
projects designed to "reduce greenhouse gas emissions and move us closdimateuchange
goals"? One of the local projects included funding for transit priority messsatong the Main

Street corridor in Vancouver.

® Surrey, City of. 199%urrey Transportation Plan. P. 8.

® IpsosReid (2003BVRD Residents’ Opinions- Ten-Year Transportatioti@k and Three-Year

Financial Strategynttp://www.translink.bc.ca/files/temp/NovO3FinalRd®Yr Trans_Out.pdf

" TransLink (2004) 2005-200Vhree-Year Plan and 10-Year Outlook: Strategic mortation Plan

Amendment.

2 Urban transportation showcaggtp://www.translink.bc.ca/Plans_Projects/Urban \8twse/default.asp
ibid.




1.5 Livable Region Strategic Plan

The GVRD’s Livable Regional Strategic Plan (LRSR)ms at focusing the region’s population
growth within an area known as the Growth Concentration Area (GCA), whicldésc!
Coquitlam, Port Coquitlam, Port Moody, North Surrey, and North Delta (see Figuré 1.2).
Data from the 2001 census shows that 67% of the population resided within the GERAisw
close to meeting the LRSP target. The GCA has a higher average tlegsiother areas of the
GVRD, which generally compliments transit use (see figure 1.1).

Figure 1.1 Elements of GVRD’s Livable Region Strategic Plan
Source: Greater Vancouver Regional District 1999

10 hitp://www.gvrd.bc.ca/growth/Irsp.htm




Figure 1.2 Population Density, Growth Concentration Area and Town Cengs
Source: Greater Vancouver Regional District

2.0 HIGHWAY 1 TRAFFIC ORIGINS AND DESTINATIONS

In order to discuss alternatives to the proposed freeway expansion it isangtessderstand
where the traffic is coming from and going to. This section disculssesdstbound traffic flows
during the am peak (rush hour) at two points, the Port Mann Bridge and at Diouglasaby.

2.1 Traffic on the Port Mann Bridge

The Highway 1 corridor is most heavily used roadway in the region. d eaffoss the Port Mann
Bridge has increased by 65% since 1985 to approximately 127,000 vehicles per2@@i, an
additional 8' lane was added in the eastbound direction exclusively for HOV (High Oagupan
Vehicle) use. Figure 2.1 below shows the increased eastbound traffic flowaifteireon peak,
largely due to the added lane. Note that peak westbound flows did not insiggaBeantly
between 1999 and 2003.



Figure 2.1 Traffic Increase due to Added Lane on Port Mann Bridge
Source: Travel Characteristics of Traffic on the Highway 1 Corridor, TraksLi

Figure 2.2 shows the westbound travel time and delay along Highway 1 cottectea
travel time survey in the fall of 2003.

Worst congestion
East of Port Mann

I ] Significant
Only modest congestion
congestion on in Burnaby
Port Mann

Figure 2.2 Westbound Travel Time and Peak Period Delays on Highway 1
Source: Travel Characteristics of Traffic on the Highway 1 Corridor, Transtink

The travel time survey results show that the highest delay during the &vbpeurs at the
section approaching the bridge between™36 and 15% St., with almost 12 minutes of delay.
In contrast, the section across the bridge shows only 0.5 minute of delay, whiclegsdiimost

M hitp://www.translink.bc.ca/files/board_files/meeeada_min/2004/07_21_04/4.12travel.pdf




free flow conditions. This is evident when traveling westbound atinesBort Mann Bridge
where traffic flow improves significantly past the merge of icadt the 152 St. Interchange.

Figure 2.3 Origins and Destinations of Westbound Port Mann Traffic
Source: Travel Characteristics of Traffic on the Highway 1 Corridor, TransLink

This map shows that:

Only about a quarter (24%) of all westbound traffic across the Port ManreRtiotong the
am peak originates east of J08t. (200 is the exit for Langley City).

About 30% of traffic across the Port Mann Bridge enters dt?E82 the interchange closest
to the bridge in Surrey.

Almost a third (32%) of traffic across the Port Mann Bridge exiteetCape Horn
Interchange, the first interchange past the bridge which connects tdiés-&ea.

