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Meeting with General Issues Committee — Tuesday, October 25, 2016 @ 10:30pm

Agenda ltem 4.1

In Attendance — Members of the General Issues Committee, Wolfgang Schoen, Owner Black Forest
Inn; Troy Thompson, Owner Thompson Pawnbrokers & Jewellers, Mary A-z, CEO, Sonja Pichler, Office
Manager and Mateos Kucugqi, Accountant of R Denninger Limited

Clarification of our position — we support the Light Rail Transit (LRT) project for Hamilton

Do have concerns though — specifically the route of King Street versus Main Street and why 1
was chosen over the other

Have reviewed various Reports and Studies on LRT — specifically
(1) City of Hamilton Information Report from Public Works dated April 2, 2009 which on page 3
contemplated 5 different alternatives for the route and did not conclude on the preferred route
(copy attached)

(2) Metrolinx “Hamilton King-Main Benefits case” dated February 2010 — the name is a bit of
a misnomer as it compares BRT, LRT and phased in LRT along King Street in the City
Centre rather than a comparison of King Street versus Main Street which would include a
complete economic analysis of the 2 routes (2 page cover sheet attached)

e A study linking these 2 reports together as suggested in the April 2, 2009 Information report
does not appear to exist including a Cost Benefit Analysis on the King Street versus Main
Street route (Institutional versus a Retail Business Street) — specifically the economic effect of
the “collateral damage” that businesses on King Street will experience (impact on sales and
employees as there are more of them on King Street that depend on “walk in and drive in”
business than Main Street), the shorter route (2 km), and possible use (with widening and
reinforcing) of the Main Street bridge over Highway 403 versus building a dedicated LRT
bridge from King Street

* We has been looking for this report for several weeks and City staff were asked for rationale
on the decision King Street versus Main Street @ the LRT information session on Wednesday,
June 15 @ 8am — no information was forthcoming

e 2 articles in the Hamilton Spectator dated June 14, 2016 by Matthew Van Dongen and June
20, 2016 by Andrew Dreschel identified the gap (copy of each attached) — both articles refer to
a 2009 Information Report that “Internal City Staffers” considered and rejected Main Street
before making a recommendation to Council — little documentation on why though

¢ We met with Councillor Farr together with City and Metrolinx staffers on June 22, 2016 and

confirmed the following (1) no study or cost benefit analysis was ever completed on the route




of Main or King Streets between the Delta and Dundurn Street to support the decision to run
the LRT on King Street, (2) that the economic benefits that will accrue to the City will occur
regardless of the King versus Main Street route due to the proximity of the 2 streets, (3) the
Main Street route is % kilometer shorter than King Street, (4) there is a “pinch point” on King
Street between Spring and Ferguson Avenues where King Street is a full 11 feet or 3.4 meters
narrower than Main Street not the 1.5 meters previously stated (5) costing comparison of
reinforcing or widening the Main Street Bridge versus building a dedicated LRT bridge over
Highway 403 has not been done and (6) we were told that the project is too far along to
change the route now

Met with the LRT SubCommittee on Tuesday, July 26™, 2016 — statement from Patrick Brown
and mention of the MOA deadline — later reviewed the MOA and could not find a reference to
the June 2018 deadline when shovels have to be in the ground

Met with Mayor Fred Eisenberger + Chief of Staff Drina Omazic on Thursday, August 4, 2016
~ reviewed our position, our concern for the businesses in the King Street corridor during the
extended construction period + the fact that we had not been able to find the economic
justification for King Street over Main Street — Mayor Eisenberger undertook to provide us with
the rationale — we still await receipt of this information

In conclusion — the LRT project @ $1 billion is the single largest infrastructure project ever
undertaken by the City — it will affect the City for generations to come — the Stadium @ $142
million pales in comparison

As affected businesses in the proposed construction area, we believe that the cost benefit
analysis of the Main versus King route should be done before further work continues - we
therefore respectfully request that the Council direct the LRT staff group to complete the Cost
benefit Analysis of King Street versus Main Street prior to the going out for and awarding of
the tender

Hamilton should Do It Once and Do It Right”
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

Executive Summary

In 2006 the Province of Ontario created the Greater Toronto Transportation Authority, renamed
Metrolinx in December 2007, The primary responsibility of the new organisation is to provide
leadership in the planning, financing and development of the Greater Toronto and Hamilton
Area’s (GTHA) multi-modal transportation network and to conform to the objectives and vision
set out in the Places to Grow Act, 2005, v/l/

Part of Metrolinx’ mandate and one of its first deliverables was the development of the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), known as The Big Move, a 25-year plan that presents the road map for

‘the implementation of the Province’s MoveOntario 2020 vision of 52 new rapid transit projects in
the GTHA by 2020.

—— T
As the rapid transit projects contemplated in The Big Move progress closer to implementation, a

Benefits Case will be prepared for each project. The purpose of the Benefits Case is to undertake
a comparative analysis of feasible options for a specific rapid transit project and present the
results in such a way that it will assist decision makers to select a preferred option for
implementation.

The Hamilton B-Line Rapid Transit project is one of the projects contemplated in MoveOntario

2020, and was identified as a Top 15 priority project in The Big Move. The project involves the

A

provision of rapid transit between Eastgate Square and McMaster University along the Main
Street/King Street corridor.

The city believes that rapid transit in Hamilton, starting with the B-Line corridor, will help
achieve the goals of The Big Move, the Provincial Growth Plan, the Hamilton Transportation
Master Plan and City’s new Official Plan and result in enhanced prosperity, environmental
sustainability and improved quality of life in the City of Hamilton. Rapid transit service along the
B-Line corridor will deliver:

| Accessible rapid transit within 800 metres to close to 20 percent of the City’s residents
and employment including important government facilities in the downtown;

1 Access to McMaster University and Hospital, one of Canada’s top teaching and research
institutions boasting a full and part-time student population of over 23,000 and having a
significant economic impact on the Hamilton area;

| Improved access to the downtown and regional rail facilities; and 6&\ ‘ th%

1 An enhanced image and prosperity for the city. » 'V\




Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

Three options have been identified for this corridor. They are:

i Option 1: Full BRT
I Option 2: Full LRT
| Option 3: Phased LRT

Each of the options is compared to the Base Case, which is defined as the committed municipal
bus network and GO Transit services (namely planned and funded existing and proposed services)
that serve Hamilton. The table below summarizes the key characteristics of the options.

SUMMARY OF OPTIONS
Option 1 " Option 2 Option 3

Opening Year 2015 2015 2015/2030
Headway B %5 [pjn 4 min 4 min
Capacity (phpd)* 2200 1950/ 3900 1950 /3900
LRT Vehicles nfa 30 20/30
BRT Vehicles 36 n/a n/a
Travel time (end-to-end) 34 26 172

The assessment of the options is done using a Multiple Account Evaluation (MAE) methodology.
The MAE is a framework that provides a systematic identification and analysis of broader public
policy implications and criteria of an option, not only costs and user benefits. The MAE
framework is based on a number of evaluation “accounts” that together address the most
significant project performance and policy considerations for a specific project:

I Transportation User Benefits

1 Financial Impacts

I Environmental impacts

1 Economic Development impacts

I Socio-Community Impacts

' per Peak Hour Peak Direction capacities for LRT are shown for both one-car and two-car trains.

2 Approximately 30 minute travel time from McMaster University to Eastgate Square, with BRT service
connecting the eastern LRT terminus to Eastgate Square.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

The assessment is done by comparing each option to the Base Case and identifying any
incremental impacts, costs or benefits that are generated by each option. The analysis is done
over a 30-year period (2009-2038). In order to compare the options on a “like-to-like” basis the
monetized values are discounted to today’s value. The values are discounted at a real discount
rate of 5% and expressed in net present value in 2008 dollars.

The tabie below summarizes the results from the MAE.




Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

MULTIPLE ACCOUNT EVALUATION SUMMARY

Option Option -

1

Transportation User Account

Transportation User Benefits (PV 313 852 748

Qualitative User Benefits v vvv v

Financial Account

Costs (PV 5m) (2200 (84 (655)
Benefits Less Costs (PV $Sm) 93 o E:‘{ 793

Benefit-Cost Ratio 1.4 ) 1.71 7 1.1
' Environmental Accour{tﬁ
GHG Emissions (PV Sm) 0.6 26 2.5

Economic Development Account

Economic Impacts During

Construction

Employment (person-years) 1,837 5,793 4,308
GDP (Sm) 129.4 487.5 362.5
Income ($m) 53.4 201.3 149.7

Long-term Economic Impacts

Employment (person-years) 48 187 187
GDP (Sm) 4.1 15.8 15.8
Income (Sm) 1.7 6.5 6.5
Development Potential (Sm) ' 38-77 50 - 144 38 - 106

Social Community Account

Land Use Shaping v vv'v Vv
Road Network v v v
Construction Implications vy vV v

The analysis of the Hamilton répid transit options reveals that the highest cost option (the full
LRT along the Main Street-King Street corridor), with estimated capital and operating costs of
" $784 million in net present value terms, also generates the highest Transportation User Benefits.

4
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

These are estimated at more than $850 million resulting in a benefit-cost ratio of 1.1. By
comparison, Option 1 (the full BRT option), generates an estimated $313 million in Transportation
User Benefits less than one-half of that generated by of Option 2. However the estimated cost of
$220 million for Option 1 in net present value terms is also much lower than either LRT option,
resulting in a strong benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. By deferring a portion of the capital investment,
the net present value of Option 3 is reduced by almost $130 million from the cost of the full LRT
option. The Transportation User Benefits of this option are also lower than the full LRT option
resulting in the same benefit-cost ratio (1.1).

For each option, the majority of benefits are derived from the travel time savings thus
highlighting the importance of the operating speed of the rapid transit system to the success of
the project. Given the supportive transit signal priority/pre-emption measures proposed under
each of the options, the City of Hamilton has an opportunity to establish a new performance
standard for the region to fully realize the benefits from the rapid transit investment,

None of the options generate sufficient incremental fare revenues to cover the incremental
operating cost associated with the introduction of the new rapid transit line. The greatest
incremental fare revenues are generated by Option 2 which is also the most costly to operate on
an annual basis. However, the operating costs used in this comparative analysis are considered to
be conservative and estimated at the higher end of the range. Lowering these costs would result
in better revenue to cost ratios for all three options. The relatively low incremental fare
revenues however indicate that much of the travel time savings are associated with improved
travel times for existing riders which does not contribute to additional fare revenue for the
operator.

All of the options are somewhat effective in attracting people out of their cars and reducing
automobile usage. Option 2, which has the largest effect, will result in a reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions by approximately 3,449 tonnes annually by 2021 increasing to 8,532 tonnes by 2031.
In net present value terms, this equates to $2.6 million for Option 2 compared to $0.6 million and
2.5 million for Options 1 and 3 respectively.

As expected the options with the highest capital costs generated the most significant economic
development effects. Option 2, which has the highest capital cost will have the largest impact on
employment, income and GDP during construction, is estimated to generate approximately 5,793
person-years of employment®. Option 3 defers some of the capital and on-going operating costs
but still generates relatively strong employment, income and construction GDP effects. By
contrast, the lower cost BRT option produces the lowest overall economic development and
employment benefits during construction as well as during the on-going operations.

¥ Includes both direct and indirect impacts.
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All of the options support the City of Hamilton’s land use and economic development objectives

_ to revitalize the corridor by enhancing and supporting complementary planning and densification
initiatives. LRT demonstrates a greater ability to attract investment and redevelopment than the
BRT alternative and consequently provides higher property value uplift. At the upper end of the
range of estimated uplift, Option 2 produces double the uplift of Option 1 at $144 million versus
$77 million. At the lower end of the range, the difference is less dramatic with Option 1
producing an estimated $38 million in property value uplift versus $50 million for Option 2.
Option 3 by comparison defers the implementation of a portion of the line and postpones
potential development opportunities in the vicinity of up to five of the proposed LRT stations. As
a consequence the potentiat uplift is constrained and-is estimated to be in the range of between
$38 million and $106 million.

Finally, the results of the comparative analysis presented in this report are based on the
assumption that the current one-way street system through the downtown core is converted to a
two-way traffic system where both Main Street and King Street are converted to two-way streets.
In the absence of this conversion, the incremental benefits generated by the introduction of a
rapid transit system are greater than those presented in this report, reflecting the different trip

travel time savings resulting from the introduction of rapid transit under a two-way street

_scenario are less significant than under a one-way scenario as individual trip patterns already
reflect the shorter trip distances. However, as the results show, the introduction of rapid transit

under the two-way scenario does | present positive travel savings as rapid transit is able to offer
faster and more competitive travel times for the shorter trips. Furthermore, the two-way street
system is more supportive of the City’s objective to create a healthy, more pedestrian-friendly
downtown.

In addition to the merits of the two-way conversion, the ability of the rapid transit system to
compete with the automobile and generate travel time benefits is directly related to the
operating speed of the rapid transit system. For each option assessed in this study, the majority
of the benefits are derived from the travel time savings. If the City of Hamilton provides the
supportive transit signal priority/pre-emption measures proposed under each of the options, the
results indicate that the city can leverage the benefits from a rapid transit investment while
establishing a new performance standard for rapid transit in the region.
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Part A = Project Rationale

Introduction

Purpose of Report

In 2006 the Province of Ontario created the Greater Toronto Transportation Authority, renamed
Metrolinx in December 2007. The primary responsibility of the new organization is to provide
leadership in the planning, financing and development of the Greater Toronto and Hamilton
Area’s (GTHA) multi-modal transportation network and to conform to the objectives and vision
set out in the Places to Grow Act, 2005.

Part of Metrolinx’ mandate and one of its first deliverables was the development of the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), known as The Big Move, a 25-year plan that presents the road map for
the implementation of the Province’s MoveOntario 2020 vision of 52 new rapid transit projects in
the GTHA by 2020.

As the rapid transit projects contemplated in The Big Move move closer to implementation, a
Benefits Case will be prepared for each project. The Benefits Case will describe a range of
feasible options for each project, be it different technology, capacity or length of alignment, and
demonstrate the benefits and costs associated with each of the options.

wn B-Line Rapid Transn initiative is one of the projects contemplated in MoveOntarlo

2020 and was 1dentif1ed as a Top 15 priority project_in_The Big Move. The project involves the
?rovmon of a higher order rapid transit service along the existing B-line corridor which currently
runs from a western terminus at University Plaza, a privately owned retail mall west of McMaster
University, eastward via the King Street / Main Street corridor to an eastern terminus at the
Eastgate Square shopping mall. The Bus Rapid Transit lite version which is currently in-service is

scheduled for short term improvements as a result of “Quick-Wins” funding from Metrolinx.

Three options were identified for this corridor and this document presents the comparison of
these options against the Base Case. The assessment of the options includes the relative strengths
and weaknesses of each option on people, the economy and the environment compared to the
cost of implementing the option. The objective of the assessment is to clearly outline the trade-
offs among the criteria to enable decision makers to make an informed decision.

Report Structure
This report is structured as follows:
1 Part A - Project Rationale: This section describes the policy context, the broader

regional and project objectives, the characteristics of the corridor and the issues and
opportunities to be addressed by the proposed project.
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i Part B - Project Options: This section describes the options that are evaluated.

i Part C - Project Assessment: This section describes the evaluation methodology, the
analysis and the summary results.

Project Rationale

Context and Need

The City of Hamilton is forecast to experience significant population growth over the next 20
years. The population of the city is planned to grow from the current 500,000 residents to an
anticipated population of 660,000 residents while employment is expected to grow to 300,000
jobs by 2031. Much of this residential and employment growth is expected to occur in the
Downtown Hamilton Urban Growth Centre and is illustrated in Figure 1. It is anticipated this
growth will primarily be focused around specific development nodes and along the major urban
corridors.




Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

FIGURE1 DOWNTOWN HAMILTON URBAN GROWTH CENTRE*

Burfington By

o Urban Growth Centie, Size and Locabion

B2 saior vighway
e Regrianal/Municipal Baundary

Cpen Space [inclades public ardl private parks,
TN cemgteries, qolf colirses, and uliity corrtors)

Sdurce: Ministty of Energy aad Infrastruciure

0.2% ] 4.5 Km T
1 s 4 N

H

This size and lotation mapping Is being released for use in implemeanting the Growth Plan
for the Greater Golden Horseshpe, 2006, An urban growth cenire boundary 18 not a land use
designation and its delingation will not confer any new'land use designations, nor alter existing

: land use designalions. Any development an lands within {he urban growth centre boundary is
DOWH(DWH Hamtlton still subject to apphicable provincial plans and the relevant provincial and municipal land use
Urban Growth Centre planning policies and approval processes. The Province of Ontario assumes no responsibility or

hability for any conseauences of any use made of this mag.

* SOURCE: ‘Size and Location of Urban Growth Centres in the Greater Golden Horseshoe’ (2008),
Ministry of Energy-and Infrastructure
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

In addition to the challenges associated with the anticipated growth, the City of Hamilton is also
<experiencing_economic_and cultural change as it transitions to relying less on traditional

industrial activities in_favour of a more knowledge-based economy. This transition, combined

with external economic factors, has caused some short term chatlenges for the City, particularly
in the downtown core, where redevelopment is necessary to support the City’s plan to rejuvenate
the downtown core and aid the transition. :

In response to the planned growth, and to assist in the city’s transition, the City embarked on a
series of technical studies to examine the role of transit to promote, support and manage the
growth of Hamilton in a sustainable manner. This culminated in February 2007 when the city’s
Public Works Committee and Council endorsed the Hamilton Transportation Master Plan (TMP)
which defined a transit strategy that included for the provision of “higher order transit” within
the City of Hamilton.

In June 2007, the Province of Ontario announced the MoveOntario 2020 vision, a multi-year rapid
transit action plan for the GTHA. The B-Line corridor was one of the 52 projects identified by
MoveOntario 2020, and was subsequently identified as a Top 15 “early implementation” priority
project in the Metrolinx Regional Transportation Plan known as The Big Move. Figure 2 illustrates
the B-Line corridor and activity centres.

10
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

The existing B-Line (BRT-lite) bus service was introduced in 1982 to serve demand along the east-
west corridor of the lower city. The westbound service runs west from the eastern terminus at
MW Road/Main Street and King Street East through the Downtown
core connecting with Main Street West at Paradise Road where it continues westward to a
western terminus at University plaza (west of McMaster University). Eastbound service runs along
Main Street from University Plaza, past McMaster University and through the downtown core to
the eastern terminus at Eastgate Square. Success of this service has lead to increased service
levels and the recognition that the function of this Main/King Corridor is key to the daily
operation of the city. Ridership on the B-Line has grown over the years reaching almost 850,000
p_a_sw In addition to the B-line service along King Street/Main Street, the city’s
most significant transit corridor, there are a number of other regular local bus services that
provide integrated services along the B-Line corridor or portions thereof. When combined, a very
frequent service is provided and it is estimated that the B-Line and local bus services carry some
10 million passengers per year. Furthermore, transit ridership in general, and specifically along
the corridor, can also be expected to increase as the city is redeveloped and land uses in the
urban centre are intensified. As a consequence of this intensification, it is anticipated that the
current supply of parking in the urban core will decrease while the cost of the remaining stalls
increases, thus providing an additional incentive to find an alternative to the automobile,

The B-line corridor fits into a long range vision that the City of Hamilton has for a rapid transit
network referred to as the B-L-A-S-T network. This proposed long term rapid transit network is
illustrated in Figure 3.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

As part of its rapid transit strategy, the City has also embarked on a significant public
consultation program to determine public opinion regarding the rapid transit initiative. Among
the findings, the feedback received during the public consultation sessions revealed strong
support for the proposed enhancement of the existing B-Line service to provide rapid transit
service along the B-Line corridor.

The city believes that rapid transit in Hamilton, starting with the B-Line corridor, will help
achieve the goals of The Big Move, the Provincial Growth Plan, the Hamilton Transportation
Master Plan and City’s Official Plan and will result in enhanced prosperity, environmental
sustainability and improved quality of life in the City of Hamilton. Rapid transit service along the
B-Line corridor will deliver:

| Accessible rapid transit within 800 metres to close to 20 percent of the City’s residents
and employment including important government facilities in the downtown;

I Access to McMaster University, one of Canada’s top teaching and research institutions
boasting a full and part-time student poputation of over 23,000 and having a significant
economic impact on the Hamilton area;

I Improved access to the downtown and regional rail facilities; and
| An enhanced image and prosperity for the city.

Located at the western corner of Lake Ontario, Hamilton is positioned uniquely as the western
centre of the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and functions as a western gateway to the Greater
Toronto Region. Hamilton is well positioned to exploit its geographical proximity to Toronto, the
largest business centre in the country, particularly considering the proposed electrification of the
GO Lakeshore Line and improved travel experiences for the estimated 92,000 commuters that
travel between Toronto and Hamilton. The B-line rapid transit in conjunction with the GO
Lakeshore improvements will provide Hamilton strong transit-oriented commuting options as well
as provide the opportunity to revitalize the city as an attractive, dynamic, and environmentally
sound community for people and businesses to visit, work and live.

An investment in rapid transit is also an important piece of the City’s plan to rejuvenate the
urban core and support its economic and cultural transition. Hamilton’s traditional and
pedestrian friendly street grid, combined with its stock of heritage and older buildings,
waterfront and escarpment topography, make for an urban fabric that is well-suited to a transit-
oriented and sustainable lifestyle. Given these natural and historic characteristics, Hamilton is
well positioned to attract and accommodate the significant growth expected in the Greater
Toronto Region over the next 25 years. A higher-order transit corridor will connect key activity
centres, destinations, and link key areas of future economic development. However, such an
investment must be made withih the context of an overall strategy where a transit investment
alone is not sufficient to fully capitalize on this advantage. Together with appropriate city
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

planning and economic development initiatives, rapid transit can play an important role in the
transition to a knowledge-based and sustainable community and economy.

The City of Hamilton also has a number of documents, previously developed, that support rapid
transit with policies, by-law and strategies that are all complementary to the implementation of
rapid transit. These documents include:

i Corporate Strategic Plan - “To be the best place to raise a child, promote innovation,
engage citizens and provide diverse economic opportunities”;

i Public Works Business Plan - “Innovate Now";

1 Corporate Energy Policy;

i Air Quality and Climate Strategic Plan;

1 Vision 2020;

| GRIDS (Growth Related Integrated Development Strategy);
I Official Plan (June 2009),

1 Zoning By-laws (in process);

I Residential Intensification Study;

I Commercial Strategy Study;

i Ridership Growth Plan;

1 Transportation Master Plan;

i Rapid Transit Feasibility Study (Phase 1, 2 & 3); and

| Long Term Conceptual Rapid Transit Vision (“B-L-A-S-T”).

The City of Hamilton has made an effort to ensure all plans and strategies are pro-active in
enhancing the city as a successful urban centre. In addition to the documents listed above, the
City of Hamilton is in the process of updating its economic development strategy. The strategy
will target multiple areas of city-building, including business development, community
revitalization, and attracting a 21 century labour force. A rapid transit line could contribute to
all of these goals. Aside from the obvious community and quality of life impacts, an investment
in rapid transit also fits particularly well with the approach to infrastructure for innovation,
which will link the existing and future nodes of research and technology commercialization in
Hamilton. By facilitating such linkages along the city’s primary east-west corridor, an investment
in rapid transit is likely to enhance the attractiveness of the city to potential developers who will
benefit from the marketability and increased demand for prospective development sites along
the corridor. Overall, a rapid transit line has the potential to generate many synergies with other
complementary initiatives in the City of Hamilton.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

Project Objectives

The City of Hamilton Rapid Transit Initiative has several broad objectives in conjunction with
MoveOntario 2020 and Metrolinx RTP including:

1 To promote new development and investment along its key corridors and at strategic
nodes (GRIDS);

1 To support opportunities to redevelop and / or intensify existing developments;

| To support and revitalize existing and future development areas (McMaster University,
West Hamilton Innovation Park, Downtown Area including the Central Library, Farmer’s
Market, Hamilton Art Gallery, Copps Coliseum, potential new stadium etc.) and
businesses; '

| Provide a choice of travel modes that support and inter-connect to each other at both a
local (trails, cycling, walking) and inter-regional level (GO);

I Improve access to key activity centres such as recreation/sporting facilities, arts centre
and convention centre;

i To achieve local and regional environmental objectives; and

1 To promote a sustainable community.

In addition to these broad objectives, the proposed enhancements to the rapid transit network,
beginning with the implementation of rapid transit service along the B-Line corridor, also aim to
achieve more specific goals including:

I To increase transit ridership;

I To put pedestrians and transit first in planning the corridor by enhancing the streetscape
and creating a more pedestrian-friendly environment;

1 To improve the City’s business, tourist and development appeal; and

1 To provide effective connections to neighbouring transit systems.

Project Overview

Context

As indicated above the City of Hamilton has undertaken considerable work on the rapid transit
initiative and specifically the B-Line Corridor. Since 2007 the City has completed a three-phase
Rapid Transit Feasibility Study (RTFS) that compared BRT and LRT technologies and discussed
what BRT and LRT could potentially look like. The primary purpose of the study was to provide
Council, staff and the public with the initial view of the opportunities that rapid transit can
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

present, and the constraints that need to be addressed in making a decision to pursue either an
LRT or BRT rapid transit option.

As a part of the Hamilton Transportation Master Plan, the Metrolinx Regional Transportation Plan
and Phases 1, 2 and 3 of the RTFS, different potential alternative technologies were initially
considered. The list was screened based on best practices, safe and efficient operation, potential
impacts and expected investment. Based on these studies the City of Hamilton focused its efforts
and planning on three options: an enhanced and expanded version of the existing Bus Rapid
Transit, one-way LRT operation in reserved lanes and two-way median LRT in reserved lanes.

Rapid transit along the B-Line corridor could be a contributing component to revitalization and
development. Increased transit use goes hand in hand with enhanced economic opportunities,
better land use, intensification, improved urban design, healthier, more active lifestyles and a
more pedestrian-friendly urban environment. Through consultation conducted by the City of
Hamilton, the public has expressed a preference for LRT over enhancing the existing BRT service.

Transit Corridor Considerations

In addition to the B-line service along King Street/Main Street, the city’s most significant transit
corridor, there are a number of other regular local bus services that provide integrated services
along the B-Line corridor or portions thereof. When combined, a very frequent service is provided
and it is estimated that the B-Line and local bus services carry some 10 million passengers per
year. The existing limited stop express service (“BRT-lite”) along the B-Line corridor operates on
a 10 minute headway during peak periods and afternoons, and headways of approximately 15
minutes in the off-peak period. It alone attracts almost 850,000 trips per year as the express
service within the most popular transit corridor in the city. The City’s initiative to develop a
rapid transit network is aimed at providing an alternative to the single occupancy vehicle, making
non-auto-oriented lifestyles possible for existing and future residents and workers. Such a transit
facility would build on Hamilton’s heritage and mixed-use fabric, while promoting population and
employment growth along the King-Main spine which runs through the centre of Hamilton’s Lower
City.

Opportunities and Issues

Improvements to the B-line could not only enhance transit service along this corridor, but also
provide many related direct and indirect opportunities for urban transformation and
revitalization of developments in the area as described in the Context and Needs section of this
report. The main features that will be directly impacted by improvements to the B-line are
outlined below with relation to the presented opportunities and related issues (See Figure 2 for
the locations of these features).
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

GO Transit

Connectivity is a key piece to transit network planning. A convenient passenger connection
between Hamilton’s rapid transit network and the GO regional rail service could improve and
facilitate the regional connectivity envisioned by The Big Move. The GO Lakeshore West line to
Hunter Street in downtown Hamilton is relatively close to the proposed B-Line corridor and may
warrant a direct connection. At the present time, GO Transit provides peak hour commuter rail
service to Toronto for Hamilton residents along with regular GO Bus services that depart from the
station and provide regional bus services to other destinations. The proposal to electrify the GO
Lakeshore corridor could greatly enhance the commuter rail service and provide frequent and
reliable two-way service to and from Hamilton. This service would improve service frequencies
and travel times making GO Transit an even more attractive alternative to the automobile.

Increasing connectivity by creating a convenient transfer point between Hamilton’s rapid transit
network and the GO service will further enhance the attractiveness of transit. However, it should
be recognized that one trade-off with this deviation from the main route is the impact to the
operating speed of the line resulting in longer travel time. In addition to the Hunter Street GO
station, there are other opportunities in central Hamilton for new GO stations and/or mutti-
modal transit facilities that could include locat buses and new/additional inter-regional rail.
These opportunities should be examined as part of more detailed design phase to identify
possible locations for such facilities and to determine whether they could generate additional
significant benefits to both local communities and the wider region. Given the overall strategy to
grow transit use and maximize ridership, any effort to integrate local rapid transit with regional
service such as the GO Train must balance the benefits of improved connectivity with the
objectives of the new rapid transit line. These aspects should be considered during the route
level design stage of this project’s development.

McMaster University & McMaster University Medical Centre

As one of Canada’s leading education and research institutions, McMaster University is a
significant part of the economic landscape of Hamilton. With over 23,000 students, plus faculty
and staff, the university campus is a key place of interest and trip generator for transit
particularly because students make up a large portion of the transit market. Additionally, the
student union has incorporated transit passes into the McMaster student fees making transit
service to the campus more integral. McMaster also has a university medical centre that has a
significant flow of patients, visitors and employees that would also benefit from the introduction
of rapid transit to this location.

At the present time, the university administration policy restricts transit vehicles movement on
campus to the perimeter of the property. As a consequence, for many of the transit patrons, bus
facilities for both HSR and GO Transit are located a considerable distance from their ultimate
destinations, which can be viewed as a poor service.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

Given the desire to increase transit ridership, it is important that the passenger access to this
important activity centre be optimised. More detailed investigation should be undertaken to
determine the best long-term options for transit access to the campus as part of a more detailed
.design phase. '

West Hamilton Innovation District

West Hamilton Innovation District (WHID) is a 15 acre site located halfway between McMaster
University and Mohawk College, and in the future is planned to be a significant trip generator.
Specifically, the site is located to the south of Main Street West, west of Dundurn Street South
and the CP railway line, north of Aberdeen Avenue, and east of Highway 403. The site is the
former location of Camco/Westinghouse and includes the McMaster Innovation Park which
welcomed its first tenants, Trivaris Ltd. into the first renovated building in April 2009. The
federal government has also committed a $60M investment to build a new 155,000 square foot
materials technology laboratory, scheduled to open in 2010. McMaster Innovation Park expects to
complete 14 buildings and be the workplace for 3,000 people over the next 15 years. The entire
WHID has the capacity to house as many as 6,000 workers once completed. This development has
the potential to become an important activity centre which has merit for transit service.

The City of Hamilton has investigated opportunities to provide door-to-door service to the site
with rapid transit. However, similar to the GO Transit connection, there are operational trade-
offs, such as longer operating times, and vehicle operating costs. As well, access to the site witl
also require a substantial additional capital investment including the need for more vehicles
resulting from the longer travel times. All options examined in this Benefits Case include a stop
at Longwood Road and Main Street. The Innovation Park falls within a comfortable catchment
area of the stop. However, appropriate pedestrian-friendly links between WHID facilities and the
proposed rapid transit corridor should be further explored at the detailed design level.

Maintenance Facility

The new rapid transit line will require a new or enhanced operations and maintenance facility.
The specific location of this facility can vary depending on the rapid transit technology and the
end points of the new line.

Hamilton Street Railway (HSR) currently maintains and stores the existing fleet of B-Line buses at
its bus maintenance facility, Mountain Transit Centre, on Upper James Street, some 9 kilometres
from the B-Line corridor. It is anticipated that in the short term HSR will be able to accommodate
the enhanced fleet proposed for implementation in September 2009 at this existing facility.
However, in the event that the new rapid transit line is BRT, it is erly that HSR may have .to
expand existing facilities or build additional capacity at a new location (ideally close to the B-
Line corridor).
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

In the event that LRT is selected as the rapid transit technology, HSR will require a new
operations and maintenance facility to accommodate the LRT vehicles. In anticipation of this
requirement, the City of Hamilton investigated potential sites near the corridor that provided
sufficient capacity and were within an appropriate distance to the mainline to minimize the cost
of providing infrastructure to connect the mainline to the yard and also to limit the operating
costs associated with the necessary connection.

Under either technology scenario, the exact location of the storage and maintenance facility will
be determined as part of the more detailed project definition phase.

Road Operations (One Way versus Two Way)

At present one way traffic in the downtown core on Main Street and King Street provides efficient
traffic flow entering and leaving downtown Hamilton with traffic flowing eastbound on Main
Street and westbound along King Street. While this one-way street configuration facilitates
efficieﬂwxlesﬁndlongeuﬁps traveling through the downtown, it is
*hot ‘ideal for pedwm—-usemhanu@m,genemww;m

'downtm Recognizing these challenges, the City of Hamilton established a corporate
working 1 team to undertake an assessment of the rapid transit options within this street
environment. The team concluded that a two-way system on King Street is the preferred rapid

transit route alternative for the following reasons:

| Greater potential and concentration of community development, which will revitalize
Downtown Hamilton, resulting in greater increase in property values and greater
potential for economic spin-offs;

I Improved accessibility for residents, workers and visitors, allowing them to travel in both
directions on both King and Main Streets creating a better urban experience;

| Safer pedestrian environment, as a median transit way allows sidewalk improvements in
both directions and bi-directional LRT results in slower and less traffic on King Street;

I Lower costs as less LRT infrastructure is required;
1 Less disruption during construction as only one corridor is directly affected; and
| Fewer negative impacts to properties abutting the corridor as there would be less need to

close driveways and create cul-de-sacs on local streets at non-signalized intersections.

The City of Hamilton Corporate Working Team also evaluated potential corridor-wide impacts and
while several were identified and mitigation proposed, there are no significant impediments that
would prevent the City from pursuing rapid transit along the B-Line corridor via King Street.

In addition to the reasons given by the Corporate Working Team, additional issues relating to the
construction and on-going operation of a rapid transit line arise when considering a one-way
system on King and Main Streets,
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From a construction perspective, a one-way system will incur greater construction costs ana
public inconvenience as two major routes through the downtown core will be interrupted for the
duration of construction. Specifically a split rapid transit corridor will result in:

1 Greater utility impacts (two corridors);

I Additional electrical substations if constructed over an extended distance (1.5/2km);

i Additional overhead line infrastructure (support poles);

I Separate cabling systefn for each route (power and communications);

I A duplication of stop control equipment as it is required on each line; and

| Increases the cost of providing crossovers, which are emergency turn back locations for

LRT vehicles, as these would need to be along connecting streets.

From an operations perspective, one of the most significant deterrents to a split corridor is
passenger legibility. Under a split corridor scenario, transit passengers utilizing the system to
travel between their home and work would be required to access and exit the system from
geographically distinct stations. Furthermore given the distance between Main Street and King
Street this would imply that at some points on the corridor (with walking distances as much as
500m between the inbound and outbound stations) would create a significant deterrent for some
passengers. Similarly, the split corridor is likely to dilute the positive impacts from economic
development that may be motivated by the introduction of the new rapid transit line.

In addition to the passenger deterrent, the split route would also present challenges for the
system operator. These include:

I Splitting of the routes would operationally hinder service recovery and short working due
to limited turn back locations;

I The unfeasibility of temporary service operation along a single track section while the
other track section is out of service; and

i Parallel routes would affect consecutive crossing arterial road intersections which would
make mitigation of LRT priority on arterial road traffic more difficult.

Also, the interchange system connecting the 403 to Main and King Streets is about to undergo
significant rehabilitation and reconstruction. There is an opportunity, with the potential
implementation of a rapid transit service and reconfiguring of King and Main Streets into two-way
arterials, to simplify this interchange.

In a central downtown location there are cases where parallel routes and small loops may
function reasonably well where more than one route runs through the centre. However this would
not be the case over an extended length as would be required on the King and Main Street
corridors.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

Clearly, the need for two-way operation is essential for the successful operation of this transit
line given the findings presented above. Therefore, the conversions of King Street and Main
Street to two-way operations have been assumed for the purposes of this analysis.
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Part B  Options

Project Options

The following three options have been identified for the Hamilton Rapid Transit Project for
comparison against the Base Case. A summary description of each option is provided below.

1 Base Case: Business as usual
i Option 1: Full BRT

| Option 2: Full LRT

1 Option 3: Phased LRT
Base Case

The Base Case assumes that the City of Hamilton will re-orient the current one-way operations of
King Street and Main Street to two-way streets for the reasons already detailed in Part A of this
report. Within this new street configuration, the Base Case is defined as an expanded B-Line Lite
Express Service as proposed for September 2009 with buses operating in the curb lanes of King
Street. This represents a change from the existing BRT Lite service which currently operates in
the curb lanes of both King Street and Main Street in the direction of the one-way traffic.

This BRT Lite service runs westward from Eastgate Square through downtown and continues west
past McMaster University to a western terminus at University Plaza. There are 15 stations along
the B-Line route between University Plaza and Eastgate Square including a station adjacent to
McMaster University campus.

Under this Base Case scenario Hamilton Street Railway (HSR) operates articulated buses in mixed
traffic with no signal priority. Bus operations vary within segments of the B-Line alignment.
Between University Plaza and McMaster University, buses operate with peak headways of 15
minutes. Buses on the segment between McMaster University and Eastgate Square operate more
frequently in the peak operating with peak headways of 7.5 minutes. The segment between
University Plaza and McMaster University adds another 5 minutes to the one way trip.®

> Travel times are based on the current one-way street operations and may change under the two-way street
operating scenario where travel times will likely increase. For the purposes of this analysis both a one-
way and two-way street configuration were modelled for the Base Case to provide the range of costs
and benefits associated under each option. The results of the different scenarios are summarized on
pages 47-48.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

There are a number of local bus services that operate along the corridor that are assumed to
remain in-service under the Base Case scenario. These include route numbers 1, 5, 51, 52 and 55.
These bus routes remained in service under the Option scenarios as well.

Options

Option 1 — Full BRT

" This option includes an on-street exclusive BRT system running along a median within the existing

road right of way from an eastern terminus at Eastgate Square to a western terminus on the
McMaster University campus. In total, the alignment is approximately 14 kilometres in length and
is proposed to be operational in 2015.

Unlike the current BRT system defined by the Base Case, the Full BRT will operate within an
exclusive right-of-way. Specifically the Full BRT alignment proposed for this assessment is
described as follows:

» East Section - turning from a segregated terminus adjacent to Eastgate Square the
alignment travels westward in a median transitway via Queenston Road to the Main Street
/ Ottawa Street Intersection.

» Downtown Section - the alighment continues westward from the Main Street/Ottawa

N Street Intersection along a median of King Street East acrdss John Street and James
\

Street through downtown. ® The alignment continues along King Street West across

r‘%«-} Highway 403 to Longwood Road South where it provides convenient access to Westdale

Village and the McMaster Community. At Longwood Road South the alignment runs
southbound to Main Street.

s West Section - From Longwood Road South the alignment transitions into the centre of
Main Street and continues westward towards the McMaster University Medical Centre
before turning north towards the terminus station on the McMaster University campus.

At the present time, King Street and Main Street operate as one-way streets. Given the
operational challenges and passenger inconvenience associated with operating a rapid transit line
along a split corridor, it is assumed for the purpose of this comparative assessment that the BRT -
route would run on King Street utilizing existing rights-of-way. Under this scenario both Main
Street and King Street would be converted to two-way streets for general purpose traffic.
However, as a result of the reduced number of traffic lanes on both streets, traffic capacity on
both streets would decrease. In addition to these traffic capacity constraints, there may also be

6 During a more detailed project definition phase, consideration should be given to providing a more direct connection to
the GO Transit station on Hunter Street in downtown Hamilton. This could be accomplished by rerouting the
proposed King Street alignment via John Street, Hunter Street and James Street. This would add up to 4 minutes to
the travel time.
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Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

physical limitations along specific sections of King Street, where the existing right-of-way is too
narrow to enable two-way traffic operations alongside a two-way rapid transit service. The design
and right-of-way requirements for the reoriented streets will be addressed during the more
detailed project definition phase. However, for the purpose of this comparative analysis it is
assumed that King Street can accommodate two-way traffic and a two-way BRT service. The Full
BRT line includes 17 stations at the following proposed locations that are to be confirmed as part
of a more detailed design exercise:

TABLE 1 OPTION 1 STOPS (BRT)

Station Locations (East to West)

East Section 1. Eastgate Square o
4. Queenston Traffic Circle
(Eastgate to Ottawa 2. Nash Road 5. Kenilworth Avenue
Street) 3. Parkdale Road
Downtown 6. Ottawa Street 11. Gore Park
(ot treet t 7. Gage Avenue 12, Bay Street
awa street to

Longwood Road South) 8. Sherman Avenue 13. Queen Street

9. Wentworth Street 14. Dundurn Road

10. First Place

West Section 15. Westdale
(Longwood Road South 16. Longwood Road/Main 17. McMaster University
to University) Street

The physical location and configuration of each station will vary depending upon. the specific
characteristics and constraints at each location.

The average speed of the BRT along the 14 kilometre alignment is assumed to be 25 kph.
Assuming 17 stations with average dwell times of 20 seconds, the estimated travel time from end
to end of the BRT line is approximately 34 minutes via Longwood Road South. The segregated
operations combined with signal priority at major intersections will be required and will help
minimize the potential delays to the BRT service. However, despite these measures, at-grade
crossings at intersections may still result in service delays. The average speeds and travel times
for each section are provided in the following table: '
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TABLE 2 OPTION 1 - BRT AVERAGE SPEED AND TRAVEL TIMES

Distance Average Statl.o n Travel Time
Speed Spacing

East Section
(Eastgate to Ottawa 4.9 km 25 kph =900 m 12 min
Street)
Downtown N S
(Loo:‘gv:ozt{zi?dm 7.2km 25 kph =800 m 17 min
South)
West Section B D
(Longwood Road 2.1 km 25 kph =1,150 m 5 min
South to University) ‘
TOTAL ROUTE 14.2 km 34 min

For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that articulated buses are 18 metres in length
and have a capacity of 90 passengers per vehicle. This is consistent with service planning
guidelines elsewhere in the region and would provide a high-level service to the passengers. The
service has been assumed to provide a 2.5 minute peak frequency, which would provide a peak
design load of 2,200 passengers per hour per direction which is projected to be sufficient to meet
the anticipated demand along the corridor.

The minimum operable frequency'of a BRT service would be approximately 2 minutes based upon
the priority and effect on intersection capacity. This would provide a peak capacity of 2,700
passengers per hour per direction and would require significant levels of priority at intersections
that are beyond those envisioned for the Hamilton BRT.

TABLE 3 OPTION 1 - VEHICLE REQUIREMENTS AND CAPACITY

Headway Number Vehicles Capacity
5 minutes 18 1,100
4 minutes 23 1,350
3 minutes 30 1,800
2.5 minutes 36 2,200
2 minutes 45 : g 2,700
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Based upon the 2.5 minute headways planned for the BRT service, a total of 36 BRT vehicles
would be required including spares. As this new BRT service represents a significant expansion
and improvement over the current B-Line service, it is assumed that, in the long term with the
expanding fleet of BRT and regular service buses, the additional BRT vehicles could not be
accommodated at the existing bus maintenance and storage facilities. It is anticipated that there
would likely be sufficient storage to accommodate the BRT fleet for the first few years of
operation, however, as the bus fleet expands, Hamilton will be required to build additional
storage facilities. Therefore, for the purpose of this assessment it is assumed that the
introduction of the new BRT Line as proposed under this option would require a new or expanded
bus storage and maintenance facility within approximately 10 years of opening or earlier.

Option 2 — Full LRT

This option includes an on-street segregated LRT system operating along the same alignment as
described for Option 1. As with Option 1, the 17 station locations proposed for that BRT option
are also assumed for this LRT option. Similarly, as proposed, the introduction of the LRT along
the King Street corridor will be accompanied by the re-orientation of traffic operations on both
King Street and Main Street such that both streets operate as two-way streets. LRT will operate
along the median of the King Street corridor alongside two lanes of traffic. As discussed under
Option 1, the design and right-of-way requirements for the reoriented streets will be addressed
during the more detailed project definition phase. However, for the purpose of this comparative
analysis it is assumed that King Street can accommodate two-way traffic and a two-way LRT
service. The Full LRT Option is also planned to be in service in 2015. Main Street is also assumed
to function as a two-way arterial road.

Similar to the Full BRT Option, the physical location and configuration of each LRT station will
vary depending upon the specific characteristics and constraints at each station location.

The estimated travel time from end to end of the LRT line is 26 minutes via Longwood, assuming
17 stations, and an overall average speed of 34 kph with appropriate signal priorities and/or pre-
emption. The average speeds and travel times for each section are provided in the following
table:
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TABLE 4 OPTION 2 - LRT AVERAGE SPEEDS AND TRAVEL TIMES

Distance Averag;e Stati'o n Travel Time
Speed Spacing
East Section
Eastgate to Ottawa 4.9 km 35 kph =900 m 9 min
Street
Downtown e T
Ottawa Street to 7.2 km 33 kph =800 m 13 min

Logwood Road South

West Section .
Longwood Road 2.1 km 35 kph =1,150 m 4 min
South to University

TOTAL ROUTE 14.2 km 26 min

For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that 30 metre LRT vehicles with a capacity of
approximately 130 per vehicle are used providing a capacity of 1,950 as a one car train and 3,900
as a two car train. The service has been assumed to provide a peak 4 minute service frequency
requiring 30 LRT vehicles. Operation of a route at as low as a 2 minute headway is achievable,
but would require significant levels of priority at intersections and could result in an increased
travel time with greater LRT delays at intersections. However, this level of LRT service is not
envisioned as required and so the operational risk of such tight LRT headways is low.

As discussed in Section A, the introduction of an LRT service in Hamilton will require the
construction of a new LRT operations and maintenance facility. While the precise location of such
a facility will be studied as part of the more detailed project definition phase, it is assumed that
the facility will be located close to the LRT corridor so as to minimize the costs to connect the
facility with the mainline. As part of the detailed analysis, it is also assumed that operating costs
and deadheading requirements, balanced by neighbourhood impacts, will be considered as part of
the site selection process.

Option 3 — Phased LRT

Under this option the implementation of the eastern section of the full LRT alignment is delayed
until such time that the capital investment required to expand LRT eastward is warranted to
support and encourage complementary re-development activities along the corridor. In doing so,
this option examines the implications of deferring some of the costs and benefits attributable to
the full LRT to provide an opportunity for the eastern section of the corridor to mature to a point

? Travel speeds vary along the length of the corridor with operating conditions. The average speed in the
downtown section is shown as 33 kph however travel speeds in the downtown core are assumed to he
somewhat slower in the range of 25 kph.
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where such an extension could generate greater benefits and re-development up-lift from the
LRT investment. For the purpose of this assessment, the downtown and western sections are
assumed to be in service in 2015 while the implementation of the eastern section is postponed
until 2030.

The interim eastern terminus of the LRT line will be at the intersection of King Street East and
Ottawa Street. This eastern ferminus was chosen because of the established Business
Improvement Area (BIA) for the area’s textile and home décor district. As with Option 2, this
option will ultimately include 17 station locations as shown in Table 1 above. Of these, 5 stations
including Eastgate Square, Nash Road, Parkdale Road, Queenston Traffic Circle and Kenilworth,
are deferred until 2030. Again, as with the other options, traffic operations on King Street and
Main Street are assumed to operate as two-way streets with the LRT operating along the median
of King Street alongside the vehicle traffic lanes.

Similar to the other options, the physical location and configuration of each station will vary
depending upon the specific characteristics and constraints at each station location.

The estimated travel time from end to end of the first phase of the LRT line between McMaster
University and the eastern terminus is 17 minutes assuming 10 stations, and an overall average
speed of 33 kph and appropriate signal priorities. The average speeds and travel times for each
section are provided in the following table:

TABLE 5 OPTION 3 — PHASED LRT AVERAGE SPEEDS AND TRAVEL TIMES

Distance Averag;e Statl'o n Travel Time
Speed Spacing
East Section - BRT-Lite
Eastgate to Ottawa 4,9 km 25 kph =980 m 12 min
Street
~ Downtown
Ottawa Street to 7.2 km 33 kph =800 m 13 min

Logwood Road South
West Section

Longwood Road South 2.1 km 35 kph =1,150 m 4 min
to University ‘ '

TOTAL ROUTE 14.2 km 30° min

Under this option, a passenger traveling between McMaster University and Eastgate Square will be
required to transfer between the new LRT line and an improved BRT-lite service at Ottawa
Street. Including the transfer time, the travel time from McMaster University to Eastgate Square

8 See footnote 7

° A one minute transfer is assumed at Ottawa Street bringing the total time for the route to 30 minutes
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is estimated to be approximately 30 minutes. The vehicle capacity and proposed operating
frequencies for this first phase on the LRT line are assumed to be the same as proposed for the
Full LRT scenario. Given the reduced length of the alignment however, the number of vehicles
required to provide this level of service is lower than under Option 2.

With the phased introduction of LRT as proposed under this option, it is assumed that the existing
B-Line service will continue to serve the Queenston Road corridor between the easternmost LRT
station near Ottawa Street and Eastgate Square. It is expected that the current B-Line service
will be extended beyond Eastgate Square to a future proposed transit hub at Fifty Road with
connections to GO Transit and as such, Eastgate Square will no longer function as the terminus
point. It is also assumed that the local buses currently connecting to the existing BRT-Lite service
at Eastgate Square will be rerouted as appropriate to a new connection at the Ottawa Street LRT
station. As a result of these changes, the level of service along the eastern segment of the
ultimate B-Line LRT corridor is expected to improve relative to today’s level as the number of
new buses and interlined routes operating along the corridor will result in a dramatic increase in
the frequency of bus service.