2.2 TRAFFIC ON HIGHWAY 1 IN BURNABY

The Port Mann Bridge is the most congested point on Highway 1 in the Lower Mhinla
however it does not carry the heaviest traffic volumes. The AM pedik vafume in Burnaby is
about 25% higher than on the Port Mann Bridge. Traffic on the freeway in Busqbiye
congested; travel times from Galardi to Kensington are over twittng in the AM peak as at
mid day, as shown in figure 2.2 above.

One of the most contentious issues related to the Highway 1 expansion ipdleofrtraffic in
municipalities north of the Fraser, including Burnaby and Vancouver.



Both the origins and destinations of traffic on the freeway are faidgly dispersed, but the
majority of traffic has both origins and destinations within the LRSP @Gr@encentration Area.
About 59% of traffic on the freeway at Douglas is destined for the Cityant®uver, and about
27% crosses to the North Shore. About 60% of the traffic originates inottledsst Sector,
Burnaby and New Westminster. Only about 37% originates south of the,Rragenuch of this
comes from the Surrey Growth Concentration Area.

3.0 EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE

Surrey resident Lauren Plaviak would have to take a 90-minute bus looptto ge
work, which is only 10 minutes away by cdér.wrote the bus schedule
information down. But then | threw it in the garbage. Takinglaus isn't even
an option."*?

"[T]ransit service is not at levels to offer the majoyitof residents a real
alternative to the automobileTransLink®

3.1 Surrey to Coquitlam Service

As discussed previously, a significant percentage of trips across thddor Bridge are
between these two areas. The route between the Surrey and Coquitlam Groeghttion
Areas is currently poorly served by transit. For example, a tragsftarn Guildford Town

Centre in Surrey to the Coquitlam Town Centre requires three to fouilenrabstween buses and
SkyTrains, with a trip time of 50 to 60 minutes.

Figure 3.1 below shows the existing transit service for the Surrey andti@ogareas.

2Ward, Doug. November 01, 2008Vhen is the bus coming@ancouver Sun
http://www.canada.com/components/printstory/promgt.aspx?id=fd21b095-e4c0-4d79-8e22-
d0300b343elb#Soundoff

132005-2007 Three-Year Plan and 10-Year Outloolat8giic Transportation Plan Amendment.
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< No Bus Service on
Port Mann Bridge

Figure 3.1 Transit System Map for the Northeast Sector and Surrey Areas
3.2 Service Frequency and Overcrowding

Transit riders are reluctant to transfer between buses with asé&eguency less than ten
minutes, if the service does not have timed connections at stdtMpst of the catchment areas
of the proposed freeway expansion do not have ten-minute service frequencypran a
periods, including some areas with fairly high population density as indicakégure 4.4.

According to the most recent Translink rider satisfaction survey, both busghch riders
were quite concerned with crowdifigHowever, as of November 2004, TransLink was planning

“Mees, P., (2000) Very Public Solution: Transport in the Dispersed Qifiglbourne

University Press
15 http://www.translink.bc.caffiles/polls_surveys/cusatisfaction/Q2 2005.pdf
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to increase SkyTrain ridership by 9.4% over three years with only a 0.28a$edn service
hours, and to increase bus ridership by 10.9% with a 5.8% increase in servi¢® hours
Overcrowding is probably already a significant factor in preventingfefsbm the private
automobile to public transit, and the situation will likely get worse withauhcrease in service
hours far greater than what TransLink is budgeting for. Figure 3.1 belovs shates that are
currently overcrowded according to TransLink standards, including rougsrey and the Tri-
Cities area.

Figure 3.1 Transit Routes with Overcrowding

Significant
Moderate
== Marginal

Source: GVTA Transit Capacity Study (2005)

As illustrated in Figure 2.4, about 15% of the traffic on the Highway 1 isn@eistor Downtown

Vancouver. The Millennium SkyTrain line provides service into Eastuaver. However,
many passengers continue their journeys into downtown Vancouver by
transferring to the Expo Line at Broadway Station. The transfer of ggessen
onto Expo Line trains contributes to busier periods within the AM peak hour at

Broadway Station where average observed train passenger volumes coattl exce
capacity by up to about 13%. During these busy times, passengers on the platform

sometimes have to wait for one or more trains before being able to'board.
The extreme crowding on the Expo Line is certainly contributing to reducedhiden the
Millennium line and connecting buses in Burnaby and Coquitlam. Likewise, ovelic@which

162005 - 2007 Three Year Implementation StrategyFéindncial Plan: Finance and Audit Committee
November 24, 2004.