As with Option 2, Option 3 will require the construction of a new operations and maintenance
facility. Although the location of this facility will be the subject of a more detailed study in the
future, it is assumed that the facility will be near to the LRT corridor and will accommodate
operational issues. Given the truncated LRT line proposed for this option, locations for the
operations and maintenance facility are constrained to be within the reasonable limits of the
line. Although the immediate fleet requirements under this option are less than that required
under Option 2, the size of the facility is assumed to be the same as that envisioned for Option 2
in order accommodate the fleet expansion at some point in the future.

In 2030, the second phase of the B-Line LRT would be introduced to extend LRT eastward to
Eastgate Square as described in Option 2. At that time the fleet would be expanded to 30
vehicles in order to continue to provide 4 minute headways along the extended route.

Summary of Options

The options to be examined are summarized in the table below.
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TABLE 6 SUMMARY OF OPTIONS

_ Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Opening Year 2015 2015 2015/2030
CMeaway  2.5min 4 min 4 min
| Cra;}arcit;l'(‘phég)ﬁ’o 2200 1950/ 3900 1950 /3900
. LRT Veﬁiclers’ N n/a 30 20 /30
B4RT Vehicléé - 36 n/a n/a
. Travel time (énd-fo-end) 7 3; 26 30"

19 per Peak Hour Peak Direction capacities for LRT are shown for both one-car and two-car trains.
" Approximatety 17 minute travel time from McMaster University to Ottawa Street on phase | LRT segment.
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PartC Assessment

Evaluation Framework

The comparative analysis uses a Multiple Account Evaluation (MAE) methodology. The MAE is a
framework that provides a systematic identification and analysis of broader implications and
criteria of an option. It systematically compares the impacts on costs, users, environment,
economy and community and shows the trade-offs among the often conflicting criteria.

The MAE framework includes a number of evaluation accounts that together address the most
significant project performance and policy considerations for a specific project. The criteria and
the accounts can be tailored for a project. The relevant accounts for the analysis of the Hamilton
Rapid Transit project are:

I Transportation User Benefits
¥ Financial Impacts

1 Environmental Impacts

I Economic Impacts

I Socio-Community Impacts

It is important to note that the options defined in this report have only been developed to a level
of technical detail sufficient to enable a comparative analysis for the purpose of selecting a
preferred option. Project scope, costs and service plans need to be developed in more detail for
funding and implementation.

The assessment is done by comparing each option to the Base Case and identifying any
incremental costs or benefits that are generated by each option, Hence, the results should not be
interpreted as “total” values, but as the incremental impact compared to the Base Case.

The analysis is done over a 30-year period (2009-2038). Where possible the impacts are
monetized and quantified. In order to compare the options on a “like-to-like” basis and to
reflect time value of money the monetized values are discounted to today’s value at a real
discount rate of 5%. These values, and other input variables used in this analysis are shown in
Appendix A.

Transportation User Benefits

This account considers the incremental benefits to the transportation users as a result of the
investment in the Hamilton Rapid Transit project. The monetized benefits are measured in travel
time savings for both transit users and road users; automobile operating cost savings achieved by
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individuals as their trip times or overall automobile usage declines; and reduction in accidents as
a result of declining automobile usage.

In addition to the monetized benefits, there are qualitative user impacts which may include
passenger comfort, accessibility and reliability. In most instances they are captured in the
ridership and travel time savings, but in some instances they can be isolated and identified
separately if significantly different among the options.

All transportation user benefits described below are incremental to the Base Case.

Travel Time Savings

Travel time savings are included for both transit and non-transit users. With the improvement of
transit services along the Main Street / King Street corridor in Hamilton, the analysis shows that
the investment will generate significant time savings for existing transit users (those that
currently travel on buses), new transit users and auto users. The value of time is estimated at an
average of $13 per hour'? and is expected to grow, in real terms, by 1.6% per year over the
period.

The present value of travel time savings for both transit and auto users over the evaluation
period (2009-2038) is largest for Option 2 and estimated at $647 million and approximately 15
percent greater than the travel time savings generated by Option 3 at $553 million. Option 1, the
Full BRT option, generated the lowest travel time savings of the three options resulting in a
present value savings of $269 million.

Under all three options, the majority of the benefits result from the travel time savings which
reflect the proposed operating speeds and consequent competitive travel times offered by
transit. The higher transportation benefits for Option 2, for example, are a combination of higher
transit ridership resulting from the relatively competitive travel times and the continuity of the
LRT line along the entire corridor, as well as greater automobile user time savings resulting from
reduced congestion along the realigned Main Street / King Street corridor. These travel time
benefits however are dependent upon the ability of the new rapid transit system to achieve the
proposed operating speeds which in turn is dependent upon the implementation of the necessary
transit priorities.

Option 3 has the second highest transit user benefits of the three options with higher transit and
automobile user savings than Option 1. The higher transit user benefits are associated with the
faster travel times for the LRT versus the BRT. Option 1 has the lowest travel time savings of the
three options. /

2 See Appendix A for details.
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Automobile Operating Cost Savings

Automobile operating costs savings are derived from a reduction in auto kilometres as a result of
the transit investment. The analysis shows that the Hamilton Rapid Transit project will result in
reduced auto usage and that the degree of the decline is related to the rapid transit technology.
it is estimated that the reduction in auto kilometres by 2021 ranges from a low of close to 5
million vehicle kilometres for Option 1 to more than 17 million kilometres for Option 2. By 2031,
the annual reduction in auto use grows to more that 7.5 million kilometres for Option 1 and more
than 42 million kilometres annually for both Options 2 and 3, which are the same by that date.

Translating these savings into monetary terms, the present value of the automobile operating
cost savings over the period are $40 million, $187 million and $178 million for Options 1, 2 and 3
respectively. The estimates for all options are shown in Table 7.

The automobile operating cost savings are greatest for the LRT options reflecting the ability for
LRT to draw a greater number of auto users to transit than BRT for at least a portion of their
journey or an occasional trip.

Safety Benefits

The reduction in collisions is based on fewer vehicle kilometres driven. The monetary savings
resulting from a reduction in collisions is calculated based on an assumed value of 7 cents per
kilometre in reduced road travel (see Appendix A). The present value of safety benefits over the
period ranges between $4 million for Option 1 up to $18 million for Option 2. The estimates for
all options are shown in Table 7.

Qualitative Transportation Benefits

The major differences among the Hamilton Rapid Transit options from a user’s perspective are
travel time, reliability, need for transfer and passenger comfort. Travel time and transfer
requirements are largely captured in the travel time savings estimates. Therefore, from a user’s
perspective, the options are differentiated by the degree to which service and schedule
reliability are achieved and by passenger comfort. '

Under all three of the Hamilton Rapid Transit options, the operating assumptions include
significant signal priority / pre-emption at intersections along the corridor. Despite these priority
measures, the at-grade alignments proposed for both BRT and LRT will create challenges for both
technologies. While transit only lanes will enhance the reliability of all three options, both
technologies will likely experience some variability in travel time depending on traffic congestion
and cross-traffic at intersections as well as accidents.

The comparatively strong benefits generated by LRT are in large part driven by the higher
average travel speeds, and consequently lower travel times, relative to BRT. For the purpose of
this comparative assessment, average speeds for LRT were assumed to be between 33 and 35 kph
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as compared to 25 kph for BRT. While these average speeds are achievable, as demonstrated in
other jurisdictions, the LRT will likely require signal pre-emption along much of the corridor as
opposed to the less specific signal priority in order to ensure that these average speeds can be
maintained. As indicated earlier, the majority of the benefits are related to travel time savings
which in turn is related to the operating speeds and travel time.

The regional ridership model does not capture the difference in reliability among modes. While
empirical evidence suggests that transit users put a high value on reliability, to the extent that
all three options are subject to similar reliability constraints, none of the Hamilton Rapid Transit
options will provide a significant reliability benefit relative to one another. However, to the
extent that BRT will have more flexibility versus LRT to divert from its alignment in the event of
a significant congestion delay, BRT may be considered to have a very slight advantage. On the
other hand, the proposed 2.5 minute headway for the BRT as compared to 4 minutes for LRT
options may present operational challenges as the short headway required to deliver the required
capacity limits the operational flexibility for the BRT.

Options 1 and 2 both serve the entire rapid transit corridor as described for the purpose of this
analysis. The pyhased LRT alignment proposed for Option 3 will force a transfer for passengers
travelling along the eastern 'segment of the corridor in the short and medium term. Therefore
Options 1 and 2 are more desirable from a user’s perspective. In addition to the convenience of
not having to transfer, the LRT is also likely to be perceived as a more comfortable technology.
Option 2 therefore is likely to be the most preferred from a transit user’s perspective.

Summary

Table 7 summarizes the incremental transportation user benefits associated with the Hamilton
Rapid Transit project.
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TABLE 7 INCREMENTAL TRANSPORTATION USER BENEFITS

All Valuesin NPV $m  Option
1

Travel Time Savings 269 647 553
Automobile Cost Savings 40 187 178
Accident / Collision 4 18 17
Reductions

Transportation User 313 852 748
Benefits

Financial Account

This account includes the assessment of the direct incremental “cash” items, primarily costs and
revenues from the owner’s perspective, for each option over the assessment period. Costs
include the incremental capital and operating costs incurred by each option compared to the
Base Case. Incremental revenues may also include fare revenues, advertising, and proceeds from
disposal of assets. Any savings resulting from the implementation of the options are also included
in this account.

Ridership and Revenues

Annual ridership and fare revenues have been projected using Greater Golden Horseshoe Travel
Forecasting Model". The ridership estimates indicate that Option 2 generates the highest demand
with an AM peak hour demand of 1946 passengers in 2021 in the westbound direction. Option 1
generates the second highest ridership at 1560 passengers while Option 3 carried an estimated
1496 passengers during the AM peak hour. These passenger flows increase to almost 2100
passengers by 2031 (for Options 2 and 3) while Option 1 shows over 1700 passengers.

Based on these ridership estimates, the analysis shows that in 2021 (from a system-wide
perspective) Option 2 would generate incremental annual fare revenues of close to $600,000
million versus $200,000 and $100,000 for Options 1 and 3 respectively. In net present value terms
over the period of the analysis, incremental revenues are $5.7 million, $15.6 million and $12.5
million for Options 1, 2 and 3 respectively,

This model has been used for the development of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and ensures
consistency with that work. The modet is strategic in nature and the effect of small projects can be
minimal. However the main purpose of the benefits case work is of a comparative nature and we
consider the model adequate for this purpose.
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Capital and Operating Costs

The capital costs include all costs associated with the construction and acquisition of the
infrastructure, revenue collection, vehicles, and maintenance centre. The estimates also include,
design, management & administration, insurance, environmental permitting, property, and
contingencies. Costs also include a preliminary estimate to make the King Street/Highway 403
bridge crossing compatible with LRT. Interest during construction is not inctuded.

The construction period is assumed to be the same for all three options with start in 2011 and
completion by 2014 for opening of service in 2015. Predictably, Option 1 has the lowest capital
cost of the three options with an estimated cost of $218 million. The full LRT proposed under
Option 2 is estimated to cost $829 million while the estimated capital cost for the truncated LRT
alignment, as proposed under Option 3, is $605 million for the initial phase with the balance of
$223 million being deferred until 2030.

Table 8 shows the capital costs and operating costs for each option. All values are expressed in
2008 dollars.

TABLE 8 CAPITAL AND OPERATING COSTS

All Values in 2008 $m Option ~ Option Option

Capital Costs 218 829 605

Annual incremental
operating costs 2031

The operating costs used for this comparative assessment are considered conservative as they do
not take into account any potential bus operating cost savings that may be realized with the
introduction of the new rapid transit line. Savings could be anticipated from replacing the
current BRT-Lite service with the new service as well as from other potential operating
efficiencies that could be achieved by removing or rerouting buses to leverage the new rapid
transit line. Furthermore, the operating costs used for this assessment are based on experience in
other jurisdictions'. If operating costs in Hamilton could be reduced relative to these other
jurisdictions, the on-going cost of the new rapid transit service would decrease.

| RT operating costs based on TTC operating costs and BRT costs from York Region.
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Summary

Table 9 shows the capital costs, operating costs and incremental fare revenues expressed in
present value for the period 2009-2038.

A comparison of capital costs in present value terms shows that Option 2 has the highest cost of
$655 million followed by the truncated LRT option, Option 3, with a cost of $563 million
expressed in present value terms. Option 1, the full BRT option, has lowest present value cost
estimated at $171 million.

Over the period of the analysis, none of the options generate sufficient incremental fare
revenues to cover the incremental operating costs associated with the introduction of the new
rapid transit line. However, as indicated earlier, the operating costs used in this comparative
analysis are considered to be conservative. Furthermore, the relatively low incremental fare
revenues likely indicate that much of the travel times savings described earlier are associated
with improved travel times for existing riders which does not contribute to additional fare
revenue for the operator.

TABLE 9 INCREMENTAL COSTS AND REVENUES

All Values in NPV $m Option Option
2
Capital Costs 171 655 563
Operating Costs “"““““‘:; ________ 9 9 2;_ »»»»»»»»»
Total Incremental Costs ""“’““‘;;6 ______ 784 ‘*'m"‘";;;-“m-

Incremental Fare

5.7 15.6 12.5
Revenues

Comparing Benefits and Costs

Table 10 compares the results from the Transportation User Benefits and Financial accounts. As
illustrated in the table, all of the proposed rapid transit options generate positive net benefits
resulting in a benefit cost-ratio that is greater than 1. Option 1 is the lowest cost option and
generates the highest benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. Both LRT options are more costly than the BRT
option but also generate greater benefits than the BRT option. The benefit-cost ratio for Options
2 and 3 are 1.1.
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TABLE 10 COMPARISON BENEFITS AND COSTS

_“All Values in NPY Sm Option

Transportation User o »13 - 852 ) 48 |
Benefits

Incremental Costs N "(_22—6)“ o (784) ‘~(6~5;)—
Net Benefit (Cost) '“““"j;““"' 69 “‘“MQQ;;';—“MW
Benefit-Cost Ratio Y

Environmental Impacts

This account examines the environmental impacts of the Hamilton Rapid Transit options. The
major environmental impact with respect to urban transit projects is the ability of the project to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions from reduced automobile usage.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As mentioned in the Transportation User Benefits section, all three options lead to an annual
decline in automobile usage. By 2021, it is estimated that the number of kilometres travelled by
automobile will decline by almost 4.8 million kilometres annually under Option 1. The annual
reduction anticipated under Options 2 and 3 are approximately 17 million and 15 million
kilometres respectively in 2021. As shown in Table 11, this translates into an annual reduction of
CO, emissions of approximately 970 tonnes, 3,450 tonnes and 3,000 tonnes in 2021 respectively
for Options 1, 2 and 3. These annual reductions increase by 2031 to more than 1,470 tonnes for
Option 1 and more than 8,500 tonnes for Options 2 and 3.

The present value of the reduction in CO, emissions over the period 2009-2038, based on an
average value of $0.01 per kilometre (see Appendix A), is estimated at $0.6 million for Option 1,
$2.6 million for Option 2 and $2.5 million for Option 3. The value of a tonne of CO, is currently a
subject of debate. These figures, regardless of the value assigned per tonne of CO,, are still very
useful for comparison purposes among the options.
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TABLE 11 REDUCTION IN CO; EMISSIONS

Option

1

2021 Reduction in CO, 970 3,449 3,003
tonnes :

2031 Reduction in CO; 1,471 8,532 8,532
tonnes

NPV Value ($ m) 0.6 2.6 2.5

Economic Development Impacts

This account measures the economic impacts for each scenario relative to the Base Case,
including impacts from construction and economic impacts incurred from implementation of
project options. These impacts are reported in terms of GDP, the change in jobs and the change
in the associated labour income, and are stated in 2008 dollars. Results reflect how the
implementation of the Hamilton Rapid Transit Project will directly affect both households and
businesses in the regional economy, and total provincial economic impacts that are derived by
applying Ontario specific multipliers to derive indirect affect of employment, wages and GDP
generated by the direct impacts of construction and improvements to the transportation
network,

This account also includes an assessment of the incremental impacts the options will have on land
values and development in the corridor.

Temporary Economic Impacts During Construction

The implementation of the Hamilton Rapid Transit Project will generate both direct and indirect
economic benefits that are temporary in nature and span the schedule of construction. As shown
in Table 12, the construction is estimated to create between 990 and 3,729 person-years of
employment and between 847 and 2,064 person-years of employment indirectly as a result of
increased economic activity for suppliers', The impact on employment, wages and GDP is driven
by the capital cost required to build each option. Option 2, which has the highest capital cost of
the three options, also has the largest employment and income impacts.

¥ Based on Province of Ontario Multipliers, 2004,
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TABLE 12 EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION
Direct impacts Regional (Indirect) Impacts

|
| ,
;f Employment .-~ Wages - GDP
|

I : i
! Employment f Wages f
|

(person years) ] (Sm) l (person years) (Sm)
Option 1 990 34.4 83.3 847 19.0 46.1
 Option 2 S o6 a8 204 77 7T
option3 2,773 %4 234 5B 53 129

L.ong-term Economic Impacts

In the long-term there will be ongoing economic benefits as a result of the Hamilton Rapid
Transit Project. These benefits reflect both households’ freed up vehicle operating expenditures
and transportation cost savings to area businesses. The former effect is simply a redirected
consumption demand by households away from purchases of gas, parking, automotive parts and
services and into other consumer goods/services.

The latter reflects improved regional competitiveness for Hamilton businesses that now have
lower costs of doing business, including access to a larger labour market and encountering less
congestion on roadways because people are choosing to use the transit system instead of driving.
The impact of the Hamilton Rapid Transit project will be different for each business.

Implementation of the Hamilton Rapid Transit project will also generate social benefits that can
be monetized, including valuing time savings and emission benefits. These have already been
captured above under transportation user benefits.

As shown in Table 13, the Hamilton Rapid Transit project is also expected to have an on-going
and positive impact on jobs, wages and the GDP once it is in operation. The impacts for each
option are driven by transit and auto travel time savings provided by each option. Option 2 has
the greatest employment and income impact with an estimated 81 direct jobs and 35 indirect
jobs created in 2021. By 2031 the operating scenarios for Options 2 and 3 are similar with the
eastward extension of the LRT line proposed under Option 3 in place. Therefore the impacts are
the same for both options with 132 direct and 35 indirect jobs being created.
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TABLE 13 EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME IMPACTS

Direct Annual fmpacts } lndfrect Annual Impacts
Employm, E wéges I GDP_ - | Empldym. Wages | GDP
(Jobs) * 6m) | (5m) (Jobs) . ($m) )
2021
Option 1 32 1.1 2.7 14 0.5 1.2
Option 2 81 2.8 6.9 35 1.2 2.9
Option 3 61 2.1 5.1 25 0.9 2.2
2031
Option 1 34 1.2 . 2.9 14 0.5 1.2
Option 2 132 4.6 1.2 55 1.9 4.6
Option 3 132 4.6 11.2 55 1.9 4.6‘“

Land Value Changes

There is evidence from a number of different jurisdictions around the world that investment in
rapid transit can have a positive impact on property values in the general area of a new rapid
transit line and particularly within close proximity to station areas.'® This evidence also suggests
that the specific rapid transit technology is also a determining factor in the degree to which
property values may be influenced. For example, a more permanent, rail-based, higher capacity
technology such as LRT will typically capture a larger area of property within their area of
influence than lower capacity bus-based transit facilities. As shown in Table 14, the catchment
area around at-grade LRT is typically 500 metres as compared to the slightly smaller catchment
area around a BRT station estimated to be 400 metres.

As indicated in the table, the introduction of rapid transit will provide a modest lift in percentage
terms to land values within the applicable area of station impact. Based upon the ranges shown,
BRT has significant modest influence on vacant residential properties within the station
catchment aréas with an estimated property price premium of between 1 and 7 percent versus a

The estimates are based on a 2002 comprehensive review of land value and public transport literature
that references approximately 150 studies. The studies show that the premium placed on property
values fluctuates widely for different transit projects with the same technology. The estimates
included above represent the mid-range of the premiums found in the reference material.
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range of between 4 and 6 percent for LRT, With respect to the potential impacts on commercial
property, BRT provides a potential lift of between 2 and 6 percent, significantly lower than the
potential uplift to vacant commercial properties within the station catchment area for
LRTestimated to be within 8 to 14 percent.

TABLE 14 PROPERTY VALUE UPLIFT FACTORS

Technology _
Station impact area (m} 400 500
Pramium %
e . Llow 1 4
Vacant feudential
High 7 5
L Low 2 8
" High § 14
o low 1 Z
Fasicential )
High 2 4
g LOW 2 2
o High 4 4
Indystdal tow 0 ©
igh o 0
- Low Q ¢
bstitutional | -
High ¢ 0

While it is possible for property values within the catchment area of new rapid transit lines to
experience much greater increases than those shown in the table, it is not necessarily possible to
directly attribute the increase to any one factor. For example, in addition to the introduction of
rapid transit, local planning policies, density and land-use intensification objectives, and other
zoning changes will also influence property values and are important to the overall success of the
rapid transit project.

The ranges presented in the table represent only the estimated property value uplift that can be
specifically attributed to the introduction of a new rapid transit line based upbn -experiences
elsewhere. Hence do not take into account the potential property value uplift that may arise
from the City of Hamilton’s current support for a mix of higher density uses along arterial roads,
including retail, residential, employment, entertainment and institutional uses. It is arguable
that the introduction of a new rapid transit line along the Main Street-King Street corridor will
better enable the planned density resulting in greater property values. However, for the purpose
of this comparative assessment, this potential benefit has not been specifically included.
Nonetheless, an investment in rapid transit, made in conjunction with supportive planning and
other initiatives, is a key component to the realization of land use intensification plans and
property value uplift.
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For the purpose of this analysis, tand vatue uplift in the mid-ranges of those shown in the table is
used for existing residential and commercial uses. For vacant lands under residential and
commercial uses it is estimated that higher uplift may be potentially possible.

For the purpose of land value estimation, an analysis of the Hamilton Official Plan (OP) was
undertaken to determine the breakdown of land use by high-level type within each of the three
segments of the corridor; namely, the eastern, downtown and western segments. The uplift in
property value under each option was determined based on the total assessment of lands within
the station catchment area and the estimated increase in values based on experiences in other
jurisdictions. The value estimates for each option are as follows:

Option 1

Based upon a station catchment area of 400 metres, it is estimated that the implementation of
BRT will result in an average uplift of between 7.2% and 2.3%. It is estimated that the potential
uplift in assessment value as a result of this BRT option could result in approximately $38
million to $77 million.

Option 2

Based upon a station impact area of 500 metres, the full LRT option will create a larger overall
impact area than the BRT option and therefore implies that more land value uplift benefits will
accrue to the project. Within the area impacted under this option, the average uplift is between
1.5% and 3.2% lt is estimated that the potentia[ uplift in assessment value as a result of this
Option may result in between $50 million to $144 million.

Option 3

Option 3 defers the opening of five of the 17 stations until 2030. Within the area impacted for
the stations to be implemented as part of the first phase of this LRT proposal, the average uplift
is estimated in the range of 7.7% and 3.2%. It is estimated that the potential uplift in
assessment value as a result of this Option may result in almost $38 million to $106 million.

Although the number of stations is reduced in Option 3 as compared to Options 1 and 2, the
impact area for LRT is expected to be larger than that for BRT hence offering an increased uplift
as compared to Option 1. However, when compared to Option 2, the smaller number of stations
and hence lower total impact area is estimated and result in less land/property being subject to
uplift effect. Overall, the average uplift in Option 2 is estimated to be the highest among the
options primarily due to a larger area of the uplift impact and a higher percentage uplift factors
using LRT. Although the station impact area is 500 metres for both Option 2 and 3, the lower
number of stations contemplated for the first phase of Option 3 is expected to result in a smaller
impact area and hence a lower potential uplift as compared to Option 2.
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Summary

Table 15 summarizes the economic development impacts including direct and indirect impacts
along with the land value uplift for each option.

TABLE 15 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS

Total Impacts During
Construction Period:

Employment (Person-years) 1,837 5,793 4,308
GDP ($m) 129.4 . 4875 362.5
Income ($m) h_n“:’;}:z};m« 201.3 »14?7 B
Impacts in 2031"7;
Employment (jobs) 48 187 187

GDP (5m) 4.1 15.8 15.8
Income (Sm) v 6.5 65
Land Value Increase ($m) ‘ “
Low Estimate 38 50 38

High Estimate 77 144 106

Social Community Impacts

This account examines each option from the community perspective with specific consideration
given to the ability of each option to enhance the quality of life within a local community. This
may result from land use changes or developments that can occur in response to the introduction
of a new rapid transit line, as well as the improvements brought about by the enhanced
accessibility, both locally and regionally, offered by the new transit alternative. This account
also considers the ability of each option to positively affect the overall health of the local
community and its residents through reduced auto congestion on local streets as well as the
ability of transit to support a more balanced lifestyle for local residents and enhance personal
safety. Visual impacts and noise are also assessed as part of this account.