7 http://www.translink.bc.ca/files/board_files/meeeada_min/2005/06_22_05/4.5transit.pdf

'8 Review of Millennium Line Ridership Growth,
http://www.translink.bc.calfiles/board_files/meejeada_min/2005/05_20_05/4.16.pdf
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leads to pass-upss also an issue on many buses throughout the system. The #99 B-line which
departs from Commercial Station, and which parallels a significafictlow from Highway 1

as shown in figure 3.6, regularly leaves passengers behind indicating arfanteiole degree of
overcrowdind’.

It is reasonable to conclude that overcrowding is a significant bargettiog drivers who now
use the #1 Highway to change to riding transit. However, considerably more stuldybe
needed to accurately quantify the significance of this barrier.

4.0 TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS: ALTERNATIVES TO FREEWAY EXPANSION
4.1 Transit and Congestion

There is considerable disagreement about the degree to whichtpaidit investments can

reduce automobile use and traffic congestion. For example, Anthony Downs notes:
“although Portland, Oregon, doubled the extent of its light rail system's tirathe 1990s,
and significantly increased ridership on that system, trafficestian became more intense
than before. Why? First, a high percentage of the new light rail ridiétesdsfrom buses
rather than private vehicles. Second, population growth in the region ovesiogirakght
improvements in traffic congestiof™”

The obvious problem with Downs' assertion is that he implies that replawseg with light rail
was a significant improvement in transit quality. Sintegh percentagef light rail passengers
merely switched from buses, there is little indication that thestnvent in changing technology
resulted in any great improvement for transit riders. Dr. Paul Mdeisito the assumption that
any particular technology investment is the answer to transportatbleprs as 'technology
fetishism'; he advocates focusing on the experience of the transinstkad’.

In some cases, reducing transit cost and increasing service can qgedkldg traffic and
congestion. For example, following the implementation of the Universityit§BColumbia U-
pass Program, which provides transit passes to all students at a redtiedohgpwith improved
bus service, automobile traffic to and from the campus declined b§?.1B8ts was
accomplished with only bus service to the campus and without a major ienéstntransit
priority measures.

In some circumstances, improvements to public transit can constraiaroregluce the level of
traffic congestion in the long run. The Victoria Transport Policyiturtst asserts that:
If congestion increases, people change destinations, routes, travahtimeodes to avoid
delays . . . Reducing this point of equilibrium is the only way to reduce congestiotheve

¥ The term 'pass up' is used to refer to the siinatihere passengers are left behind at a trangitost
station because the transit vehicle is too crovideshfely carry more passengers. TransLink doeban
precise data on the frequency of pass ups, buastagknowledged to be a serious problem during
TransLink'sVancouver / UBC Area Transit Plaonsultation process.

2 Observations by Eric Doherty who regularly comrsuta the #99 from the Broadway/Commercial
SkyTrain station to UBC.

% Downs, Anthony 2005 mart Growth: Why We Discuss It More than We Diwiirnal of the American
Planning Association, Vol. 71, No. 4, Autumn 2005.

% Mees, P., (20003 Very Public Solution: Transport in the Disperg<@ity. Melbourne

University Press

% Urbansystems (200%)-pass review: Final report May 4 2005.

13



long run . . . If alternatives are inferior, few motorists will shift moade the level of
equilibrium will be relatively high. If travel alternatives astatively attractive, motorists are
more likely to shift modes, resulting in a lower equilibrium . . . Congestios wiate
disappear, but it never gets as bad as would occur if quality transiteseéior not exist?

TransLink seems to agree, asserting that transit improvements canarsigkéicant
contribution to reduce road congestign."

However, even if improved transit quality does not actually reduce congesteparticular
stretch of road, good public transit gives many people the ability to "chooseawbenot to
endure it"2® This can reduce per capita time spent in congestion, which is onebefttaeways

of evaluating the severity (or cost) of congestion
4.2 Frequency of Service

Dr. Paul Mees suggests that it is possible to create cost efféetnsit systems with high
ridership even in moderate density, urban regions such as Greater VEemddews asserts that a
frequent service transit network can efficiently serve disperggins and destinations by
allowing convenient transfef8.

Translink has recognized the importance of frequent service for alloxaingfeérs. TransLink's
Transit Service Guidelinegecommend a frequency of 15 minutes or better for buses where there
are not timed connections at statiGhslowever, Mees asserts that even at a reliable10 minute
frequency people are still somewhat reluctant to transfer, and recasiirequencies of eight
minutes or less where feasible.

Given the dispersed origins and destinations for people traveling on Highwayd#hgea
importance of allowing people to reach both local and regional destinatioreasing the
network of frequent service routes wherever ridership potentiahmtaris essential if transit is to
provide a real transportation choice. Higher density areas in the iG@mwicentration Area of
Surrey and Coquitlam are examples of where this may be warranted.

4.3 Transportation Choice

Improvements to transit service should be aimeddease transportation choicas described
in the Livable Region Strategic Plan. Transportation choice meanstaeman choose if they
want to drive, or own, a car or not.

Transportation choice supports the other LRSP objectives of protetting Green Zone, and
creating complete communities and a compact metropolitan region. In ordenpement these
objectives, transit investments need to be focused on serving the LR&Eh Goncentration

24 Congestion Reduction Strategies: identifying andliating Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion
http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm96.htm

% 2005-2007Three-Year Plan and 10-Year Outlook: Strategic Smortation Plan Amendment.

p. 18.

% Mees, P., (20003 Very Public Solution: Transport in the Disperg@ity. Melbourne

University Press. P. 28.

" Victoria Transport Policy Institutd.ransit Evaluatiorhttp://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm62.htm

% Mees, P., (2000)

% TransLink (June 2004) Transit Service Guideliffasblic Summary Report.
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area and Regional Town Centres. Note that Highway 1 leaves the Grow#n@ation Area not
far east of the Port Mann Bridge and does not directly serve any RegawmalCentres.

Thecurrent transit mode share during the rush period in the region is about 11%, whiell is
short of the 17% targeif the GVRD's Transport 2021 Long Range Transportation Plan. The
LRSP strategy also anticipated bus fleet growth from approximately 956 inus893 to around
1,800 in 2006; TransLink has also fallen short of meeting this targeslinkrexpects the bus
fleet size to increase from under 1,200 buses in 2005 to approximately 1,538sv/B)i2009
and to 1,600 buses by 2613

Transit service to provide an alternative to the proposed expansion ofdjighwould require a
significant expansion of the transit fleet beyond that currently budgated f

Paul Mees' assertion that commuter transit and large Park & Ritiefa often contribute to
automobile dependant sprawl and inefficient transit systems should ateadidered*
Therefore, improvements to regular transit which runs from early mornindatatih the
evening should be given priority, rather than commuter transit which only epelating peak
commuting times. Transit investments should primarily serve people who tgaisit by foot or
on bicycle, thereby giving more residents the choice of owning a car or rioariebride
facilities can be part of the system, but should be small facitikis® to residential areas so the
drive to transit is short.

Specific Recommendations:

4.4 Increased Frequent Service Coverage
Expanded 10 minute or better peak period service should be provided throughout the
LRSP Growth Concentration Area, particularly in key higher density cosrldding
Regional Town Centres such as the Fraser Highway and King George Highguag. F
4.1 below illustrates the proposed improvement of peak period servicage\sr
TransLink by 2013.

TransLink should accelerate the improvements for the Surrey and Coqalitas) which
are among the fastest growing municipalities, and yet have among the paapesnt
service coverage.

As shown in Figure 2.1, the westbound 'peak traffic' periods on the Port Mane Bddg

not have much of a peak; rather the graph shows an uneven plateau. Traffievare

high from about 6:30 a.m. to about 6:30 p.m. To match this demand, ten-minute or better
transit service should be expanded from at least 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. in high&hipdeeas

in the Growth Concentration Area (including areas of Surrey, Burnaby ahbttieeast
Sector).

¥ TransLink (2004) 2005-200¥hree-Year Plan and 10-Year Outlook: Strategic Transportation
Plan Amendment.