Land Use Shaping

Experience in other jurisdictions demonstrates that when combined with complementary local
planning initiatives the implementation of transit can positively support and influence
development, particularly around rapid transit stations, and promotes more compact, mixed use

17 Option 2 extended to replicate Option 3 in 2031 and therefore options are effectively the same

45




Hamilton King-Main Rapid Transit Benefits Case

communities, The type and magnitude of the development is dependent upon a number of
factors including the general nature of the transit corridor and the surrounding neighbourhoods.

As shown in the land value uplift section above, the Main Street / King Street corridor in
Hamilton is a well establish corridor within the city consisting of a mix of residential,
commercial, retail, industrial, recreational (parks) and institutional uses. Densities also vary
along the corridor with more concentrated development occurring closer to the city centre and
within the downtown section of the proposed rapid transit alignment.

For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that, consistent with the land value uplift
estimates presented earlier in this report, all three transit options are capable of promoting land
use changes to support the local planning initiatives and changes to the local zoning. While it is
difficult to quantify, it is generally accepted that investments in rail rapid transit initiatives are
more likely to attract complementary land development investments compared to bus-based
transit initiatives, provided that the transit investment is undertaken in concert with other
complementary planning initiatives. With this in mind, the investment associated with the fixed
rail infrastructure proposed under Options 2 and 3 is more likely to result in the redevelopment
of the corridor and therefore achieve the city’s objective to revitalize the city’s core and create
a more densely developed, less car-dependent urban environment.,

Road Network

As proposed, the new rapid transit line will impact the local road network in two significant
ways. Firstly, based on the average transit speeds proposed for the corridor, particularly LRT
which is proposed to operate at an average speed of between 33 and 35 kph, a significant level of
signal pre-emption will be required to support the transit operation. Depending on the extent of
signal pre-emption required, there is the potential to negatively impact north-south traffic at
intersections where they are likely to experience longer delays while priority is given to the east-
west traffic. While the average travel speeds are lower for BRT than LRT, the frequency of the
BRT service along the corridor will also require some signal priority / pre-emption which would
also negatively affect north-south traffic.

The proposal to implement rapid transit along the Main Street / King Street corridor is also based
on the assumption that the City of Hamilton will convert the current one-way operation of King
Street and Main Street through the downtown segment with two-way traffic. The implications of
this two-way conversion are included in the sensitivity analysis section; conversion is considered a
positive move from a city-building perspective that will create a more pedestrian and transit-
friendly environment.

Construction

All three options will involve a certain degree of disruption to traffic, neighbouring commercial,
retail and residential properties during construction as King Street is realigned to accommodate a
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dedicated two-lane rapid transit right-of-way. While the specific construction impacts associated
with the implementation of each option cannot be determined until the project is defined in
more detail, it is assumed that the LRT construction will be more disruptive than the BRT option.
Given that the length of the alignment proposed for Option 2 is greater than initial alighment
proposed under Option 3, it is assumed that the construction impacts for Option 2 will be greater.
However, under the current proposal, the alignment defined as Option 3 is to be extended
eastward in 2030 to a terminal station at Eastgate Square. Therefore, the disruption required to
construct Option 3 is similar to that anticipated under Option 2 but is split into two construction
phases. Under any scenario, it is also assumed that careful planning and appropriate construction
methods will mitigate some of this potential disruption.

Sensitivity Analysis

Direct Connection to Hunter Street GO Station
A sensitivity analysis was conducted as part of this comparative analysis to determine whether a
deviation of the LRT alignment proposed under Option 2 to create a direct connection with the
Hunter Street GO Transit Station would provide greater transportation benefits than the King
Street alignment through the downtown area.

The results show that providing a direct connection to the Hunter Street GO Transit Station would
generate slightly higher peak point ridership but that the increased travel time associated with
this deviation would result in fewer transportation user benefits as compared to the more direct
King Street alignment. Specifically, the GO Transit deviation results in substantially lower travel
time savings of only $367 million. This represents a decline of $280 million from the travel time
savings estimated for the King Street alignment. Similarly, as shown in Table 16 below, the
deviation also results in a lower automobile operating cost savings and safety benefit. Given
these findings, an alignment that deviates from King Street to more directly serve the Hunter
Street GO Station is less preferred,

Notwithstanding this result, it is likely that the importance of a convenient transit connection to
the GO rail network will increase over time as the GO service continues to be enhanced and bi-
directional travel within the region increases. Additional work that would improve the
connectivity of the GO rail network and the Hamilton Rapid Transit project therefore should be
undertaken as it will likely be beneficial to the regional transit network, the community of
Hamilton, and the broader region.
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TABLE 16 DETOUR EFFECTS OF DIRECT CONNECTION TO HAMILTON HUNTER STREET STATION

All Values PV $m Option 2 Option 2a Difference
Travel Time Savings 647 367 -280
Automobile Operating 187 156 -31
CostSavingg
Safety Benefits 18 5 -3
Total Transportation 852 538 7 -314

User Benefits

One-Way Base Case
For the purpose of the comparative analysis presented in this report it was assumed that Main

Street_and King Street in downtown Hamilton were converted from one-way to two-way streets
2

prior to the implementation of the proposed rapid transit system. As a consequence, the results

" presented in this report only reflect the incremental transportati;;n benefits generated by the
introduction of the new rapid transit tine into the two-way street environment. The results do not
capture any transportation benefits that may have resulted from the two-way conversion itself.

To better understand the potential implication of the two-way conversion, a sensitivity analysis
was undertaken as part of the comparative assessment to measure the transportation benefits
associated with the combined two-way conversion along with the introduction of a new rapid
transit line.

As shown in Table 17, this comparison of the changes to traffic and transit ridership relative to
the current conditions reveals significantly higher transportation benefits than those estimated
assuming the two-way streets were in place in the Base Case. Under the two-way street system,
existing traffic patterns change-significantly as the current one-way streets tend to encourage
longer cross-town trips while the two-way streets tend to support short trips. The lower
incremental benefits associated with the introduction of transit under the two-way configuration
indicates that there are likely transportation benefits to be gained from the two-way conversion
itself. The introduction of a time-competitive rapid transit system following the conversion to
two-way streets provides additional incremental benefits.
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TABLE 17 TWO-WAY VERSUS ONE-WAY STREETS

All values in NPV Sm Travel Time Auto Operating Safety Benefits Total
Savings Cost Savings : Transportation
Benefits
Option 1
2-way Base 269 : 40 4 313
1-way Base - 315 361 34 710
Difference (46) (321) . (30) (397)
Option 2
© 2-way Base 647 187 18 852
1-way Base , 828 500 48 o ,376
Difference - (181 (313) (30) (524)
Option 3
2-way Base 553 178 17 748
1-way Base 703 482 46 1,057
Difference (150) (304) (29) (309)

Discount Rate
Since the analysis is based on discounted cash flow and subject to changes as the discount rate
'changes, the robustness of the ranking of the options with respect to the benefit-cost ratio was
tested under two alternative discount rates - 3% and 7%. As shown in Table 18, with a discount
rate of 3%, all three options continue to provide a positive net present value and benefit-cost
ratios greater than 1.0. The ranking is also unaltered by the lower discount rate as the timing of
the cash flow is assumed to be the same among the options. When subjected to a higher discount
rate of 7% however the relative ranking remains unchanged but the net benefits of Options 2 and
3 become negative with benefit-cost ratios of 0.9. The benefit-cost ratio for Option 1 drdps to
1.2 for the 7% discount rate scenario with net benefits remaining positive but declining to $38
million,
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TABLE 18  DISCOUNT RATE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Discount Rate 3% 5% v —
NPY (Sm)  BCR  NPV(5m) BCR
Option 2 w a e Ten e

Option 3 325 1.4 93 1.1 (44) 0.9

Summary of Results

The analysis of the Hamilton rapid transit options reveals that the highest cost option (the full
LRT along the Main Street-King Street corridor), with estimated capital and operating costs of
$784 million in net present value terms, also generates the highest Transportation User Benefits.
These are estimated at more than $850 million resulting in a benefit-cost ratio of 1.1. By
comparison, Option 1 (the full BRT option), generates an estimated $313 million in Transportation
User Benefits less than one-half of that generated by of Option 2. However the estimated cost of
$220 million for Option 1 in net present value terms is also much lower than either LRT option,
resulting in a strong benefit-cost ratio of 1.4. By deferring a portion of the capital investment,
the net present value of Option 3 is reduced by almost $130 million from the cost of the full LRT
option. The Transportation User Benefits of this option are also lower than the full LRT option
resulting in the same benefit-cost ratio (1.1). '

For each option, the majority of benefits are derived from the travel time savings thus
highlighting the importance of the operating speed of the rapid transit system to the success of
the project. Given the supportive transit signal priority/pre-emption measures proposed under
each of the options, the City of Hamilton has an opportunity to establish a new performance
standard for the region to fully realize the benefits from the rapid transit investment.

None of the options generate sufficient incremental fare revenues to cover the incremental
operating cost associated with the introduction of the new rapid transit line. The greatest
incremental fare revenues are generated by Option 2 which is also the most costly to operate on
an annual basis. However, the operating costs used in this comparative analysis are considered to
be conservative and estimated at the higher end of the range. Lowering these costs would result
in better revenue to cost ratios for all three options. The relatively low incremental fare
revenues however indicate that much of the travel time savings are associated with improved
travel times for existing riders, which does not contribute to additional fare revenue for the
operator,
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All of the options are somewhat effective in attracting people out of their cars and reducing
automobile usage. Option 2, which has the largest effect, will result in a reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions by approximately 3,449 tonnes annually by 2021 increasing to 8,532 tonnes by 2031,
In net present value terms, this equates to $2.6 million for Option 2 compared to $0.6 million and
2.5 million for Options 1 and 3 respectively.

As expected the options with the highest capital costs generated the most significant economic
development effects. Option 2, which has the highest capital cost will have the largest impact on
employment, income and GDP during construction and is estimated to generafe approximately
5,793 person-years of employment'®, Option 3 defers some of the capital and on-going operating
costs but still generates relatively strong employment, income and construction GDP effects. By
contrast, the lower cost BRT option produces the lowest overall economic development and
employment benefits during construction as well as during the on-going operations.

All of the options support the City of Hamilton’s land use and economic development objectives
to revitalize the corridor by enhancing and supporting complementary planning and densification
initiatives. LRT demonstrates a greater ability to attract investment and redevelopment than the
BRT alternative and consequently provides higher property value uplift. At the upper end of the
range of estimated uplift, Option 2 produces double the uplift of Option 1 at $144 million versus
$77 million. At the lower end of the range, the difference is less dramatic with Option 1
producing an estimated $38 million in property value uplift versus $50 million for Option 2.
Option 3 by comparison defers the implementation of a portion of the line and postpones
potential development opportunities in the vicinity of up to five of the proposed LRT stations. As
a consequence the potential uplift is constrained and is estimated to be in the range of between
$38 million and $106 million,

Overall, the results indicate that an investment in LRT in Hamilton will generate significant
benefits and support the City’s broader objectives to revitalize, redevelop and reshape its most
significant east-west corridor. While the lowest cost option, Option 1, produces the highest
benefit-cost ratio of 1.4, both LRT options generated benefit-cost ratios that are greater than
1.0. The highest cost option, Option 2, also produced the greatest benefits in all accounts, all of
which make an important contribution towards achieving the objectives and goals of both the
City and the Province.

Finally, the results of the comparative analysis presented in this report are based on the
assumption that the current one-way street system through the downtown core is converted to a
two-way traffic system where both Main Street and King Street are converted to two-way streets.
In the absence of this conversion, the incremental benefits generated by the introduction of a
rapid transit are greater than those presented in this report, reflecting the different trip

'8 Includes both direct and indirect impacts.
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characteristics under each scenario. The one-way system typically supports longer cross town
trips rather than the shorter trips encouraged by the two-way streets. As a consequence, the
travel time savings resulting from the introduction of rapid transit under a two-way street
scenario are less significant than under a one-way scenario as individual trip patterns already
reflect the shorter trip distances. However, as the results show, the introduction of rapid transit
under the two-way scenario does present positive travel savings as rapid transit is able to offer
faster and more competitive travel times for the shorter trips. Furthermore, the two-way street
system is more supportive of the City’s objective to create a healthy, more pedestrian-friendly
downtown.

In addition to the merits of the two-way conversion, the ability of the rapid transit system to
compete with the auto and generate strong travel time benefits is directly related to the
operating speed of the rapid transit system. For each option assessed in this study, the majority
of the benefits are derived from the travel time savings. If the City of Hamilton provides the
supportive transit signal priority/pre-emption measures proposed under each of the options, the
results indicate that the city can leverage the benefits from a rapid transit investment while
establishing a new performance standard for rapid transit in the region,

The table below summarizes the results from the MAE.
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TABLE 19 MAE SUMMARY

Option Option

Transportation User Account

Transportation User Benefits (PV 313 852 748

Sm) S
Qualitative User Benefits v vvvy vv

Financial Account

Costs (PV $m) (220) (784) (655)

Benefits Less Costs (PV Sm) 93 69 93
Benefit-Cost Ratio 1.4 1.1 1.1

Environmental Account

GHG Emissions (PV $m) 0.6 2.6 2.5

Economic Development Account

Economic Impacts During

Construction
Employment (person-years) 1,837 - 5,793 4,308
GDP (Sm) 129.4 487.5 362.5

Income (Sm) 53.4 201.3 149.7

Long-term Economic Impacts

Employment (person-years) 48 187 187
GDP ($m) 4.1 15.8 15.8
Income (Sm) 1.7 6.5 6.5
Development Potential (Sm) 38-77 50 - 144 38 - 106

Social Community Account

Land Use Shaping v vvvy L4
Road Network vvv v v
Construction Implications vy vV ' v
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APPENDIX
A

INPUT VARIABLES AND ASSUMPTIONS
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~ Factor

Source

Discount Rate

Sensitivity Analysis

5% (real terms)

3% and 7%

Province of Ontario

Value of Time
Business
Other
Weighted Average

$35.16 (2008$)
$10.82
$13.02

Transport Canada, Greater Golden
Horseshoe Model

Value of Time Growth

1.6% per annum

Based on GDP per capita increases, GDP/
Population estimates from
www.greatertoronto.org

Average Accident Cost

$0.07 per km

Collision Statistics: 2004 Canadian Motor
Vehicle Traffic Collision Statistics, TP3322.
Vehicle Kilometers: Statistics Canada,
Catalogue No. 53-223-XIE, "Canadian
Vehicle Survey”

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

2006

2021

2031

2.39 kg /l or 0.23 kg per km
2.35 kg /t or 0.21 kg per kmv
2.35 kg /i or 0.20 kg per km

Urban Transportation Emissions Calculator,
Transport Canada, Greater Golden
Horseshoe Model

Average Cost of CO,

$0.01 per km

$40/tonne (median cost)

Several literature sources, Transport and
Environment Canada, Greater Golden
Horseshoe Model and
http://envirovaluation.org/index.php/
2007/09/06/university_of_hamburg_
forschungsstelle_n_1

Auto Operating Costs

In 2008$ + 2.0% p.a.
increase

2007 - $0.50/km
2021 - $0.65/km
2031 - $0.79/km

Data in 2007 based on CAA calculation of
average driving costs and includes
operating and ownership costs {long-term
costs).

Increase based on Greater Golden
Horseshoe Model

Annualisation Factors:
Metro / LRT
Road

Peak-daily/Daily-Annual
37300
10 / 300

Greater Golden Horseshioe Model
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Your questions answered: Why not a Main Street-only LRT route?
Matthew Van Dongen

Harilton Spectator | Jun 13, 2016

King Street has been a fixture in the city's preferred LRT route for years —
even if arguing about alternatives never goes out of style.

The latest 11-kilometre proposal starts and ends on Main Street, but travels
King in the middle from Dundurn Street to the Delta. Variations on that east-
west route have been discussed in public meetings, news stories and technical
reports since 2008.

The rationale for ruling out a Main-only alignment, though, is not as well-
documented. And with LRT planning in high gear — thanks to $1 billion in
provincial cash — businesses and even some councillors are resurrecting
questions about the route.

Main Streat West, looking west from Queen Street. What was rationale for

For example: why squeeze LRT through the narrow International Village — King Street over Main Street in LRT planning?

shrinking car traffic to one lane — when wider Main Street follows a parallel
downtown path? Why build a dedicated LRT span over Hwy 403 when Main boasts a built-in bridge?

Raise the Hammer website founder Ryan McGreal, a vocal LRT booster, was once a fan of an all-Main alignment. But call him
a King Street convert now.

"There are going to be trade-offs no matter where you put it. And frankly, 1 can't see Main being so much better that it would
make sense to scrap all the work we've done and set the project back years," said McGreal, who also embraces the
proposition that King is the best bet to maximize transit-spurred economic development.

Coun. Terry Whitehead, by contrast, approved the King Street design along with the rest of council in 2013 as part of a .
funding request to the province.

But the councillor now says his own research casts doubt on lofty "economic uplift" predictions for King. Both he and new
Coun. Donna Skelly have publicly questioned why Main_Street was ruled out in the first place.

So when did the Main versus King debate actually happen?

A 2009 information report shows a working group of city staffers internally considered and rejected Main-only rapid transit
routes before making a recommendation to council. It doesn't say much about the rationale.

.
But-the-report-does list public meetings-that year.and-a-special-gathering-of-B-line-businesses Where-prgject-work o date was
presented.

Paul Johnson, the city's LRT point person, said early planners saw Main Street as a better bet for maintaining vehicle traffic
flow. Having LRT travel on King through the "true downtown” — think Gore Park — was also considered a plus.

Later, a Metrolinx analysis picked the Main-King combo as the clear winner to spur dense residential and economic
development. (That's if we convert Main Street to two-way traffic — a debate that deserves its own story.)

Johnson said some arguments in favour of revisiting a Main-only route are built on bad information.

For example, the width of the municipal right-of-way on both streets is actually identical aside from the infamous King pinch
point, which is narrower by 1.5 metres. (Wider sidewalks and bump-outs on King play tricks on the eyes, he said, while Main
Street traffic lanes are numerous but notably narrow.)

That means LRT on Main would likely spur similar complaints about lost on-street parking and slower vehicle traffic. "Main
looks wider to people, but in reality the amount of space we have to work with is pretty much the same," Johnson said.

Using the Main Street bridge wouldn't be simple, either. Johnson said that structure would need to be "significantly" bolstered
or even rebuilt to allow LRT tracks.

Ontario's Ministry of Transportation also has concerns about how LRT tracks would affect Main Street ramps to and from Hwy
403. It has already signed off on a new LRT-only bridge to King Street via environmental assessment.

In theory, council could still ask Metrolinx — LRT project manager and holder of the purse strings — to re-examine a possible
Main Street-only route.




* But if t'l"\at happens, stick a fork in the already ambitious schedule to sign a design-build contract by 2018, otherwise known as
election yeai.

Johnson said starting new design work and redoing parts of the environmental assessment "would mean significantly more
time and probably significantly more dollars." :

"You have got to go right to Stoney Creek. If you're going to do it, do it appropriately. (My) preference would be Main because
that bridge is not an expense you need."

"Have it on Main Street and have it cater to (Gage) park. Hopefuily it brings more cafes and shops to the area. | don't drive
and that has been hard for me."




"l came to Hamilton from Toronto six months ago, and | think we don't need it all. It's going to create some huge traffic
problems. If the community gets bigger and bigger, we may need it."

"l would prefer it to go down both Main and King, one way up and one way back, but as long as they are keeping more buses
off the road that's good."

mvandongen@thespec.com
905-526-3241 | @Mattatthespec

Matthew Van Dongen is the city hall reporter for the Hamilton Spectator. Email: mvandongen@thespec.com .
Twitter: @Mattatthespec .
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LRI' debate?Just callita game of blltz chess

Among the latest ploys:'Run it down Main East mstead of Klng East

ANDREW DRESCHEL

The Hamilton Spectator

The LRT debate is starting to resemble a
game of blitz chess in which each move is
rapidly countered by theotherside.
Consider someé of the latest ploys. ‘
Coun. Chad Collms, whobelieves LRTisa
mlsgmded project; asked staffto investigate

the claim that some $80 mllhon of city mon-

ey would be freed upasa result of Metrolinx
plckmg upthe cost of replacing aging infra-
structure along theroute.

Collins was s skeptical about the clalm and
didn’tlike the fact there was talk of redirect-
ing the presumed savings to suburban and
Mountain infrastructure projects to lure
couscil douhters and fence-sitters back
aboa.rd ‘ '

Itturns out Colhns isright.

After revrewmg the10-year capital fore-
cast, staff did not find any significant capital

projects along the LRT corridor that would
result in budget savmgs that could be used

elsewhere.

In other words, there 1s 10 $80- rmlhon to '

be freed up because no. money has been ear-
marked for work along theroute. .

“I guessit’s importanttodo your home-

work,” says Collins.

‘Not so fast, ripostes Coun. Sam Merulla,
who happily admits he’s orchestrating ef-
forts to dangle inducements before vacillat-
ing councillors.

Merulla says there may not be any nmne- A
* diate savings but there will be avoided costs
down the road, which still saves local tax- :

payers money.

In other words, even though replacmg :

. things like water and sewer lines along the -
LRT corridoris not part of the10-year capital
budget, those services will stlll eventually g

need attention.
“Whether we’re saving it today or we're
saving it years from now, it’s all taxpayers

money,” says Merulla, “The difference s we
‘don’t have to budget for the local taxpayer to

pay for it, the province will.”

- Not surprxsmgly, Collinshasa count P
~ move. »

- Avoiding costs 15 or 20 years down the

road still doesn’t free up money to rechrect > 1

elsewhere, hesays.

For thetecord, the estnnated $8o mrlhon ¥
stems from the 2013 Rapid Ready report -

which notes that replacmg roads and wate

lines along the LRT corridor may not bein

the capital budget but are part of the overall
infrastructure repair backlog. i '

Additionally; general manager of finance
Mike Zegarac says staff have yet to calculate
what the avoided costs along theé current

corridor will be, but he figures there (3 hkely' .

afinancialbenefit to extending: thelife and-
valueofsome ofthe infrastructure pieces.
In any event, Merulla is already working

“onanother line of attack.

During the LRT construction phase, he
wants todivert to the Mountain and suburbs
all the money that would normally be spent

‘on infrastructure pro;ects across Wards 1

through 4.

Since LRT'willgo through those four low- ,

er city wards, he says they won’t be able to

* close down other streets for major road or

sewer work because of traffic disruptions

“other, Other equlvalents abound.

3 mterna]ly consrdered and rejected Main be-
fore making a recommendation to councﬂ

Butthere’s httle documentahon on why /|
e ar

.
]

and drsplacements So why not redirect that

" -money as an 1ncent1ve” to shore up LRT
support?

Incentlve isi one word for it. Buyoff is an-

Meanwhlle, Coui. Terry Whltehead is
plottmganewoffenswe ofhisown. -
*‘Whitehead, who says he’ll support LRT
“1f it meets the rlght condmons,” is drafting

Argumg there is: no “emplncal data
showmg whlch route is better, Whltehead

motion because some councrllors thought
the worclmg was provocative. He sayshe’s .'
he ! bstructromst ?

I

I

. |

i

"1 want to make |
I

t

v sureit's thebest itcanbe. <

_“Fthink we need to ask the right ques- | i
tlons, andIthink the community expectsus, ,
to ask the tough questions so we can come|
back with the best product under the cir- i

. cumstances >

Come to think of it, the debate is actually}
more like a multiplayer chess variant than t
s1mp1e bhtz chess, ~ k

Andrew Dreschel’s commentary appears
Monday, Wednesday and Friday.
adreschel@thespec.com 905-526-3495
@AndrewDreschel
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

This Memorandum of Agreement (the “Agreement”) is made and shall be effective as of the e day
of ®, 2016

BETWEEN:

METROLINX
(“Metrolinx™)

and

CITY OF HAMILTON
(“Hamilton™)

(Metrolinx and Hamilton, collectively the “Parties™)

BACKGROUND

A. Metrolinx has a mandate to develop a Regional Transportation Plan to identify and
prioritize transportation and transit projects and create an integrated transportation and transit
system in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area.

B. Hamilton and Metrolinx engaged in and undertook initial assessments, including the Rapid
Transit Feasibility Study (2008), the B-Line Benefits Case Analysis (2009), which indicated that
there was a strong case for investment in a light rail transit (“LRT”) project. Subsequently
Hamilton initiated preliminary design and engineering work and public consultation. Metrolinx
provided technical support.