¥ Mees, P., (2000 Very Public Solution: Transport in the Dispersed Qifglbourne

University Press
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Figure 4.1 Proposed Expansion of Transit Routes with 10-min Fragncies
Source: Translink Three-Year Plan and 10-year Outlook (2004 31)
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4.5 Transit Priority Measures
Transit priority measures include bus lanes, traffic signalipyrifmr transit vehicles, high
occupancy vehicle lanes (where transit vehicles use the lanes), queuelamapeo buses
can get past traffic particularly congested sections of roadway lleaswather measures.
TransLink asserts that "A truly effective transit system is onlgipteswith significant
priority being given to buses on the crowded roads in the region to allow them ts bypas
traffic congestion, speed the service and make it more reliablgestfand attractivé®,

New Transit Link Between Surrey and Coquitlam

As mentioned previously, the current transit connection between regeame<in
Surrey and Coquitlam is circuitous and time inefficient. This Surrey — Cauitansit
link is included in TransLink's 10 Year Outlook for transit priority improgais, and
should be a very high priority. With this proposed link in place, the traipsgxample
mentioned previously from Guildford Town Centre to Coquitlam Town Centredhoul
only require one transfer at the most, and the trip time could be reduced to 25488m
This is a significant improvement from the current transit seasaéable and would
provide an alternative for a very significant proportion of the people naimdracross
the Port Mann.

In order for a reliable and efficient transit route across theNPamh Bridge, transit

priority should be provided for the full length of the route but espeaaliige most
congested approach to the bridge. The proposed transit routing from Suersy ent
Highway 1 at the 1582 St. Interchange, which is the most congested (as shown in Figure
2.2). However, the provision of a queue jumper lane to allow buses to get ahead of t
congestion at the westbound on-ramp would be effective, since the delays are
insignificant west of the merging traffic at this (153t.) interchange. The queue jumper
may extend along the shoulder of the on-ramp, or further south across thst152
overpass. The latter may require widening of the overpass at a coblgidest, but only

a fraction of what it would cost compared to the Port Mann Bridge twinning.

King George Highway

TransLink's 10-Year Outlook includes a busway on King George Highway. e Ki
George Busway would largely serve the Growth Concentration Area in Surrey and
connects to SkyTrain, the Coquitlam- Surrey Link and other important trantatst
Transit priority measures should be provided for the full length of the,raith
particular attention to the area within the Growth Concentration Areaslirk’s plan
for the King George Busway is projected to cost about $120 million and is pcbfibbe
operational by 2013. However this project is currently unfunded.

Fraser Highway

TransLink's current widening of the Fraser Highway from Surrey to Langtaylcs
include transit priority measures such as high occupancy vehicle langaraitsignal
priority. The Fraser Highway serves a sector of the Surrey Growthre@waton Area
and connects to Langley City, a LRSP Regional Town Centre. This routdemtified

as a candidate for transit priority measures in the Livable Regiate§it Plan as shown
in Figure 1.1.

Figure 4.2 on the following page highlights these transit improvements, aitthnthev
trip demand as illustrated by the OD map in the background.

¥ TransLink (2004) 2005-200Vhree-Year Plan and 10-Year Outlop
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Figure 4.2 Proposed Transit Priority Measures for Surrey and the Nrtheast Sector
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4.6 SkyTrain
As noted in section 3.2, severe overcrowding on the Expo Skytrain Line is &aignifeterrent to
ridership on both the Expo and Millennium lines.

As illustrated in Figure 4.2 about 19% of the traffic crossing the PannMBridge passes through
East Vancouver, which is served by the Expo Skytrain Line. A much largampage of traffic
crosses the Millennium line at various points. Of particular note atardpetraffic volumes with
destinations in Burnaby relatively close to the Millennium Skytrain.

The SkyTrain System has a very large unused capacity; since the nurBkgi cdin cars that
TransLink now owns gives the busiest section of the Expo Line (from Downtowmnto Ne
Westminster) a carrying capacity of about a third of the systéessn capacitylhe capacity
increase possible with additional SkyTrain cars is well in excetbeqieople carrying capacity of a
typical 10-lane freeway.