C. In 2011 Hamilton, as the proponent, initiated a Transit Project Assessment Process
(“TPAP”) and engaged in public consultation culminating in the filing of an Environmental Project
Report (“EPR”) with the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (“MOECC”) in 2012
which resulted in approval for a 13.9 km LRT line extending from the western terminus at
McMaster University along Main Street to Highway 403, along King Street between Highway 403
and the junction of King Street and Main Street, and along Main Street and Queenston Road to the
eastern terminus at Eastgate Square.

D. On May 26, 2015, the Province of Ontario announced a commitment of up to $1.0 billion
for the capital cost of an LRT line with a revised scope, extending from McMaster University
through downtown Hamilton to Queenston Circle. The LRT line will connect directly to the West
Harbour GO Station and provide for a future, high-order pedestrian connection to the Hamilton GO
Centre GO Station as a component of the LRT project, and will include a maintenance and storage
facility with a connection to the LRT corridor. Metrolinx and Hamilton have further agreed to
examine whether an extension to the waterfront at West Harbour and rectification of negative
traffic impacts, through measures such as road widening and traffic signals, can be accommodated
within the approved project budget of up to $1 billion (the “Project”).

E. Based on the May 26™ announcement by the Province and the change in scope, it is
intended that Hamilton facilitate an amendment to the EPR and/or an additional TPAP, including
by undertaking all preparatory and ancillary work required for such EPR amendment and/or
additional TPAP, and that Metrolinx will reimburse Hamilton for the costs incurred by it in this
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regard. The Parties agree to be co-proponents of the EPR process and to work collaboratively on
the EPR amendment and/or additional TPAP technical work plan.

F. The Project will be designed, built and owned by Metrolinx and operated by or on behalf
of Metrolinx on lands in the City of Hamilton which Metrolinx will either own or in which it will
have real property interests.

G. The Project will be designed to allow for the use of the PRESTO farecard.

H. The Parties wish to establish protocols and procedures that will lead to effective and
efficient delivery of the Project and optimize existing resources and expertise while, at the same
time, respecting both Metrolinx’s ownership and control of the Project and Hamilton’s ownership
and control of its infrastructure and assets and its authority as municipal regulator.

L This Memorandum sets out the key terms, timelines and conditions for the Project and is
intended to constitute the basis for definitive agreements for the Project dealing with the matters set
out herein. The Parties affirm their commitment to proceed expeditiously, diligently and in good
faith and in a co-operative and collaborative manner to negotiate and enter into the a definitive
agreement or agreements to include, among other things, the matters set forth in this Memorandum
of Agreement to facilitate and expedite the construction and completion of the Project. It is
anticipated that Metrolinx will provide a draft of the first such definitive agreement to Hamilton
during the first quarter of 2016 with the others to follow.

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties hereby agree to the following:

1. Roles and Responsibilities

This Agreement and any definitive agreements contemplated by this Agreement are not
intended to waive, amend or derogate from the rights of Metrolinx as Crown agent and
owner of the Project, or Hamilton as owner of infrastructure and assets affected by the
Project and as municipal regulatory authority.

(a) Metrolinx

e  Metrolinx is the owner and developer of the Project with responsibility for and control
over: (i) scope, (ii) budget, (iii) scheduling, (iv) planning, design, and construction, (v)
acquisition of the real property required for the Project except as otherwise specified, and
(vi) engaging in public consultation. The determination of who will operate and maintain
the vehicles and be responsible for certain matters ancillary thereto, including maintenance
and operating costs, will be determined at a later date and included in future definitive
agreements.

e Metrolinx will pay for the Project including the costs to design, construct and
commission infrastructure and assets owned by Hamilton that need to be relocated to build
the Project and any taxes exigible thereon, the costs to obtain permits, licenses, and
approvals on the terms set out herein and the costs to repair and restore any damage caused
by reason of construction of the Project except, in each case, as otherwise specified and
subject to the amount provided by the Province to fund the Project, including any
designation and allocation of such funds or any portion thereof for specific components of
the Project (the “Project Budget”) and any restrictions as to “Eligible Costs” set forth in the
document pertaining to funding of the Project from the Ministry of Transportation entitled
Capital Cost Eligibility Criteria for Metrolinx Owned Rapid Transit Projects dated
September 21, 2010, a copy of which is attached as Schedule A (the “Capital Cost
Eligibility Criteria”). For clarity, Hamilton shall not be responsible for the costs of
relocating infrastructure owned by it that is required to be relocated as a result of the
Project unless otherwise specified herein or agreed to by the Parties.
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e  Metrolinx will construct the Project in compliance with all laws that are applicable to
it and binding on Metrolinx including collective agreements, if any, that are binding on
Metrolinx as owner and developer of the Project.

e Consistent with the provisions of Section 4 hereof, if Metrolinx in its discretion
chooses to acquire a property for a maintenance and storage facility for the Project that is
owned and used by Hamilton, Metrolinx will pay for such property consistent with the
principles set out for compensation in the Expropriations Act, Ontario. The Parties will
work co-operatively, collaboratively and in good faith in an effort to arrive at a negotiated
agreement before resorting to expropriation.

(b) Hamilton

e Hamilton is the owner of infrastructure and assets that may be affected by the
construction of the Project and has regulatory authority over construction activities and the
use of its roads and property.

e Nothing in this Agreement is intended to derogate from or waive the rights of
Hamilton as owner of its infrastructure and assets or the rights and obligations it has as
municipal planning authority. Furthermore, the Parties acknowledge that Hamilton has the
unfettered right, authority and discretion to fulfill its statutory obligations under applicable
law (including without limitation those prescribed under the Planning Act (Ontario),
Building Code (Ontario), the Fire Protection and Prevention Act (Ontario),the Emergency
Management and Civil Protection Act (Ontario), the Health Protection and Promotion Act,
Smoke Free Ontario Act (Ontario) and the Business Licensing By-law) and the Parties
understand and agree that nothing in this Agreement: (i) shall preclude Hamilton from
performing, discharging or exercising its duties, responsibilities and powers under
applicable law including the foregoing, or (ii) be deemed to be an attornment by Metrolinx
to any applicable law including the foregoing that is not binding upon it.

e  Notwithstanding Metrolinx’s obligations as set forth in Section 1(a), if infrastructure
and assets owned by Hamilton that are required to be relocated by Metrolinx to facilitate
construction of the Project are scheduled for repair and/or upgrade and/or replacement by
Hamilton, as reflected in any existing capital expenditure budget of Hamilton (whether
current or future planned repair/replacement), Hamilton will reimburse Metrolinx for the
costs to replace or modify such infrastructure and assets either in the amount allocated in
the applicable Hamilton budget in respect of such repair, upgrade and replacement, as the
case may be, or in a reasonable and equitable amount as determined by Metrolinx and
Hamilton having regard to the age of such infrastructure

e  Without derogating from or in any way fettering the discretion of Hamilton City
Council, Hamilton agrees:

(i) to implement transit-supportive land use policies and provisions in any relevant
municipal Official Plans, Secondary Plan and Zoning By-laws, and in doing so, shall be
guided by the Ministry of Transportation’s Transit-Supportive Guidelines;

(i) to support Metrolinx in the delivery and implementation of the Project by, among
other actions, minimizing and/or streamlining municipal approvals where possible and
reasonable to ensure Project delivery timelines are achieved, and for ease of Project
implementation; and

(iif) Hamilton will support requests submitted by the Government of Ontario to acquire
funding contributions from the Government of Canada for the Project. At the request of
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Metrolinx, Hamilton will make resources and Project information available, where
necessary, to support the development of such funding requests.

Project Delivery

e The Project may be delivered by Metrolinx and Infrastructure Ontario as sponsors by
way of Alternate Finance Procurement that may include Design, Build, Finance, Operate,
Maintain depending on, among other things, value for money assessment and Provincial
direction. At the request of Metrolinx, as directed by Metrolinx and at no cost to
Metrolinx, Hamilton will assist by providing information, responding to inquiries and
attending meetings with the proponents and with the successful proponent but Hamilton
will not otherwise meet or liaise with or respond to the proponents and the successful
proponent on any aspect of the Project.

e  The Parties will work collaboratively to develop a protocol of processes and approvals
that will apply to infrastructure and assets owned by Hamilton that will be affected by
construction of the Project.

e  Metrolinx acknowledges that Hamilton has unique knowledge of local conditions and
considerations related to the Project that will be important inputs in the development of the
Project Agreement including the Project Specific Output Specifications (“PSOS”).
Accordingly, Metrolinx shall provide Hamilton with opportunities to review the Project
Agreement or components thereof and specifically the PSOS or components thereof. In
the case of infrastructure and assets owned by Hamilton that are affected by or are required
to be rebuilt/replaced by Metrolinx as a result of the Project Hamilton shall review,
approve and accept provided that Hamilton City standards have been met. In respect of
other components of the Project, Hamilton may provide input and assistance to Metrolinx
and Metrolinx will use reasonable efforts to implement Hamilton’s suggestions where
appropriate and reasonable to do so having regard to, among other things, cost and
scheduling.

e During the in-market period after issuance of the Request for Proposal and before bid
submissions have been received, Metrolinx will request Hamilton to attend design
consultation meetings and may request Hamilton to attend commercially confidential
meetings with proponents from time to time and provide input to it and to assist in
responses to various requests for information by proponents.

e During the evaluation process, Metrolinx will request a member Hamilton staff to
participate in a component or components of bid evaluations.

e  After award and during implementation of the Project, Hamilton will have the right to
review and comment (through Metrolinx) on the design of infrastructure and assets owned
by Hamilton that are being rebuilt/replaced as a result of the Project to ensure compliance
with the PSOS and Hamilton standards and the right to inspect and accept such
infrastructure and assets provided that the PSOS and Hamilton standards have been
complied with. Metrolinx will ask Hamilton to attend working groups from time to time as
required.

Project Scope

° It is intended that the Project as initially described in and approved by the EPR will
be varied and amended by amendment to the EPR to take into account and reflect the May
26, 2015 project funding announcement by the Province of Ontario, which referred to an
LRT corridor as described in Recital D. Additional technical studies will be undertaken to
form the basis of the submission for EPR amendment,
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. “Material Change” to the Project means a change to the Project as described in the
amended EPR that (i) eliminates a station, (ii) significantly changes the distance between
stations, or (iii) requires an amendment to an EPR. If Metrolinx proposes a Material
Change, Metrolinx will provide particulars to the Project Steering Committee. Metrolinx
will endeavour to arrive at a solution that is consistent with comments provided by
Hamilton and acceptable to Metrolinx.

Real Estate Matters

o Metrolinx will own or have a real property interest in all lands on which the Project
infrastructure is located and will be responsible, unless otherwise agreed, for acquiring
such lands or interest therein.

° Hamilton will provide an exclusive easement for nominal consideration to Metrolinx
over that portion of the right-of-way(s) on which the Project infrastructure will be built and
located. The permitted uses under the easement are transit purposes and ancillary uses
conducted from time to time by Metrolinx. Until the easement is transferred to Metrolinx
(which may be on completion of designs or on completion when as-built drawings and
surveys are available) Hamilton will grant to Metrolinx and persons authorized by it a
license to use and occupy the easement lands sufficient to permit construction of the
Project and otherwise on reasonable terms as agreed to by the Parties, subject to permits,
licenses and approvals, if required.

. Hamilton will transfer any other property owned by it (and by its boards, agencies
and commissions if and to the extent that Hamilton has jurisdiction to do so) upon which
the Project infrastructure will be built and located to Metrolinx for nominal consideration
save and except only if any such lands are occupied and in use and generate revenue, in
which case Metrolinx will pay fair market value (referable to the revenue generated from
such lands) for such lands.

) Hamilton will provide to Metrolinx and persons authorized by it a temporary
construction license for lands owned by it (and by its boards, agencies and commissions if
and to the extent that Hamilton has jurisdiction to do so), to facilitate construction of the
Project. The license fee will be nominal save and except only if any such lands are
occupied and generate revenue, in which case Metrolinx will re-imburse Hamilton or its
boards, agencies and commissions, as the case may be, for lost revenue. For clarity, the
use of parks will be dealt with as aforesaid and there will be no additional parks fee.

) The Parties will work together to identify the required lands, the transfer date or the
commencement date, duration and term of any license, as the case may be. Hamilton will
determine whether Council approval is required for the transfers and licenses and for
exemptions or waivers of fees, and ensure that the appropriate applications are brought to
Council or other committees and persons whose approval is required in a timely manner to
ensure that the identified commencement dates are achieved and that the fees are exempted
or waived, as aforesaid.

® At the request of Metrolinx, Hamilton will make resources available to acquire real
property from third parties identified as being required for the Project, including
appraisers, surveyors and legal personnel. The properties may be acquired using
Metrolinx’s expropriating powers.
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Permits, Licenses and Approvals Protocol

. The Parties will work together to establish a process and timelines for (i) review and
approval by Hamilton of design and other matters requiring their approval pertaining to
infrastructure and assets owned by them that are affected by the Project, and (ii) review and
approval of applications for permits, licenses and approvals required to construct the
Project and the issuance of such permits, licenses and approvals.

° Infrastructure and assets owned by Hamilton that are required to be replaced to
facilitate construction of the Project will be built to the existing standard on a specified,
agreed-upon date. Metrolinx will consider any request by Hamilton to exceed such
standard or to build additional infrastructure and assets provided that there is no adverse
impact on cost or completion of the Project by the anticipated completion date and on the
basis that all additional costs associated with any such request will be paid for by
Hamilton.

° Metrolinx, and Hamilton will work together to identify fees and approval times and
requirements for applicable permits, licenses and approvals. Hamilton, will seek delegated
authority to staff in respect of permits, licenses and approvals that would otherwise require
Council approval and will seek an exemption or waiver of fees where such fees are more
than nominal review fees, in each case on a blanket basis for the Project as a whole and any
such delegated authority and exemption is subject to approval by Hamilton Council, whose
discretion is unfettered.

Third Party Utilities

° Metrolinx will be responsible for relocation costs of third party utilities that need to
be relocated and/or replaced as a result of and to facilitate construction of the Project.

e  Hamilton will endeavor to exercise its rights under and enforce any cost sharing or
similar agreements that it has with utility companies requiring utility companies to relocate
or share the cost of relocation of utilities, and will provide Metrolinx with copies of any
such agreements.

Hamilton Dedicated Staff

° Hamilton will provide dedicated staff to facilitate reviews and approvals, and other
matters to expedite the delivery of the Project. A list of the positions identified to fulfill
these functions will be based on Schedule B attached hereto The positions on the list may
be changed from time to time with the approval of Metrolinx or the list may be decreased
or expanded as agreed to by the Parties. It is intended that Metrolinx will pay for the time
expended by staff holding these positions to fulfill these functions at rates to be agreed to
by the Parties.

® Metrolinx will work together with Hamilton to identify and approve costs incurred
by Hamilton after May 26, 2015 to plan and develop the Project including but not limited
to the costs related to consultants, staff and consultations with community groups and
stakeholders with the intent ‘that Metrolinx will reimburse Hamilton for such costs. In
payment of such costs Metrolinx has advanced $2,000,000 to Hamilton to be retained by
Hamilton subject only to substantiation of such costs by Hamilton and verification by
Metrolinx.

Public Communications and Engagement

. Metrolinx and Hamilton will jointly develop and adhere to a public communications
and public engagement protocol which will provide for the basis upon which Metrolinx
will communicate with the media and the public, other agencies and advertisers, and the
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manner in which it will engage with the public including community relations, and
stakeholder engagement and consultation, in each case for matters pertaining to the Project.

Public Realm

. Metrolinx will allocate funds to public realm (the “Public Realm Amount) which it
anticipates will be in accordance with the Capital Cost Eligibility Criteria. Hamilton, in its
discretion, may request Metrolinx to construct improvements to streetscape that are in
addition to Metrolinx’s obligations to repair and restore damage to the agreed upon
standard. For clarity, Hamilton will determine the location of such additional streetscape
improvements requests. Metrolinx will endeavor to accommodate any such request
provided that the Public Realm Amount is not exceeded in the aggregate, any such
additional streetscape is constructed in the immediate vicinity of the Project, and is
acceptable to Metrolinx, acting reasonably.

Access to Information

° Subject to any legal limitations including any limitations under the Municipal
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, Hamilton will provide Metrolinx
with access to such information as Metrolinx may reasonably require from time to time in
conjunction with the design and construction of the Project, including without limitation,
the location of its infrastructure and assets and its requirements in respect of relocation and
preservation with a view to including such information and requirements in any request for
qualifications and/or proposal to design, construct and/or maintain the Project.

Revenue and Service Integration

. It is anticipated that when a determination has been made regarding the operator
and/or maintainer of the Project, the revenue arrangements (including without limitation
arrangements for the fares and costs) and matters pertaining to service integration will be
documented in future definitive agreements. Hamilton has an expectation that any
negative impact on the Provincial gas tax received by it as a result of the LRT will be taken
into consideration in discussions on operating and maintenance costs.

Governance and Dispute Resolution

° The Parties intend to establish a Project Steering Committee and an Executive
Committee.

) The Project Steering Committee is intended to meet at regular intervals or as-needed
to endeavour to resolve issues related to the Project on a consensual basis.

. Matters that cannot be resolved by the Project Steering Committee are intended to be
escalated to the Executive Committee which will meet as needed to endeavor to resolve
disputes. The Parties will consider establishing a dispute resolution protocol for the
resolution of certain disputes, primarily pertaining to the standard to which infrastructure
and assets owned by Hamilton that needs to be relocated for the Project should be built.

° The Project Steering Committee and the Executive Committee are not intended to
circumvent or override the rights of Metrolinx as owner of the Project or the rights of
Hamilton as owner of its infrastructure and assets or as municipal regulatory authority.

Confidentiality

) Each Party shall keep information provided by another Party confidential and secure
and limit the disclosure to those persons who have a need to know it and who are bound
by agreement or otherwise to keep the information in confidence substantially on the terms
of hereof.
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° Each Party shall not directly or indirectly disclose, destroy, exploit or use any such
information (except for the purpose of delivering the Project, or except if required by law),
without first obtaining the written consent of the disclosing party and in respect of any
Confidential Information about any third-party, the written consent of such third-party and
shall provide confidential information to disclosing party on demand.

* If a receiving party becomes legally compelled to disclose any confidential
information, it will notify the disclosing party in order to allow disclosing party the option
of seeking a protective order to prevent disclosure.

J The provisions of this Section shall survive termination of this Agreement and remain
in full force and effect.

) The Parties acknowledge and agree that: (i) they are subject to privacy legislation
including in the case of Metrolinx, the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy
Act, Ontario and in the case of Hamilton, the Municipal Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act, Ontario, and (ii) they may be required to disclose information on
as set out in the Acts, but will not otherwise do so in contravention of this Agreement.

o The Parties acknowledge and agree that Hamilton may make this Agreement and the
definitive agreements available to Council and the public and may discuss the terms at
Council meetings or meetings with the public other than confidential information, if any,
contained therein.

General Provisions

° With the exception of the obligations under Section 13 (Confidentiality), this
Agreement is an expression is intended to form the basis of negotiations between the Parties
in an effort to arrive at definitive agreements and is not binding on them.

. This Agreement is governed by and shall be construed in accordance with the laws of
the Province of Ontario and the laws of Canada as applicable therein. The parties hereby
attorn to the jurisdiction of the courts of Ontario for any legal proceedings arising out of this
Agreement.

Executed by the Parties on the date written above.

METROLINX CITY OF HAMILTON
By: By:

Name: Name:

Title: Title:

By: By:

Name: Name:

Title: Title:

I/we have the authority to bind the corporation ~ I/we have the authority to bind the corporation
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Schedules:
A Capital Cost Eligibility Criteria
B Proposed Hamilton Dedicated Staff
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INFORMATION REPORT

1l 1
Hamilton
CITY WIDE
IMPLICATIONS
To: Chair and Members
Public Works Committee
From: | Gerry Davis, CMA Telephone: | 905 546-2313
Acting General Manager Facsimile: | 905 546-4481
| Public Works Department E-mail: Gerry.Davis@hamilton.ca
Date: |-April 3, 2009 , .
Re: Rapid Transit Corporate Working Team Workshop, Technical Advisory
Committee and Corridor Property Owner Meetings PW09034 (City Wide)

Council Direction:

As part of the City’s Rapid Transit initiative, the Rapid Transit Team has brought forward
numerous reports for Council consideration, endorsement and information, as staff work
towards securing Provincial funding for Rapid Transit in Hamilton. This Information
Report outlines the results of the City’'s Rapid Transit Corporate Working Team (CWT)
Workshop # 2 and the Rapid Transit Team’s first meetings with the Rapid Transit
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and B-Line Corridor Property Owners (CPO). The
CWT Workshop focused on reviewing rapid transit routing alternatives along the B-Line
corridor and the first meeting with the TAC and CPO groups focused on introducing

“Hamilion's Rapid Transit Inifiative_and_identifying the pofenfial rapid transit_routing
alternatives along the B-Line corridor (Eastgate Square to University I@@L\

Information:
Background

In June 2007, the Province of Ontario released their MoveOntario 2020 plan, which was
a multi-year rapid transit action plan for the Greater Toronto Hamilton Area (GTHA).
The plan, which was developed in response to concerns over transportation issues,
focused on tackling gridlock throughout the GTHA and includes rapid transit projects in
Hamilton, as defined by the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (November 2008),
developed by Metrolinx. Metrolinx, the governing agency for the implementation of the
RTP, has set the wheels in motion to build and fund a rapid transit system across the
GTHA. Ultimately, the improved GTHA rapid transit network will move people and
goods quickly and efficiently and will ensure the GTHA continued prosperity, as a result
of minimizing both the environmental and social impacts of increased congestion.
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The Province’s MoveOntario 2020 vision and associated funding commitments has both
allowed and required that Hamilton accelerate rapid transit planning in our community.
As a result of the initial phases of the City’s Rapid Transit Feasibility Study and public
consultation program, Council endorsed a recommendation—te—fecus—on—Light Rail
l@'&%—ww&mmd transit for Hamilton, as part of report
P 3d (October 2008).” Subsequent.to this endorsement, Hanmiilton’s existing B-
Line corridor (Eastgate Square to McMaster University) has been identified as a top 15

priority project for implementation within the first 15 years of the Regional
Transportation Plan by Metrolinx.‘

In order to provide an evidence-based platform for prioritization of the Top 15 projects,
Metrolinx will undertake a Benefits Case Analysis (BCA), for each of the projects which
are not already completed or substantially underway, or already funded through
previous agreements. The Benefits Case Analysis will ultimately determine what

A

technology (LR] mﬁus&&lg‘n_sit (BRT)) and routing is the optimum for Hamilton’s’

B-Line corridor; based on a “riple-botfom-line” analysis of the proposed invesiment
“(environmental, economic and social / community). :

For Hamilton, the B-Line BCA will be initiated April 2009, with Metrolinx leading the
project. All background studies presently being undertaken or already completed by the
City of Hamilton’s Rapid Transit Team will feed into the B-Line BCA. Specific
Information required by Metrolinx includes a transportation impact evaluation of
potential routing scenarios, rapid transit mode (LRT and BRT) impact review and an
economic impact analysis.

Prior to providing study results to Metrolinx for use in the Benefits Case Analysis, the
Rapid Transit Team staff presented the potential route alternatives to the City's Rapid
Transit Corporate Working Team on February 5, 2009 for evaluation. The Corporate
Working Team is comprised of staff from six City Departments including representatives
from Public Works, Planning & Economic Development, Corporate Services,
Community Services, Emergency Services and Public Health Services and Hamilton
Police Services. The February 2009 session was a follow-up to the first Corporate
Working Team session held in November 2008, at which time the following vision
statement was developed and subsequently endorsed by Council at its meeting of
January 2{3, 2009, as part of report PWQ09-007.

Rapid Transit is more than just moving people from place to place. It
is about providing a catalyst for the development of high quality,
safe, environmentally sustainable and affordable transportation
options for our citizens, connecting key destination points,
stimulating economic development and revitalizing Hamilton.

The rapid transit alternatives for the B-Line corridor that were discussed as part of the
second meeting of the Corporate Working Group focused on the area between Paradise
Road (west of Hwy 403) and the Delta (Main/King Split at Gage Park):

— LRT in exclusive curb lanes on one-way streets »
- focus of Rapid Transit Feasibility Study (RTFS) Phases 1 and 2
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- LRT and one-way traffic on both Main and King ——
.. — Contra-flow on Main Street (maintain one-way traffic with two-way LRT) @
- one-way traffic eastbound with two-way LRT operation ' .

— Contra-flow on King (maintain one-way traffic with two-way LRT)

- one-way traffic westbound with two-way LRT operation
— LRT on Main Street W|th two-way ftraffic on both Main Street and King
Street
— LRT on King Street WIth two- way traffic on both Main Street and King Street

In addition to a discussion on rapid transit alternatives, staff was also updated on the
findings of each of the studies being undertaken as part of the RTFS Phase 3 (BCA
prep studies).- These studies were utilized for route evaluation purposes.in order to
identify potential areas of impact of the above noted rapid transit alternatives. The
results of all rapid transit studies undertaken to date have been summarized as study
fact sheets and are included in Appendix A. In addition to the Rapid Transit Feasibility
Study Phases 1 & 2, Phasé 3 studies include:

— Transportation Modeling (building on RTFS Phases 1 & 2)
— Economic Uplift Potential

— Subsurface Infrastructure Review

— Technology Review

— Archeology

— Built Landscapes & Cultural Heritage

— Natural Environment

— Terrestrial & Avian

— Hydrogeology

— Air Quality & Noise

— Water Resources & Storm Water MP lmpact
— Consultation (building on RTFS Phases 1 & 2)

As part of the on-going public and stakeholder consultation that has been an integral
part of Rapid Transit planning to date, the Rapid Transit Team commenced the first
meeting of the Rapid Transit Technical Agency and Rapid Transit B-Line Corridor
Property Owners on February 23, 2009. These meetings were meant to officially
introduce the rapid transit initiative to these key stakeholders, to introduce the potential
rapid transit routing alternatives along the B-Line corridor (Eastgate Square to
University Plaza) and to listen to initial concerns and questions that both these groups
have in regards to the initiative and future processes. At this stage, without knowing the
results of the Benefits Case Analysis or having an endorsement from Council in regards
to Rapid Transit implementation, these meetings were held to provide general
information on the initiative and to provide an early opportunity for those that will be
most greatly impacted to meet with the Rapid Transit Team.

Although members of Council were advised of the Corporate Working Group, studies
underway and B-Line rapid transit alternatives through Information Update CPI.09. 05
(attached as Appendix B), and the Technical Advisory Committee and Corridor Property
Owner Meetings through Information Update CPI.09.03 (attached as Appendix C), this
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information has not been brought forward for Council consideration, given Provincial
timelines and process as it relates to the Benefits Case Analysis to be undertaken by
Metrolinx. It is the Metrolinx BCA that will evaluate all viable alternatives through a
multiple accounts evaluation process and identified a recommended rapid transit
scenario, including mode and routing, for implementation. The resuits of the BCA
(recommended rapid transit scenario for Hamilton), anticipated funding amounts and
proposed construction timing will be brought forward for Council consideration and
ultimate project approval in late summer/early fall 2009. Information to be presented at
that time for Council’'s consideration and approval will include the recommendations of
the Benefits Case Analysis, overall impact analysis and results of the on-going public
consultation process on the aforementioned alternatives, being undertaken Winter 2008
through Summer 2009. :

'Corporate Working Team Workshop

On February 5, 2009 the Rapid Transit Team held a City-wide cross-departmental
workshop, which was attended by 38 City staff personnel representing six City
Departments, including Public Works, Planning & Economic Development, Emergency
Services, Corporate Services, Community Services and Public Health. The purpose of
the Corporate Working Team (CWT) workshop #2 was to:

e Provide information to City staff on the status and next steps of the rapid transit
initiative;

o Present the data that has been collected for the B-Line corridor and route
alternatives;

e Obtain input on the potential impacts of a route alternatives between the Delta
and Paradise Road; and :

e Review the benefits and challenges associated with rapid transit within the B-
Line corridor.

The workshop commenced with presentations by the 'Rapid Transit Team staff and
Rapid Transit Consultants, followed by a question and answer period at the end of each
presentation topic. Presentations and discussions throughout the morning focused on:

« Project overview — Rapid Transit Team

« Visual fly through of the corridor (using Google Earth and noting areas of
significance) — Rapid Transit Team =

Road Network Impacts - McCormick Rankin Corporation

Impacts to Subsurface Infrastructure — Rapid Transit Team

Economic Uplift Potential — IBI Group o

Technology Considerations — Rapid Transit Team

Building on the Rapid Transit Vision Statement and evaluation criteria that was

developed at the first Corporate Working Team Workshop, the afternoon of the

February 2009 session focused on reviewing the potential routing alternatives and

. identification of potential benefits and impacts. The evaluation criteria used is in line
with Class EA evaluation criteria and Metrolinx Benefits Case Analysis evaluation

factors. The key focus areas are noted below: '
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Social / Community Impacts
Natural Environment
Technical Considerations
Financial Considerations
LEconomic Potential
Transportation User Benefits

s o o ¢ o o

Overall, although staff participating in the workshop understood that the Benefits Case
Analysis will be the mechanism by which the preferred routing will be determined, the
_ Corporate Working Team unanimously agreed that the impact-of rapid transit and more
specifically LRT would be minimized and result in the most benefits to the City as a
whole, if the two-way LRT scenario on King Street were to be implemented. This
preferred scenario also focuses on and requires the conversion of two-way traffic on
Main Street and King Street, to be implemented.

Technical Advisory Commitiee

In early February 2009, the Rapid Transit Team invited 99 technical agencies and
stakeholders to form the City’s Rapid Transit Technical Advisory Committee (TAC).
The first meeting was held in the morning of February-23, 2009 and was attended by
25 different representatives from 20 different organizations. Invitations were sent to all

utility companies that utilize the City's ROW, all applicable Provincial Ministries, -

Conservation Authorities, City Departments, GO Transit, Metrolinx and First Nations.

As rapid transit planning in Hamilton continues to move forward the Technical Advisory

Committee will be important in dealing with and addressing key issues and project co-
ordination as it relates to the future design of rapid transit and its associated
infrastructure impacts. The purpose of the initial meeting was to provide background
" information about rapid transit history in Hamilton, identify results of specific studies
undertaken as part of the process to date, and discuss how various aspects of the
implementation of rapid transit may impact the agencies themselves. As the project
progresses, it is anticipated that the TAC will meet on a regular basis, particularly
during more detailed design of any future rapid transit system and through future
construction phases.

Overall, the members of the TAC were very interested in the logistics surrounding the
implementation of rapid transit in Hamilton and did not identify a clear preference for

routing, although minimizing the impact to existing infrastructure is a significant concern

;.and shauld be considered when evaluating the route alternatives:

B-Line Corridor Property Owners

- In early February 2009, the City’'s Rapid Transit Team mailed out nearly 1800 invitations
for the first meeting of the B-Line Corridor Property Owners (CPO). The invitations
were mailed out, based on available tax role information, to all addresses of properties
located within 30m on. either side of the existing right-of-way of the B-Line corridor
(Eastgate Square to University Plaza). This included all properties on both Main Street
and King Street between Paradise Road (west of Highway 403) and the Delta
(Main/King split). A copy of the invitation and mailing list key map are also included in

¥
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Appendix C as part of Information Update CP1.09.03. The invitations asked property
owners and their tenants to attend one of two sessions of the first Corridor Property
Owners meeting, February 23, 2009, between either 2pm — 4pm or 6pm — 8pm. These
meetings were meant to be the first formal meeting between Corridor Property Owners
and the Rapid Transit Team.

Although there has been general public consultation undertaken as part of the initiative
to date, the Rapid Transit Team believed that it is critical to provide an early opportunity
and avenue for those most greatly impacted by the changes that rapid transit may bring.
The CPO sessions were tailored to provide the history of rapid transit Hamilton, identify
results of specific studies undertaken as part of the process to date (particularly the
potential for economic uplift as a result of the introduction of rapid transit), present the
routing alternatives and discuss how various aspects of the implementation of rapid
transit may impact the corridor. Although at this stage, many details are not available,
the opportunity to discuss and identify potential benefits, challenges and concerns rapid
transit for property owners; identify questions that they would like answered as
information becomes available and as studies are completed; and identify how Corridor
Property Owners wish to be engaged in the future, is valuable information for the Rapid
Transit Team.

The February 23, 2009 afternoon session was attended by 47 people. The evening
session was attended by 26 people.

Qverall, there was support for the implementation of rapid transit and more specifically
LRT although there did not appear to be a specific_preference for one routlng
alternatlve over the other at this time. The Corridor Property Owners are cautious and
concerned about_impacts to their properties and blSINEsses;. particularly during the™
vanous construction phases and early transition years of rapid transit in Hamilton. Staff
‘ensured all those in attendance that there would be significant public and Corridor
Property Owner consultation and outreach throughout the planning, design and
implementation phases of any approved rapid transit project and that there would also
be opportunities for one-on-one consultation as the initiative moves forward.

All information related to the CWT, TAC and CPO meetings is being summarized by the
Rapid Transit Team as part of an overriding Rapid Transit Consultation Document. This
document will be posted to the Rapid Transit website www.hamilton. ca/rapld transit in
Spring 2009. :

Next Steps
The Metrolinx_Benefi e An'a&sis for Hamilton will undertake a compreh%

review of all viable routing alternatives, for both LRT and BRT rapid transit, in Spring
2009. "All'information gathered to date will be utilized as part of the BCA." TheTésults of
the BCA will identify the most viable option for rapid transit in Hamilton, using a multiple
accounts evaluation process and identify the proposed Provincial strategy for rapid
transit in Hamilton. The results of the BCA, identification of mode and routing for the B-
Line corridor will then be brought forward for Council consideration and ultimate project
approval late summer 2009/early fall 2009. At this time Council will be required to either
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accept or reject the recommended Provincial plan for rapid transit in Hamilton. In order
to aid in Council’s decision, the forthcoming staff report will outline the results of the
BCA, as well as identify all known impacts related to the lmplementatlon of the
recommended rapid transit plan for the B-line.

In addition to the meetings of the Corporate Workmg Team, Technical Advisory
Committee and Corridor Property Owners meeting at key milestones in the rapid transit
planning process, the Rapid Transit Team will be taking the route alternatives to the
public and stakeholders for their consideration over the coming months. Rapid Transit
_Team staff continue to believe that public consultation plays a key role in this initiative.
The Rapid Transit Team is working on scheduling full public meetings Teégarding these
route alternatives for Spring 2009 and will carry this public consultation exercise through
the summer months, prior to reporting back to Council in late summer/early fall 2009.
Information to be presented at that time for Council’'s consideration and approval will
include the recommendations of the Benefits Case Analysis and results of the on-going
public consultation process on the aforementioned alternatives, being undertaken

Winter 2008 through Summer 20089.

Gerry Davis, CMA
Acting General Manager
Public Works Department
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Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment

e The proposed City of Hamilton Rapid Transit Initiative B-Line Corridor travels in an east-west direction, passing
through the original City of Hamilton downtown core and into areas that retain a wide number of structures and
landscapes that date back to the late 19™ century and early to mid 20" century;

« To identify aboveground heritage sensitive areas in the Main Street and King Street corridors the following
data collection methods were undertaken: review of 1876, 1893, 1898, and 1914 historic mapping and fire
insurance plans; compilation and organization of properties designated under the Ontario Heritage Act and
previously identified by the City of Hamilton's culture department; completion of a windshield/pedestrian survey
of the entire study corridor to conduct photographic documentation, confirm previously identified properties,
and to identify properties of potential cultural heritage interest that have been previously unrecognized;

« Data collection and analysis results indicated that Iarge portions of the study corridor, between Paradise Road
and the Delta retain cultural heritage resources, sef in close proximity to the right-of-way. The followin dg data is
preliminary and does not reflect comments that were received from the Culture Dept. on February 3. Please
also note the following calculations are approximate:

o A total of 450 cultural heritage resource properties were identified on King Street, between Paradise
Road and the Delta;

o 49% of the King Street corridor's frontage (Paradise to the Delta) was identified as retalnlng heritage
sensitivities; :

o A total of 286 cultural heritage resource properties were identified on Main Street, between Paradise
Road and the Delta;

o 41% of the Main Street corridor’s frontage (Paradise to the Delta) was ldentlfled as retaining heritage
sensitivities;

» As the study advances the following issues should be addressed:

o When more detailed concepts are available, a follow-up field review should be undertaken to examine
impacts area in greater detail. The field review completed to date was conducted at a ‘high’ level,
focusing on capturing general information rather than focusing on individual properties;

o Property acquirements should avoid identified cultural heritage resources; and

o ' Proximity of structures to right-of-way. Many structures are very close to the current road right-of-way,

as such indirect impacts such as visual impacts of overhead LRT infrastructure; noise/vibration,
appropriate buffering, health and safety concerns, and access to properties needs to be assessed.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit

Rapld Transit_—
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Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment Preliminary Findings

e The City of Hamllton has a cultural history which begins approximately 10,000 years ago and continues to the
present;

o The study corridor meets five of the-eleven criteria used by the Ministry of Culture for determining
archaeological potential: ' .

Known archaeological sites within 250 m;

Primary water source within 300 m;

Indications of early Euro-Canadian settlement;

Associated with historic transportation routes; and

Contains property designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.

00000

These criteria characterize the study corridor as having both Aboriginal and Euro-Canadian archaeological potential.

e The field review of the study corridor determined that the Main, King, and James Street ROWs have been
previously disturbed by typical road construction and modern development;

e However, there are several areas adjacent to the disturbed ROW that remain undisturbed and contain
archaeological potential:

o 28 areas (or 39,833M?) of archaeological potential are present along the Main Street corridor (between
Paradise Road and the Delta);

o 32 areas (or 30, 704M2) of archaeological potential' are present along the King Street (between
Paradise Road and the Delta)

Preliminary conclusions and recommendations include:

o The Main, King, and James Street ROWs do not retain archaeological site potential due to previous
disturbances. Additional archaeological assessment is not required within the ROWs and those
portions of the study corridor can be cleared of further archaeologlcal concern;

o A Stage 2 archaeological assessment should be conducted on lands determined to have
archaeolagical potential, if the proposed project is to impact these lands. This work will be done in
accordance with the MCL's draft Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MCL 20086),
in order to identify any archaeological remains that may be present; and

o If the proposed undertaking is to impact the areas noted as “Vacant Lots” to the point of below-grade
excavations, these activities should be subject to further archaeological investigation (i.e. detailed
archival research) in order to document any significant archaeological features that may be present.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Air Quality

Modelling was completed for 4 cases:

e 2008 - Existing conditions;

e 2031 — No-Build (no LRT);

e 2031 — with-LRT Scenario 1: 1-way LRT on Main and King and 1-way fraffic on Main and King; and

e 2031 — with-LRT Scenario 2: 2-way LRT and 2-way traffic on King with 2-way traffic only on Main.
Findings:

1. The modelling results indicate that on an overall basis, both downtown LRT alignments (i.e. 2031 with-LRT
Scenarios 1 and 2) result in a reduction of ambient CO, NOy and PM, 5 concentrations when compared to 2031
no-build case. This reduction is due to reduction in vehicular traffic volumes.

2. The study indicates that on an overall basis, a greater reduction was observed in the case of 2031 with-LRT
scenario 1, versus the 2031 with-LRT scenario 2.

3. Reductions in CO, NO, and PMa s concentration was also observed for the 2031 no-build case when compared
to the 2008 (existing) case. This is atfributed to a reduction in vehicular emissions which are factored into the
MOBILEB.2 vehicular emission model. The reduction in vehicular emission is based on advancement in
engine and emission control technologies as well as expected improvement in fuel consumption.

4. Based on the results presented above, no air quality mitigatidn measures are required.

Noise

Modelling was completed for 4 cases:

2008 — Existing conditions;

2031 — No-Build (no LRT);

2031 — with-LRT Scenario 1: 1-way LRT on Main and King and 1-way traffic on Main and King; and
2031 — with-LRT Scenario 2: 2-way LRT and 2-way traffic on King with 2-way traffic only on Main.

The City has a Transportation and Noise Policy Paper which provides a guideline in assessing noise impacts for capital
projects. The Policy Paper has recommended adoption of the MOE/MTO Noise Protocol for such assessments. The
methodology is based on the change in the average 24-hour noise level from the future “build” and “no-build” scenarios.
Low impact of the “build” scenario is defined as an increase of 5 dB above the “no-build” scenario, moderate impact is
an increase of 5 to 10 dB, and a high impact is an increase of more than 10 dB..

Findings:

Rapld Transit.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit




'For 2031 with-LRT Scenario 1, the hourly sound level equivalent (Leq) at intersections along Main St. ranged
from 71 to 77 dBA, and along King St. ranged from 68 to 79 dBA. In comparison to the 2031 No-Build case,
" the with-LRT Scenario 1 resulted in a slight overall decrease in noise levels fong both Main St. as well as King

St

For 2031 with-LRT Scenario 2, the Leq (1-hr) at intersections along Main St. ranged from 71 to 77 dBA, and
along King St. ranged from 69 to 77 dBA. In comparison to the 2031 No-Build case, the with-LRT Scenario 2
resulted in a slight overall decrease in noise levels long both Main St. as well as King St.

Based on the assumptions made in the acoustic modelling and the location of the receptors chosen for this
acoustic impact study, the 2031 with-LRT Scenario 1 resulted in a slightly better (lower) noise environment in
comparison to 2031 with-LRT Scenario 2. However, it must be noted that the difference between the
Scenarios would not be perceptible as it is less than 3 dBA. The differences between the LRT Scenarios and
the No-Build condition would also be imperceptible as the mean difference is less than 3 dBA.

Although it is anticipated that for both 2031 with-LRT Scenarios there will be a slight reduction in traffic noise
when compared to the 2031 No-Build case, no noticeable impact, as defined by the joint MOE/MTQO Noise

Protocol, is anticipated.

. .Based on the findings presented above, no noise mitigation measures are required.

Note: The findings of the air quality and noise studies presented above are based on the modelling assumptions and
information provided to Dillon at the time of completing this study.

RapidTransit.
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Consultation

The City of Hamilton embarked on a vigorous public consultation program in the spring of 2008 to obtain the
public’s opinion on the Rapid Transit Initiative. The public consultation program approach reflected a two-
way, open and proactive process for providing information to stakeholders. During the course of the
consultation program, information about the Rapid Transit Initiative was presented on the project web site
and local radio stations, and in municipal publications, newsletters, and local newspaper articles. In addition,
surveys were developed and distributed to residents at fairs, in workshops and on the website. The
following outlines the consultation activities that were undertaken.

Municipal Staff Consultation

Consultation with municipal staff, including Public Works (Transit, Capital Pianning & Implementation,
Energy, Fleet & Facilities, and Operations & Maintenance), Planning and Economic Development
(Development Planning, Community Planning, Downtown and Community Renewal, Strategic Services and
Special Projects, Real Estate, Parking and By-law Services), Corporate Services, Community Services,
Emergency Services and Public Health Services included two Lunch and Learn sessions and two
workshops. In the summer of 2008, Lunch & Learn sessions were held to educate City staff and to capture
downtown commuters who are potential riders of a rapid transit system, many of whom presently commute
to work using a single occupancy vehicle. A

In the fall of 2008, a workshop was undertaken with municipal staff to update and engage staff, determine
key contacts, understand any opportunities or challenges, and develop a vision statement that.would guide
rapid transit planning through to implementation. A follow-up workshop was held with municipal staff in
‘February 2009 to provide an update on the information that has been gathered to date and to obtain
comments on potential corridor and route alternative impacts.

Rapid Transit Vision Statement

Rapid Transit is more than just moving people from place to place. It is about providing a catalyst
for the development of high quality, safe, environmentally sustainable and affordable
transportation options for our citizens, connecting key destination points, stimulating economic
development and revitalizing Hamilton.

Public Information Centres:

Several Public Information Centres (PICs) were held between April 2008 and March 2009. Two public

workshops were scheduled in May of 2008 following the completion of the Rapid Transit Feasibility Study
(RTFS) Phase 1. The purposes of the PICs were to present information about the project and to receive
public feedback on the type of Rapid Transit that should be pursued. In December 2008, two community

"""" . www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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update metmgs ere held to prowde the publlc with an- update on Hamllton s Rapid Transit Inltlatlve
Metrolinx’ Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Rapid Transit Team were also looking on input into the draft
Vision Statement and how the public would like to participate in the planning process as the. project moves
forward.

Consultation with Corridor Property Owners

February 2009 marked the beginning of formal consultations with property. corridor owners along the B-Line
corridor. These sessions established a foundation and a positive working relationship to facilitate an
information exchange which will continue over the course of the project. The workshops not only provided
information about the project, but also engaged property owners to ask questions and provide comments in
order for the City to better understand stakeholder issues and concerns.

Consultation with Technical Agencies

February 2009 also marked the beginning of consultations with technical agencies and organizations.
Agencies included federal and provincial departments and ministries within an interest in the project,
members of the Government Review Team and First Nations. A workshop was held on February 23, 2009
to establish a foundation and a positive working relationship to facilitate an information exchange which will
continue over the course of the project. The workshop not only provided information about the project, but
also engaged technical agencies to ask questions and provide comments in order for the City to better
understand stakeholder issues and concerns. As the project proceeds, the City will continue its vigorous
consultation program and continue collaboration with key agencies.

Consultation with Other Key Stakeholders

Between the May 2008 and March 2009, the Rapid Transit Initiative Team consulted with key stakeholders
within the community. Consultations were undertaken with Metrolinx, a local realtors association, Hamilton
International Airport, the Chambers of Commerce, St. Joseph’s Hospital, Business Improvement Areas,
tourism groups, local interest groups, anti-poverty groups, colleges and universities, and resident's
associations. In addition, Rapid Transit Team members have attended numerous community events to
discuss the initiative, have made presentations at Ward meetings, meet with community groups and other
special interest groups. ‘

A comprehensive communications plan has been developed in order to keep rapid transit momentum high
and at the forefront of public interest and participation. The communications plan includes:
— Commitment to extensive two-way proactive consultation
— Meet early and often during the process '
Use of numerous communication channels to reach the widest audience p053|ble
Web (FAQ's, Fact Sheets, Videos, Photos, comment forms, etc)
Media (PSA’s, radio, tv, print, etc)
Newsletters and Project Updates
"Targeted Meetings and Workshops (Technical Agency Committee, Stakeholder Groups {property
owners, corridor tenants, community groups/organizations, et)
General Meetings and Workshops (Public Information Centres, Design Charettes etc)
+ Rapid Transit Team presence at Community Events, Fairs, Educational Events etc

.~‘ . ol

Questions and comments on the Rapid Transit Initiative are welcome at any time either through the project
website www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit, direct project e-mail to rapidtransit@hamilton.ca or in person.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Supportive policies are in place to help shape corridor

Over the past decade a number of integrated transportation and land-use plans and policies have been put in place to
enhance the economic potential of the B-Line rapid transit corridor. This includes the Downtown Transportation Master
Plan, Downtown Secondary Plan, City-wide Transportation Master Plan, the Environmental Remediation and Site
Enhancement Plan (ERASE) and the Draft Urban Structure Plan. The goals and objectives of these plans could be
enhanced significantly by the introduction of corridor common binding physical element such as rapid transit.

Investments in_ corridor fransportation capacity enhancements are
required to serve growth

With an estimated capltal cost of $540 million, the B-Line LRT represents a significant investment. Similarly, it is likely
that the enhanced service will result in increased operating costs, in particular those related to maintaining a new type
of vehicle {e.g. LRT vehicles), track and station infrastructure, and specialized maintenance facilities. However, it is to
be expected that investments in transit would be required in the future regardless if Hamilton is to meet the objectives
set out for Urban Growth Centres. The proposed LRT system should be able to address transportation capacity needs
for at least 50 years.

'All Hamilton residents benefit from rapld transit

Approximately 17% of the City's population and 20% of the City's employment are within 800 m of the B-Line corridor.
Additionally, 80% of HSR's current routes connect to the B-Line corridor. This means that the probability of Hamilton
residents benefiting from rapid transit is high. These benefits include fravel time savings, increased travel time
predictability and potentially reduced auto ownership and operating costs (currently estimated at more than $9000 per
year by CAA). Less direct but still significant benefits include reduced accident costs, the value of which is some $2
million per year when comparing the rapid transit scenario to the base case scenario.

The potential for intensifying development in the corridor is significant

While the downtown core of Hamilton is already at the minimum target density of 200 persons plus jobs per hectare
specified for Urban Growth Centres, the average density for the entire corridor is just 25 persons plus jobs per hectare.
At the same time, there are close to 500 vacant parcels of land within a two kilometre radius of the corridor and a
number of other developments such as strip plazas, gas stations, and private parking lots which could be easily re-
developed into more transit supportive land uses. In addition to generating additional property taxes, it is estimated
that the potential development charges from new development could be in the order of several hundred million dollars.

With rapid transit comes jobs »

The implementation of rapid transit would have a direct effect on job creation in the initial design and construction
stage, as well as in the ongoing operations and maintenance phase. It is estimated based on accepted industry
-multipliers that some 6,000 jobs would be created due to construction expenditures combined with over 1,000 ongoing
jobs due to on-going operations and maintenance.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Environmental benefits translate into economic benefits

The net impact of rapid transit on reducing air emissions is expected to be positive, although somewhat offset by
reduced auto speeds and localized congestion. Preliminary modelling results suggest that the annual emissions costs
due to travel in the study area could be reduced by approximately 7.5% equating to some $2 million annually.