TransLink proposes to purchase 34 new SkyTrain cars at a cost of $181 moitieal tvith the

present overcrowding and future increases in rideféipis purchase should be completed as soon
as possible. An expanded purchase should also be considered to give a greatgiimenegase. Bus
service with transit priority measures should also be considered @giamimeasure to alleviate
peak hour congestion on the busiest sections of the Expo Line.

4.7 Capital Cost Projection
This is a rough estimate of the capital costs of recommended irargstrbased on TransLink
documents.

A 20% increase in TransLink's bus fleet. This estimate is based on 1#6reldow-floor
40 foot buses at $468 000.00 e¥chnd 120 60 foot articulated buses at about $700 000
each for a total estimated cost of $170 million. Upgrading to less pollethgdlogie¥
would require an additional investment; for example diesel-elduothidd technology would
add about 50% to the capital expenditure but would reduce fuel costs.

Ten additional SkyTrain cars at $5.34 million €4¢m addition to the 34 TransLink plans
to purchase) $53.4 million

King George Busway $140 millidh

Fraser Highway transit priority measures (in addition to the $4%onflicurrently budgeted
to increase general purpose capacity) $10 miflion

Surrey - Coquitlam link transit priority measures $20 mifffon

% TransLink (2004) 2005-200Vhree-Year Plan and 10-Year Outlook

3% Procurement of Standard Low Floor Transit Busegeféred Proponents and Proposalsly 11, 2005
http://www.translink.bc.calfiles/board_files/meejeada_min/2005/07_20_05/4.6report.pdf

% e.g. see http://www.translink.bc.ca/Plans_Projbats demo.asp

% TranslinkThree Year (2005-2007) Implementation & Financi@h®&gyDecember 2004.

37 http://www.translink.bc.ca/files/pdf/plan_proj/1Guye project.pdf$20 million has been added to
TransLink's initial estimate to cover increasedstaorction costs.

38 http://www.translink.bc.ca/Plans_Projects/MajorgRe@al_Road_Projects/

% Transit priority costs are extrapolated from théreated cost ($7.7 million) of TransLink's Maiméit
Showcase transit priority project.
http://www.translink.bc.ca/About_TransLink/News_Bates/news09260501.asp

“0 Based on the assumption that the"!S2reet interchange overpass will not need to placed. Replacing
or widening the overpass, if needed as some expavis suggested, would add an expense perhaps on th
order of $15 million.
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Other transit infrastructure and priority measures in the Surraycities growth
concentration area $20 million.

The total projected capital cost is $413 million. However, given the largbetush uncertainties it
is more appropriate to give an estimated range between $300 and 500 million.

The total projected capital cost is in the ordef8D0 to 500 million Net ongoing costs for transit
systems include a number of factors such as the percentage ofithkorep that is financed which
determines debt servicing costs, and the effectiveness of trapsitypmieasures. An estimate of the
net ongoing investment required for these suggested measures is beyoogéief fus report.

5.0 CONCLUSION

The estimated $300 to 500 million cost of the transit investments proposeelia far less than the
likely $1500 to 2500 million cost of widening Highway 1, and could be implemented far more
quickly.

Although this is only an initial examination of possible transit optiotisere seems to be
considerable potential for public transit to handle any increasaffit flow that would otherwise
lead to increases in congestion on the Highway 1 corridor. If these meastgesiplemented in
combination with other transportation demand management approaches, incluclieiglatd use
controls, there would likely be a significant reduction in congestion on Highway 1.

The idea of expanding the freeway and improving public transit at the saenmty be appealing
to some. However, expanding freeways reduces public transit ridership aed tatf&c congestion
that slows buses. In addition, Paul Mees warns that the 'balanced' approa@ndfrexmpads and
public transit simultaneously leads to "more, and longer, trips by all forms ofimeat transporf?
which is the opposite of what the LRSP sets out to do. In any case, exparghm@ifil and greatly
improving public transit at the same time would be prohibitively expensive.

Our region could become a model for sustainable transportation, showing thieNegh America
that real transportation choice is achievable. The alternatieegis back to the 1950s Los Angeles
model of freeways, smog and sprawl.

*! TransLink's upcoming South of Fraser Area TralRkin process may give an opportunity for a more in-
depth examination of these and alternate concepts.

“2Mees, P., (2000 Very Public Solution: Transport in the Disperg@itly. Melbourne

University Press p. 29
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