An exceptional mix of land uses in the corridor will enhance economic
activity

Due to its evolution over the past century, land uses in the comdor are highly mixed and include restaurants, places of
.worship, shopping, post secondary institutions, museums and public schools as well as a variety of office and
residential uses. In addition to contributing to a very cost-efficient transit service (i.e. travel patterns bi-directional and
spread out over the day) it also suggests that rapid transit could contribute to increased opportunities for economic and
other activities.

The proposed rapid transit. corridor covers areas of relatively high
social need

Persons with social needs may include those who are unemployed, lone parent families, low educational attainment,
low income or high rates of government assistance. The B-Line cotridor stands out within Hamilton as well as
regionally, provincially, and nationally in every category except for its proportion of seniors. For example, 35% of
people living in the corridor are classified as low income compared to the national average of 15%. The -
implementation of rapid transit should be positive in that it provides these individuals with greater access to
employment opportunities and health and wellness actavmes but cautioned must be exercised so as not to displace
these individuals from the corridor.

Economic potential should be maximized by Constructlng a single
corridor

Notwithstanding any differences in construction and operating costs, which should be lower for a single corridor, there
may be other less direct economic impacts of a single versus split corridor. For example a developer may be less
attracted to a site with direct access to only one direction of rapid transit with the other direction being several hundred
meters away in some cases. '

Economic benefits are contingent on significantly chan'ging land-use

The B-Line corridor is generally well served by transit today and there are many enhancements such as transit signal
priority measures, increased service frequencies and improved passenger amenities that could be made to increase
overall transportation accessibility and attractiveness. Similarly, development activity will continue in the corridor under
the status quo scenario. Therefore, in order to realize significant net positive economic impacts compared to the base
case, land uses within the corridor must be permitted to, and encouraged to, change and intensify significantly.
Fortunately, the City of Hamilton has already started to move in this direction with its policies and plans. Rapid transit
has the potential to define economic development in the city over the coming decades.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Existing Conditions

e The majority of the study. area alignment is heavily urbanized with significant building structures along the
central corridor. The topography is typically flat, with the exception of Coldwater Creek, the Chedoke Creek
Area (403 corridor) and the Red Hill Creek Valley.

» Both Main Street and King Street are heavily encumbered with underground utilities, which can be found at
depths ranging from 1.6 - 9.0 m below ground surface. These may act as a conduit for water due to use of
granular backfill around the ultilities;

o Historical water wells were not identified directly adjacent to the proposed B-Line route, with the exception of a
few wells to the east of the Red Hill Creek Valley, and on the west end near Cootes Drive. These wells are
unlikely to be connected or utilized. No information pertaining to septic systems was reviewed;

» The geology and hydrogeology of the alignment can be divided into three sections:

West of Highway 403 (including Chedoke Valley). This area consists of a 6 to 8 m thick zone of
interbedded silts and silty sand. The silty sand units are expected to hold perched groundwater that
may require groundwater control during construction.

2. East of Highway 403 to approximately Parkdale Ave. This area is characterized by a subsurface silty
sand unit and an underlying coarser sand unit that stretches from the Chedoke Valley towards Ottawa
Street, where it pinches out. These sand units are expected: to contain a groundwater table, which in

: the core area will require dewatering to accommodate movement of deep infrastructure.

3. East of Parkdale Avenue, including Red Hill Creek Valley. This area, with the exception of localized
areas associated with the Red Hill Creek, generally. consists of clay till, and as such, is not expected to
be hydraulically active.

Potential Impacts and Mitigation Considerations

The construction of the LRT will be completed at existing grade, such that no significant excavation will occur along

the corridor. .

e On the basis of the above, no S|gn|f icant hydrogeological impacts are expected;

¢ Potential for lateral movement of infrastructure (eg. deeper excavations) will require consideration of short term

v hydrogeological impacts

 We expect dewatering to be required where silty sand and coarse sand is present within the study area.

¢ There were references to sail and groundwater contamination in some of the environmental reports for both
Main Street and King Street. A Phase | review of available information should be conducted to identify actual

- and potential sources of contamination along the selected route, followed by development of contingency plans

to handle the contaminated materials during construction

Preliminary Input regarding Downtown Alignment Alternatives

Based on what we have reviewed to date, there are no downtown alignment preferences based on hydrogeology.
We suggest that the potential for encountering impacts from adjacent potentially contaminated sites be assessed.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Overview

Hamilton has a long history in the steel and manufacturing industries. While the city's economy has
become more diversified since the 1970s, manufacturing still pays a prominent role in the city’s economic
and social development. The newly relocated CANMET Materials Research Laboratory (2010) at the
McMaster Innovation Park recognizes the prominent role Hamilton plays in the province’s manufacturing
industry. The potential use of light rail technology in the City of Hamilton, and across the Greater Toronto
Hamilton Area (GTHA) market provides an opportunity for the local manufacturing industry to diversify its
"~ manufacturing base and build light rail vehicles (LRVs) and supporting components. This builds on
Hamilton's steelmaking base and supporting industries such as National Steel Car.

Locally Designed and Built

Portland lron Works

A resurgence of Light Rail and Streetcar projects throughout the United States has sparked interest among
key stakeholders to consider developing light rail technologies locally and to facilitate local design and
construction. The first effort occurred in 2007 in Portland, Oregon with a $4 million contract to build
streetcars similar to the ones supplied by Skoda of the Czech Republic, by United Streetcar, a. subsidiary of
Portland Iron Works Inc. This streetcar contract was the first of its kind in the United States. However, in
Canada, parts of the Vancouver Skytrain and TTC streetcars are designed and built locally by Bombardier
(Burnaby, BC, Thunder Bay, ON & Quebec), a Canadian company.

European Experience

Even with the resurgence of rail technology in North America, streetcars are still much more popular in
Europe, one of the largest markets for rail technology in the world. The major light rail manufacturers,
Bombardier, Siemens and Alstom manufacture most of their trains and components in Europe. Bombardier
also has manufacturing facilities in Thunder Bay, which make TTC streetcars and components of the
SkyTrain. Siemens, based in Germany, has a manufacturing plant in Sacramento California, which builds
much of Portland and Calgary’s rollmg stock. However, there is a large potential to build more LRVs in the
GTHA, especially with the province’s MoveOntario 2020 initiative currently undewvay, representing an initial
investment of $11.5 billion in rapld transit projects.

MoveOntario 2020, Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and LRT

The Big Move represents a potentially large light rail vehicle demand when the TTC's Transit City, the
proposed Hamilton Rapid Transit system and York Region transit plans are taken into account. In addition,
according to the RTP, as the regional transportation system matures and ridership increases, those regions
- running bus rapid transit (BRT) systems may be considered as potential areas for LRT upgrades. The
potential demand for LRT is anticipated to grow, beyond the initial investment, as additional potential LRT
rapid transit lines in Toronto and Hamilton are buﬂt and Canadian content policies are applied to the
implementation of these systems.
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P . Top 15 priority projects

,[ el M e B-Line (East-West): McMaster to
University Plaza

e A-Line (North-South): Waterfront to Airport

16 - 25 Year Projects
o T-Line: Centre Mall to Meadowlands

Beyond 25 Years e

e S-Line: Eastgate Square to Ancaster
Business Park

e L-lLine: Downtown to Waterdown =~~~

Top 15 priority projects - O
« Rail link between Union Station and Pearson '
Airport _
Spadina Subway extenS|on to Vaughan
Corporate Centre Y 5
Yonge Subway capacity :mprovements and S

" extension to Richmond Hill Ty
Eglinton rapid transit from Pearson Alrport 5

“to Scarborough Centre ' ;
Finch/Sheppard rapid transnt from Pearson £t

+ Airport to Scarborough Centre and =

Meadowvale Road :
« Upgrade and extenston of the. Scarborough

.. Rapid Transit line: o

. fExtensnon of GO Rail service to Bowmanvnle. :

25 Year Projects
s A new subway service in the ng/Queen
corridor in Downtown Toronto
«  Durham, Toronto and York will be connected '
by anew rapid transit service

Beyond 25 Years
« Adirect Express Rail link between
Mississauga City Centre and Union Station
» East-west Express Rail connecting the GTA

Further opportunities may also exist for a Hamilton based manufacturer to service future LRT lines across
Canada. This would include commuter lines, such as those operated by GO transit, which couId use
smaller, lighter vehicles for high speed lines.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Opportunities for Hamilton Manufacturing

Hamilton's manufacturing base, along with its green energy potential could be coupled together to:'!

» Work with local steel and manufacturing expertise to design and manufacture light rail
vehicle (LRVs) and light rail transit (LRT) system components:
» Bogies (wheel base, axels, suspension systems, breaking system and drives)
Metal track components and wheéls
Exterior metal/fiberglass/alumni shells
Concrete and polymers for embedded track and power supply poles
DC motors for propulsion systems
Electricity supply systems and wires
Electricity collection systems on-board the train
Passenger information systems and display screens .
Station design and construction with passenger information systems, metal framing, lighting,
concrete, local art and advanced urban and transit oriented design features

¢ Provide engineering services for signaling and train automation systems

e Produce local green energy to supply electricity to the LRT

An Inclusive Process

Overall this concept has merit, with extensive potential; however, it requires an in-depth knowledge of the
current state of LRT manufacturing on the continent. Companies such as National Steelcar could be.
leaders in understanding what needs to be taken into consideration when designing manufacturmg
processes for steel rails and wheels, fiberglass bodies and other key components.

Fixed Infrastructure means Sustainable Prosperity

Gauging the amount of manufacturing experiise that currently exists in Hamilton is the first step to building a
sustainable LRV manufacturing base. Hamilton manufacturers could develop a business case that
promotes and builds on existing expertise and its existing capacity to begin manufacturing immediately,
distinguishing it from other GTHA neighbors. In addition, maintenance parts for LRVs will be important
renewable components to manufacture for all North America's transit systems. The benefit of fixed
infrastructure ensures that the market for replacement parts and train body upgrades will be sustained over
time. This market is further stabilized by a LRV customer base consisting mainly of local and regional
governments or public-private partners.

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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What are Operating and Maintenance Costs?

Modern light rail transit (LRT) vehicles, like all mechanized devices, have costs associated with their
operation. These costs include the maintenance of the vehicle, tracks, stations and power infrastructure.
They also include the costs to operate the vehicle, such as driver salaries and electric power supply. Many
of these costs are similar to those incurred by other transit vehicles such as busses and heavy trains.
Proper operating and maintenance is vital to ensuring a high level of reliability and to maximizing the
operating life expectancy of the system. It also helps protect the city’s investment by maintaining a positive
image and high level of service.

Costing Issues

The maijority of the capital costs for the Hamilton Rapid Transit project will be funded by the province.
Therefore, it is important to prOJect realistic operating and maintenance costs for the system, since it
represents the greatest on-going cost to the city. Some transit literature and research indicates that LRT
systems are less expensive to operate then bus-based systems. Others have concluded that the opposite
is true. Itis important to be cautious as to how this comparison is made and what is being compared. For
instance, basing the comparison on a per-vehicle factor, may bias the results because each LRT holds as
many passengers as 2 - 4 busses (depending on the length of the tram) Furthermare, one must ensure
that the comparison is fair. As an example, if station maintenance is included in the LRT costs then it
should also be included in the cost of bus operation.

Examining Transit Data

One way to estimate operating and maintenance costs is to examine the data from other cities which

operate both LRT and bus systems. The United States National Transit Database collects the capital,
operating and maintenance costs for all transit operators in the country. Data for Portland, OR, Minneapolis,
MN, and other major North American cities which operate multiple modes of transit were analyzed (see

table 1). The results were compiled as direct costs, cost per passenger mile traveled (PMT) and costs per
unlinked passenger trip (UPT). Passenger Miles Traveled (PMT) is the cumulative sum of the distances
traveled by each passenger; Unlinked Passenger Trips (UPT) is the total number of passengers who board
transit vehicles per mode. These measures allow a fair comparison to be made between different transit
modes by making the data relative to the usage rate of each system.

Results

As illustrated in Table 1, it is clear that on average the operating and maintenance costs for LRT systems
throughout North America are significantly less than the costs to operate bus systems. The savings are as
high as 60% (Houston TX) and in some cases, bus costs were less than LRT costs (Pittsburgh). Results

' www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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were not always similar between the PMT and UPT measures. For instance,. in Pittsburgh, there was
savings per passenger mile, but extra costs when the data was analyzed per unlinked passenger trip. In
Pittsburgh, the low population may also have an effect, given the data, which indicates that populations of
less than 300,000 may not efficiently support an LRT system.

Table 1: Operating and Maintenance Costs for Selected North American Cities by Passenger Miles

‘Traveled and Unlinked Passenger Trips

City, State Population Per PMT %Diff* | PerUPT . ' %Diff* =
‘ Bus LRT - CLRT e

Denver, CO 588,349 $0.67 $0.34 -49%

Houston, TX 2,208,180 $0.55 $0.53 4%

Minneapolis, MN 377,392 $0.72 $0.42 -42%

Pittsburgh, PA 311,218 $0.90 $1.23 -37%

Portland, OR 550,396 $0.93 $0.39  -58%

San Diego, CA 1,266,731 $0.71 $0.27 -62%

*The % Difference indicates the difference between the LRT and BRT values. [f the LRT value is less than the BRT value then a
negative percentage is shown.

Hamilton’s population is similar to that of Portland’s and Denver’s, and therefore would be well suited for
BRT or LRT. Also, many of the cities which demonstrated low LRT operating costs have complimentary -
planning policies that support transit oriented development. When comparing the operating costs for bus
and LRT in the same corridor, it is clear that based on the NTD data, an LRT system would have reduced
costs and a lessened burden on taxes than a bus service. However, upon further analysis there may be
reasons for this trend that clarify the outcomes, as demonstrated below.

Analysis

The evidence presented is inconclusive because the bus system, by its very nature, operates.in corridors of
low ridership to feed the major transit trunk lines. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and LRT systems are usually
placed in areas with the highest potential for ridership. Since ridership is the variable which effects the cost
per rider trip measure, costs measured per trip would favor LRT and BRT trunk lines. A better comparison
would be to evaluate BRT and LRT in the same corridor. This cannot be done in practice, because a trunk
line usually contains one mode or the other. However, one can do this theoretically by varying parameters
-and mathematically modeling a sample transit system.

Eric Bruun (2005) performed one such study published in the Transportation Research Record in 2005. His
~ study estimated operating cost differences for BRT and LRT using a parametric cost model and National
Transit Database (NTD) information. The study assumed train sizes of 28 m and bus sizes of 18 m.
Marginal cost estimates were included to more accurately describe peak hour demand costs, when
additional vehicles are required to meet demand. The study was completed for a medium sized city, based
on Dallas Texas and using the data from all cities reporting in the NTD. It was also assumed that the cost to
operate one light rail vehicle (LRV) per year is $1.4 million; the cost for one bus per year is $600 000; and
the cost for one BRT is between $835,000 to $934,000 per vehicle per year, depending on the upgrades
over a standard articulated vehicle the bus has. This extra cost for BRT was assumed given its train like
operation such as dedicated right of way, possible variation in power supply from traditional busses, cost to
maintain a fleet that differs from the standard, and emissions and drive technologies.

While it is clear that on a per vehicle basis, LRT systems are the more expensive, the findings indicate that
if the peak ridership demand of the system is 15656 passenger spaces (both seated and standing
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passengers) per hour or less, then BRT provides a better cost effectiveness than LRT. However, as peak
demand increases, the LRT system becomes significantly less costly to operate than a bus or BRT system
(24% less expensive). BRT costs increase at a constant rate as ridership grows since each bus needs an
additional driver. However, LRT systems only increase in cost when a new driver is needed for an
additional train, which is equivalent to 2 to 4 busses. LRT also becomes more attractive and less costly to
operate than BRT, as service becomes more frequent and headways decrease, to provide increased
capacity. Using the NTD data, as outlined in Figure 1 the marginal cost increase for LRT is significantly less
than busses or BRT. This gives LRT the advantage if off peak demand is expected to increase in the future.

This data analysis agrees with the previous findings that LRT was less expensive to operate in most cities
because it operates in areas of high ridership potential and short headways. The converse is also true;
installing LRT systems in areas of low ridership, larger headways and slow growth will make them very
costly to operate. In order to determine if Hamilton would benefit from LRT or BRT, solely on the basis of
operating costs, this same parameterized analysis could be done for Hamilton specific information. We can’
also use this research in conjunction with research completed by IBl Group to develop general rules which
can guide our decision making.

Other Research

Additional research conducted by the United States General Accounting Office (GAQO) and the City.of
Houston, Texas, provide additional balanced research comparing the cost of LRT and BRT. According to
the GAO results are mixed when comparing LRT and BRT operating costs. Results varied between cities
which could possibly be attributed to the configuration of the transit network, urban planning strategies,
types of vehicles used, the financial climate of the region and several other factors. While this evidence
does not provide a definitive answer as to which technology is cheaper, it confirms that, depending on the
system characteristics, operating and maintenance costs for LRT can be less costly than BRT and vice
versa (GAO, 2001)-

The Houston Evaluation for Build Alternatives: Major Investment Study/Environmental Assessment;
Conducted by the Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County, Texas in 1999 found that the benefits of
LRT over BRT were quite numerous, while the operating costs were similar (MTAHC, 1999).

Conclusion

The examination of gross operating costs for transit vehicles looks at one aspect of a much larger and more
intricate analysis. The net operating costs are of particular interest and depend on a variety of factors
including ridership. In addition to costing data, the projected economic spin-offs, increase in property values,
and increase in transit oriented development all play a role in the success of the system and its cost over its
entire life-cycle. When analyzing costing data or deciding between two alternatives, the overall benefits of
‘the system will play a much larger role in decision makmg than. a focus on operating costs, especially when
these benefits off-set the costs immensely.

This analysis focused on gross operating costs in order to examine one piece of the overall puzzie. it
identified that at 1800 passenger spaces per hour the cost to operate BRT is higher than the cost of
operating LRT. The specific number for Hamilton, in terms of passenger spaces per hour, may differ from
this value, as it is based on averaged data from a variety of American cities. While this acts as a solid
guideline; Hamilton specific data may be helpful in obtaining a more definitive result. However, it is clear
from the analysis that LRT, given the proper amount of transit oriented development and ridership numbers,
can be a viable option over other forms of transit.
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Figure 1 - Costing Data from Eric Brunn's Mathematical Paramaterization Research (Bruun, 2005) -
TABLE 8 Trunk Line Service Comparison with Pesk Service Added for B h per Waekdsy

h Line Capacity Annual Cost Cost per IfAdded  Costper
Service Condition (min) N (spaces/honr) (1000) Space-km  Off-Peak  Space-km
LRT
Base service ‘ 15 5 744 $6.907 $0.038 NiA NiA
Add Ist car to each consist 15 10 1488 $2.285 $0.054 ~ $470.90 $0.011
Add 2ud car to each consist 15 15 2232 $2.285 $0.054 $470.9 $0.011
Add 3-car train fo line 125 18 2678 $1,513 $0.059 $424.7 $0.017
Add 2nd train to line 10.7 21 3125 $1.513 $0.059 $424.7 20.017
Add 3rd frain to line ’ 94 24 3561 $1.513 $0.059 $424.7 $0.017
BRT Z=12 '
Base service for equal budget 9.25 8 778 approx. $6,907 £0.037 N/A N/A
Add to double capacity 46 16 1556 $2.524 $0.057 $1.257 20.029
Add to triple capacity® 3.1 24 2334 $2.524 $0.057 $1,257 $0.029
Same capacity as LRT h= 12.5* 268 28 2687 $1.262 $0.057 $628.3 $0.029
BRT Z=14
Base for equal budget 10.6 7 679 approx. $6.907 $0.041 N/A N/A
Add to double capacity 53 14 1358 $2,576 $0.067 $1.466 $0.038
Add to triple capacity® 35 21 2037 $2.576 $0.067 31.466 %0.038
Same capacity asLRT k= 12.5% 268 28 2687 $2,576 $0.067 $1.466 $0.038
Tangential bus ) .
Unit cost for 18-h service 15 I 320 $593.5 $0.056 $593.5 $0.056
Base network costs ‘
LRT 15 20 $27,600
BRT Z=12 5 32 $27.600
BRT Z=14 15 28 $27.,600
Tangential bus : 15 258 $153.100

*Headway and revenue speed may not be mainfainable.
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RAPID TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY (PHASE 1)

e Initiated Rapid Transit Feasibility Study Phase 1 in November 2007 as a result
of Province’s MoveOntario 2020 announcement in antICIpatlon of Provincial
Funding for Rapid Transit in Hamilton.

e The study focused on the two corridors identified for Rapid Transit in
Hamilton’s Transportation Master Plan (May 2007) and the Province’s
MoveOntario 2020 Vision (June 2007):

o East — West from Eastgate Plaza to University Plaza (B-Line)
o North-South from the Waterfront to Hamilton International Airport (A-
Line)

e Focused on opportunities and constramts in regards to technologies (BRT wvs.
LRT), parking and loading impacts, traffic impacts, built form, environment,
capital cost estimates and operating requirements.

e Assumes that the exustmg right-of-way widths would not be significantly
changed.

o Study identified specific areas for future considerations including the
escarpment grade (A-line), impacts to lane widths, impacts to existing
structures, impacts to parking/loading, pros/cons of both LRT and BRT and
considerations specific to each corridor, including potential cross-sections.

o The Study confirmed that both LRT and BRT are feasible to implement in
Hamilton along both the B-Line and the A-line, provided engineering solutions
are introduced to address constraints identified.

RAPID TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY (PHASE 2)

¢ Initiate Rapid Transit Feasibility Study Phase 2 in July 2007 to further review
the opportunities and constraints of implementing rapid transit in Hamilton
along the proposed corridors (A-Line and B-Line).
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Phase 2 focused on light rail transit (LRT), given strong community support for
the system in Hamilton.

Phase 2 investigated the Claremont Access as an alternatlve route for LRT to
traverse the escarpment (A-Line), lane reduction impacts along the B-Line and
a staging analysis for implementing LRT in Hamilton

Staging Analysis suggests the east-west corridor (B-line) would be the best
initial investment in terms of cost effectiveness and benefit to the community
Along the B-line, land impacts are anticipated to be minimal (stations and
intersections) and opportunities exist for exclusive transit lane operation for the
entire length of the B-Line.

Along the A-line, it is feasible to use the Claremont Access to traverse the
escarpment but further study is recommended given the impacts of using the
Claremont Access on the overall system (increased travel time, longer track
required, missing key nodes, efc).

Prepared Terms of Reference for future studles and funct|onal design

Phase 1 & 2 Rapid Transit Corridor Map (B & A Line)
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Route Alternatives between Paradise Road and the Delta

» Purpose of the investigation - to examine the range of service and route location options for the B-Line corridor,
particularly between Paradise Road and the Delta

e LRT 'planning guidelines include exc!usive operation with dedicated lanes wherever possible, increased stop
spacing with larger vehicles, proof of payment fare system, raised pedestrian platforms at stops, median operation
on fwo way streets, local road and driveway access restrictions for curb LRT service, physical separation from

GPL’s if possible
» At-grade operation investigated to minimize costs and maximize economic benefits

» Recap — median LRT operation proposed on Main Street between University Plaza and Paradise Road and on
Queenston Road between Eastgate Square and the Queenston Traffic Circle with essentially the same number of
general purpose lanes (GPL’s) retained

s Confirm - median LRT operation proposed on Main Street between the Delta and the Queenston Traffic Circle with
a reduction in GPL's from two.to one in each direction

« Two options for the corridor segment between Paradise Road and the Delta
o Option A — convert both King Street and Main Street to two-way operation, Wlth median LRT operation on

King Street
o Option B — retain one-way operation with LRT in curb lane or in Second lane
o Contra-flow schemes not recommended for safety reasons

e Common issues and implications — constricted ROW, requirements for widening at stations and where left-turn
lanes required, limitations on stopping, parking and loading, need for context-sensitive design and even shared
space a!ternatives in some sections

e Current traffic volumes in the King-Main Corridor will have to reduce by 30-40% through mcreased use of transit,
TDM, and diversions to alternate routes

e A doubling of current transit usage is necessary, supported by changes in parking policies and costs, road and
traffic control changes including the Hwy 403 ramps, supportive land use policies, and suburban park’n’ride
facilities

. lmprouements in transit service cannot wait — they must start shaping demand now

s Construction staging will be very important to limit mobility impacts up to system commissioning

¢ It would be prudent to limit reductions in arterial road capacities prior to LRT system‘implementation

- www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Typical Cross-section (LRT on Main and King, One-way)
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Typical Croés-seotio'n (LRT on King Street Only, Two-way)
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Subsurface Infrastructure and Cleareances

In terms of Rapid Transit system design and construction, Hamilton’s subsurface
infrastructure is comprised of all buried serviced in the transit corridor. This -
includes watermains, sewers, gas lines, electrical utilities and communications
infrastructure, as well as the track bed which supports the light rail vehicle. In
most recent LRT system designs in North America, clearance areas of 5to 10
feet below and adjacent to the tracks, have been established where no parallel
infrastructure should be located.

Clearance zones are established for a variety of reasons. The most important
reason being that LRT service must be interrupted when subsurface
infrastructure parallel to the tracks require servicing. To avoid disruption, the
underground network should be configured so that delays to the LRT system are
minimized or eliminated. In this case any direct physical conflict, such as a
manhole in the right-of-way or operational encroachment in the clearance
envelope of the LRT should be eliminated. This ensures the safety of road workers and ensures that the
LRT corridor is not disrupted by adjacent road work. Subsurface infrastructure must also be moved out of
the train clearance envelope to minimize degradation from the light rail vehicle’s load and vibration forces
and to minimize the possibility of corrosion from stray currents along the LRT track flowing to municipal
infrastructure.

Utility Free_Zone

Transport Canada and other authorities have guidelines regarding the clearance envelope surrounding rail
tracks, which defines the utility-free zone where no infrastructure can be installed. Only infrastructure which
crosses perpendicular to the track should be maintained in the utility-free zone, provided it is protected from
surface loading and stray current. While most utilities parallel to the tracks would have to be abandoned or
relocated, many of the sewers which are deep enough to be out of the utility-free zone can be accessed by
offset manholes. These manholes do not lie directly over the sewers; rather they are located diagonally
sideways from the sewer line. However, it may still be desirable to relocate the sewers entirely.

The depth of the utility-free zone takes into account the vehicle weight loading on the tracks. In a typical
LRT design, the weight of the LRV is concentrated at the track which transmits forces downward and
sideways from the point where the wheel makes contact with the track. In the Subsurface Infrastructure (SI)
Report (AECOM, 2009), it was determined that for flexible and rigid buried pipe the underground clearance
(from the surface to the top of pipe) is 11 ft (3.35 m) and 10 ft (3.05 m), respectively. A pipe located within
this zone would suffer damage from the train’s loading forces over time. Horizontally, pipes within 3 to 5 m

"""" www.hamitton.ca/rapid-transit
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of the LRT centreline should be evaluated for risk factors, including possible hazards to the LRT or workers,
if the pipe needs to be repaired.
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Figure 1: Impact zones for typical LRT street configurations which outline the utility free zone

Optimal LRT Corridor

Traditionally water pipe and sewer lines are installed in the centre of the road and other utilities to the sides
of the road. An LRT system with a median right of way would impact municipal infrastructure to a greater
extent than it would impact other utility relocations. In modern street designs, infrastructure is generally built
near the curbside rather than the median. In Hamilton’s case, building the LRT in the median of Main or
Klng Street in the downtown core, where there are on&wa;LsiLe_e_ could _could pos ensive,

, Queenston ‘Road aftermldmly be considered a more feasible conflguratlon A

The Sl Report (AECOM, 2009) confirms this hypothesis. An LRT configuration which consists of the LRT
traveling west along King Street at the curbside and east along Main Street at the curbside, from the Delta
to Highway 403, is less expensive to build then if the LRT runs exclusively along King Street in the median
from the Delta to Highway 403. An examination of figure 1 visually confirms that the impact zone along the
median is larger, impacting more. infrastructure in the CBD.

Cost of Infrastructure Impacts

The cost of impacted infrastructure relocation depends on the complexity of the corridor, ease of access to
subsurface infrastructure, amount of disruption to transit service that can be tolerated and the inherent
safety risks in accessing the infrastructure. It is generally 10% to 20% of the total project cost. The costing
data contained in the Sl Report (AECOM, 2009) was based on the following assumptions:

¢ All sewer and water infrastructure within the LRT right-of-way that parallels the LRT must be

 relocated because access to maintain the asset will be severely or completely restricted.

» All “branch” sewer mains that currently enter the LRT right-of-way and connect fo a “trunk” sewer
within the LRT right-of-way must be reconnected when the trunk sewer is relocated. For simplicity, it

Rap[d Tran Slt — , www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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is assumed that each affected branch sewer will require an extensucn or replacement of 7 5m Itis -
also assumed that half of those branch sewers will extend through to the other side of the LRT, and
that any passing through the structural impact zone will require structural assessment.

o All sewer mains that cross completely through the LRT right-of-way, are below the structural impact
zone, and are readily accessible via manholes on both sides of the LRT right-of-way, will remain in
place. Of course, inspection may reveal that some of these assets are deteriorated and must be
repaired or replaced, but these costs are not included in this projection.

‘o All sewers that cross completely through the LRT right-of-way as above, but are within the structural
impact zone, must undergo structural assessment. Costs to perform these assessments are included
in the projection. Costs of pipe replacements required due to insufficient strength are not included in
the projection. ‘

e All water mains that cross into or through the LRT right-of-way must be replaced and installed in a
casing pipe. Since it may be prudent to replace aged water mains within the right-of-way, each
replacement is assumed to be 15m in length.

» All sewer and water services entering the LRT right-of-way must be replaced within the right-of-way.

e Each replacement is assumed to be 15m in length. Any structural assessments are considered to be
included in the construction design cost.

 All water main valve and hydrant relocations are considered inclusive in the costs of main relocation.

o All catch basins within the LRT right-of-way must be relocated (AECOM, 2009).

The City also completed work on the impacts of moving water and wastewater infrastructure on other
utilities that are not directly affected but may need to move when water/wastewater infrastructure is
relocated. The utilities are not responsible for paying the full price of relocation. If no agreement between
the utility and the city exists then the city and utility share the costs of l[abour and labour saving devices,
50% each and the utility covers the cost of materials at 100%. Where an agreement exists the breakdown
is as follows: gas lines installed after 1981, 35% City, 65% Union Gas; gas lines installed before 1981,
100% Union Gas; municipal water & sewer = 100% of costs to the City.

_Based on these assumptions and the data collected by the city, the total cost impact on subsurface
infrastructure is estimated to be $70 million in the one-way street conﬂguratlon in the CBD; and $100 million
for the two-way street configuration and LRT only on King Street in the CBD (AECOM, 2009). The full
breakdown can be found in the table 1 and includes the costs to relocate utilities that are disrupted as other

municipal piping is moved to clear the right of way.

Table 1: Projected Costs to Mitigate the Impact of LRT Development

Municipal Service : $50 800 000.00 $73 500 000.00

(water & wastewater) .
Utility Relocations $36 000 000.00 : $51 480.00
Utility Relocations $15 300 000.00 $21 879.00
(after cost sharing) o . :
Total $66 100 000.00 $95 379 000.00
(rows 1 & 3) '
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Subsurface Infrastructure Defined

In terhs of Rapid Transit system design and construction, Hamilton’s subsurface infrastructure includes all
buried service in the transit corridor. This includes water mains, sewers, gas lines, electrical utilities and
communications infrastructure, as well as the track bed which supports the light rail vehicle.

LRT Track Components

Ballasted Track
This is the traditional method for constructing rail. In older cities, concrete was poured over the tracks to

provide a street level system which could blend with the asphalt.

Ballast is required to support the weight of the train

Can be laid as a stone base or a concrete slab platform
Crossties are required to maintain the track gauge of 1.435m
Ensures that the rails do not buckle

Provides water absorption and drainage

* s & o @

Resilient Embedded Track (most common for street level systems):
These modern systems require materials that distribute load, mitigate vibration and are electrically resistant,

as the tracks are embedded in the street.
Embedded Components

y (3 . . *Uses a concrete base and no to
SLOPE /@ e, | Som ballast (1, i
% > . i allast (1, 2)
Y ‘ -
. SECOND POUR * Drainage pipes to the sewer system (3
7in SURFACE SLAB inage pip ystem (3)
- . P e *® Steel ties or gauge rods are used to
: N sTeeL TJE/LE‘nmNG BEAM | & I, maintain gauge between tracks, rather
4in [ o @R PLATE) y.;-: S than ties (4) :
a vy, -0 @ ®_ DWTIAL CONCRETE _j * Incorporates insulating and vibration
T ¢ 7 s BASE SLAB > i res . . .
¥ & — R A mitigating materials into the concrete
. » "SUBGRADE AND '
8in Q@ O Seast pour(6,7,8) |
Y Drainage * The insulating barrier can be located at
29 in. the rail boot (7) or around the concrete
base (8) :

(Total Ballast Depth)
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Subsurface Challenges and Mitigation Stragegies

Clearance Requirements: In order to provide un-interrupted LRT service and preserve the track bed, it is
recommended that no parallel infrastructure lay under the track. An additional horizontal clearance of 5 feet
on either side of the track is also required for safe access to the infrastructure. For piping and wiring that
crosses the track perpendicularly, a clearance of 10 feet (3m) below the track is required due to the weight
of the vehicle and the track base.

Mitigation Strategy: Research alternatives to traditional track bed design and use of traditional light rail
vehicles. This would include using a lighter vehicle in order to lessen the 3 m, worst case, under-track
burial requirement. It may also lessen the need to move some infrastructure.

Stray Current and Corrosion: Electrolytic corrosion can be occur in underground infrastructure due to
leakage (stray) currents from the track rails, especially with DC power systems. The running track provides
a path for electricity to flow from the catenary wires; however, electricity can stray from the rails and flow to
other infrastructure. Leakage currents can cause and accelerate corrosion in underground piping, steel
reinforcement in concrete structures and may damage underground utilities.

Mitigation Strategy: :
- Cathodic Protection of piping with the use of galvanic anodes to attract electric currents away
from the piping
+ Electrical insulation of plpmg
- Electrical isolation of embedded track from earth with plastic/concrete encasement

Relocation and Cost: Relocating and replacing infrastructure is time consuming and caostly; however, it
provides an opportunity for infrastructure renewal and reorganization. The costs would be shared with the
local utility providers as such:

o Municipal water & sewer = 100% of costs to the City

o Gas (lines after 1981) = 35% city, 65% gas utility; (lines before 1981) = 100% gas utility’s cost

¢ Electricity = 50% City, 50% Horizon (includes cost of labour and labour saving devices, not materials)

« Bell and other telecommunications = City in process of developing agreements for 100% cost to the

utility (with Bell services, anything before the agreement is 50/50)

Mmgatlon Strategy:
Identify and confirm the location of existing subsurface infrastructure to determine impacts

+ Identify the condition of existing infrastructure to determine the replacement need and risk of not

relocating it
« Select the optimal transit corridor location. This is typically the medlan of the road way because

most infrastructure is located at the curbside.
« An LRT system running in the median of the roadway would avoid the need to relocate some

infrastructure

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Hamilton’s Definition of Light Rail Transit (LRT)

LRT is a lightweight metropolitan electric railway system characterized by its ability to operate single cars or
short trains along exclusive right-of-way at street level. These vehicles are usually powered by overhead
electrical wires, and offer a frequent, fast, reliable, comfortable and high quallty service that is
environmentally sustainable.

Draft Technical Specifications

Infrastructure and Rolling Stock

It is anticipated that Hamilton LRT vehicles and track systems will most closely resemble Portland Oregon’s .
and Minneapolis Minnesota’s systems which use frains supplied by Siemens and Bombardier, respectively.
While their design can vary, our trains will resemble the following specifications:

1.435m
41 000 kg
63 000 kg
3.9m

‘Bombardier Flexity Outlook .. - - -

28 m

Siemens Combino Plus

2.65m
1.0 m
4m

0.74m
60/130

* The TTC does not use standard gauge; they use a 1.49 m TTC gauge, the only one of its kind in the world.
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System Power Sup'ply

Catenary System: The electric traction system anticipated for Hamilton could be
powered by an overhead, one or two-wire catenary current collector system, using
pantographs with the return circuit provided by running rails. Hamilton's system
could be similar to Portland’s where stations are rated for 1MW, connected to an
13.8 kV AC three phase power supply, delivered by the municipal power utility
~ company (Horizon Utilities) at a distance of one 1 to 1.6 km apart. The trains will
receive 750 V DC power to drive the traction system and will therefore require AC
and DC switchgear, traction power fransformers, power rectifiers and programmable
logic controllers (PLCs) to automate the process.

PRIMOVE Induction System: Alternative technology exists that could allow the
trains to be powered without the use of catenaries using an embedded third rail or
an induction power system. This option uses induction, which incorporates
electromagnets to achieve a contactless power transfer as the train’s current
collector passes over a buried wire. The system, developed by Bombardier, can
accommodate all weather conditions since it has no physical contacts, but it has not
yet been incorporated in a commercial vehicle.

Technological Challenges

The proposed B-Line corridor encounters some complicated geographical challenges due to the
city’s existing infrastructure and extensive grade changes. Particular.challenges include: the
highway 403 crossing in the City’s west end, which may require a flyover; the roadway under the
TH&B bridge (at Hunter Street) and the pedeéstrian walkway over James Street, which may need to
be lowered to accommodate the train’s catenary system; acquisition for station locations and
issues with corrosion and vibration.

Overcoming these challenges will include research into each vehicle. The measurements of some
vehicles make them more ideal for the under-bridge crossings, requiring only minimal road
lowering. Catenary-free vehicle technologies also help solve the problem of bridge crossings while
minimizing visual impacts and maintenance costs. In terms of corrosion and vibration control,
various resilient technologies and materials exist to soften metal-on-metal forces, isolate running

- rails from surrounding infrastructure and extend the life of rails and wheels in the process.

Benefits of Light Rail Transit Technologies

o Catalyst for development and revitalization of downtown cores
o Improved accessibility to major city areas and services

o Creation of new housing, offices and shops

e Increased values of properties along LRT corridors and stations
e Reduction in auto use, congestion and noise/air pollution

www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit
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Existing Conditions
« The majority of the study area alignment is urban with existing infrastructure displacing all natural environment

components with exception to young landscaped trees. Generally few natural areas occur along the proposed
LRT alighment.

! « The proposed LRT B-Line route crosses three watercourses including:
> Coldwater Creek (also known as Ancaster Creek) at the west end of the alignment
> Chedoke Creek at Highway 403; at the point of crossing the creek is covered (conveyed via a large
culvert)
> Red Hill Creek at the Red Hill Valley Parkway.

« The study area is in close proximity or overlaps designated natural features at each of the three watercourse
crossings. These include, the Red Hill Creek Escarpment Valley (ESA) and Cootes Paradise (ESA,
Provincially Significant Wetland and Life Science ANSI) associated with the Chedoke Creek crossing, and the
Ancaster Valley Life Science ANSI, Dundas Valley ESA associated with Coldwater (Ancaster) Creek crossing.

e (Gage Park and a small portion adjacent to Coldwater Creek are classified as Urban Area in the Niagara
Escarpment Plan.

» NHIC database indicates several historical occurrences of rare species. This includes 12 plant species, 1
mammal, 1 bird, 3 herptiles and 1 fish. Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas indicates 11 species of concern have been
observed. Also, 90 conservation priority species (Couturier 1999) for the Hamilton-Wentworth region were
documented.

Potential Impacts and Mitigation Considerations

e It is our understanding that minimal expansion of the current right-of-way is planned in order to facilitate the
construction and operation of the LRT system. Based on this, we do not anticipate impacts to the natural
environment. The proposed B-Line route is an urbanized area and has limited habitat value for vegetation

“communities and wildlife. No direct impact to vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat or Species at Rick is
anticipated. .

« If the removal of some streetscape trees is necessary, provisions should be made for their replacement. The
removal of vegetation could affect nesting habitat for migratory birds and mitigation measures may be required.

« The temporary increase in the anthropogenic disturbance during the construction period is unlikely to result in
~a significant increase in indirect impacts (i.e., habitat degradation, noise disturbance, etc.) to habitat features or
wildlife along the LRT route as many of them are situated in a high noise, high traffic area.

+  Should one of the downtown alignments result in the need for a new crossing of the Chedoke Creek/Hwy 403
area, additional detailed study would be required to ensure appropriate design and mitigation to minimize
impacts; there may be a need for additional agency consultation and further approvals.

Preliminary Input regarding Downtown Alignment Alternatives

Based on background information reviewed and fieldwork completed, there are no downtown alignment
preferences as they relate to terrestrial and avian features.
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amﬂton

To: Mayor Eisenberger and Members of Counil

From: [ Jill Stephen, P.Eng ' Telephone: | 905.546.2424, ext. 4621
Director, Strategic & Environmental Facsimile: | 905.546.4435

Planning (Temporary) unite e , .
Capital Planning & implementation E-mail: jiltian stephen@hamilton.ca

Public Works Department

Date: February 6, 2009

Re: Rapid Transit ~ Technical Agency and Corridor Property Consultation
(CPL.09.05)

This Information Update is to advise that the City's Rapid Transit Cofporate Working Team -
met February 5, 2009. This session was set-up by the Rapid Transit team to review and
discuss various rapid transit system alternatives and provide an update on study progress in
preparation for the Metrolinx Benefits Case Analysis expected to be undertaken Spring 2009.
The Corporate Working Team is comprised of staff from six City Departments including
representatives from Public Works, Planning & Economic Development, Corporate Services,
Community Services, Emergency Services and Public Health Services and Hamilton Police
Services. The February 5" session was a follow-up to the first Corporate Working Team
session held in November 2008, at which time the following vision statement was developed
and subsequently endorsed by Council at its meeting of January 28, 2009. -

Rapid Transit is more than just moving people from place to place. It is about
providing a catalyst for the development of high quality, safe, environmentally
sustainable and affordable transportation options for our citizens, connecting key
destination points, stimulating economic development and revitalizing Hamilton,

The rapid transit alternatives that were discussed as part of the second meeting of this group
included the following transportation options for the Main/King corridor of the proposed B-Line,
(primarily between Paradise Road,west side of Hwy 403 to the Delta, Mam/ng Split at Gage
Park):

— RTFS Phases 1 and 2 identified LRT could operate in exclusive curb lanes on
ohe-way streets
» LRT and one-way traffic on both Main and King

—_ Other alternative alignments for consideration through downtown
« Contra-flow on Main (one-way traffic eastbound thh two-way LRT
operation)
» Contra-flow on King (one-way traffic westbound with two-way LRT
operation)
AR +  LRT on Main Street with two-way traffic
~« LRTon King Street with two-way traffic

In addition to a discussion on rapid transit alternatives, staff were also updated on the various
studies that are underway in preparation for the upcoming Benefits Case Analysis. These
studies include: :

— Transportation Modeling
- Economic Uplift Potential )
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~ Subsurface Infrastructure Review
— Technology Review
— Archeology
— Built Landscapes & Cultural Heritage
-~ Natural Environment
+  Tertrestrial & Avian
+ Hydrogeology
« Air Quality & Noise
+  Water Resources & Storm Water MP Impact
—~ Fadilitation (Dillon)
«  Staff Workshop
« Technical Agencies Meeting #1
»  Corridor Properties Meeting #1
« Preliminary EA prep

The Rapid Transit Study Team will update Council on the feedback received at these
meetings in addition to the findings of these studies in the near future as well as keep Council
informed in regards to the feedback staff receive at the upcoming Technical Agencies and
Corridor Propemes Mesetings scheduled for Februaty 23, 2009 (information on these sessions
provided in Information Update CP1.09.03).

For more information, please contact Lisa Zinkewich at ext. 1473 " or
lisa.zinkewich@hamilton.ca

////fé/%ﬁ //”K— >

/ Jill Stephen, P.Eng/
Director, Strategic & Environmental Planning (Temporary)
Capital Planning & Implementation
Public Works Department
Iz

Copy to:  Chris Murray, City Manager

Gerry Davis, Acting General Manager, Public Works
Tony Toliis, Acting General Manager, Finance & Corporate Services
Tim McCabe, General Manager, Planning and Economic Development
Jim Kay, General Manager, Emergency Services
Joe-anne Priel, General Manager, Community Services
Elizabeth Richardson, Medical Officer of Health
Kevin Christenson, City Clerk _
Rose Caterini, Deputy Clerk/Manager of Legislative Services and Records
Phil Homerski, Public Affairs Coordinator, Public Works

. Kelly Anderson, Public Affaits Coordinator, Public Works
Carolyn Biggs, Legislative Assistant, City Clerks
Alan Kirkpatrick, Acting Manager, Strategic Planning
Don Hull, Director, Transit
David Adames, Executive Director, Planning & Economic Development
Neil Everson, Director, Economic Development & Real Estate

~ Ron Marini, Director, Downtown & Community Renewal
Bill Janssen, Acting Director, Planning & Economic Development
Jim Dahms, Manager, Transit Planning & Customer Services
John Howe, Metrolinx

. Chief Brian Mullen, Hamilton Police Services
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Hamilton

To: Mayor Eisenberger and Members of Council

From: | Jill Stephen, P.Eng Telephone: | 905.546.2424, ext. 4621
Director, Strategic & Environmental Facsimile: | 905.546.4435
Planning (Temporary) sl ,
Capital Planning & Implementation E-mail: jillian.stephen@hamilton.ca
Public Works Department '

Date: February 3, 2009

Re: Rapid Transit — Technical Agency and Corridor Property Consultation
(CPL09.03)

As the Rapid Transit Initiative moves forward, the City’'s Rapid Transit Team continues to
implement an extensive stakeholder outreach and engagement program.

In addition to the general public meetings that have been held to date, the Rapid Transit Team
is now targeting specific stakeholders to consult with at this stage of the planning process. In
February, staff will be meeting with appropriate technical agencles and other key
organizations who should be involved in the planning for this initiative, as well as property
owners along the Main/King corridor between McMaster University and Eastgate Square.

The meetings are being held to ensure that those who will be most greatly impacted by the
proposed Rapid Transit Initiative are given an opportunity to meet with the Rapid Transit
Team early in the plannhing process, to learn more details on the initiative and provide their
direct input into the process. Although staff have already met with key primary node
stakeholder representatives along the proposed Rapid Transit corridors, including McMaster
University, Eastgate Square and Yale (Jackson Square), these meetings are intended to
initiate dialogue between the Rapid Transit Team and all adjacent property land owners and
their tenants.

_ Notice of thé upcoming meetings will be delivered to an extensive Technical Agency list that
was developed following the Class EA process and will be mailed to all corridor property
owners within 30 metres of the existing nght of Way along the B-Line cortridor (the notices
and a map identifying the corridor properties is attached for your information). Meeting times
are as follows:

Technical agencieslorgamzatlons‘
Monday, February 23"

9:00 a.m. — 12:00 p.m.

Hamilton Convention Centre, Room 314

Property owners aiong Main/King Corridor:
Monday, February 23"
2:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. OR 6:00 p.m. ~ 8:00 p.m.

Information to be presented at these meetings will include:

» Rapid Transit Project Background
¢ Rapid Transit Feasibility Study Phases 1 & 2 resilts
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¢ Metrolinx (including the Regional Transportatlon Plan, Capital Budget Process and
next steps including the required Benefits Case Analysis)
+ Public Engagement and Resulis
¢ Rapid Transit initiative Next Steps

The Rapid Transit Team continues to meet with Metrolinx representatives to discuss plans for
moving rapid transit ahead for the City of Hamilton and have begun the process of initiating
the required studies that will feed into MetrolinX's Benefits Case Analysis, anticipated to take
place in spring 2009. Rapid Transit Team staff are continuing to move forward in an
aggressive manner in order to secure Provincial funding for rapid transit in Hamilton and more
specifically for Light Rail Transit {LRT) funding, for construction fo begin as early as 2011
along the B-Line corridor.

Public consultation has been an important part of this process to date, and will continue to
play an integral role in the development of the overall system. As always, the Rapid Transit
Team ig available to speak to community groups or ward meetings, or to provide updates to
ward newsletfers. Comments are always welcome at rapidtransit@hamiiton.ca.

The Rapid Transit -Study Team will update Council on the feedback received at these
meetings in a future Information Report to Public Works Commiittee

For more Ain‘formation, please contact Lisa Zinkewich at ext. 1473 or
lisa.zinkewich@hamilton.ca
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/Jm Stephen, P.Exg

Director, Strategic & Environmental Planning (Temporary)
Capital Planning & Implementation
Public Works Depariment
Iz :

Copy to:  Chris Murray, City Manager
Gerry Davis, Acting General Manager, Purblic Works
Tony Toliis, Acting General Manager, Finance & Corporate Services
Tim McCabe, General Manager, Planning and Economic Development
Jim Kay, General Manager, Emergency Services
Joe-anne Priel, General Manager, Community Services
Elizabeth Richardson, Medical Officer of Health
Kevin Christenson, City Clerk
Rose Caterini, Deputy Clerk/Manager of Legislative Services and Records
Phil Homerski, Public Affairs Coordinator, Public Works
Kelly Anderson, Public Affairs Coordinator, Public Works
Carolyn Biggs, Legislative Assistant, City Clerks
Alan Kirkpatrick, Acting Manager, Strategic Planning
Don Hull, Director, Transit
David Adames, Execufive Director, Planning & Economic Development
Nell Everson, Director, Economic Development & Real Estate
Ron Marini, Director, Downtown & Community Renewal
Bill Janssen, Acting Director, Planning & Economic Development
Jim Dahms, Manager, Transit Planning & Customer Services
John Howe, Meftrolinx
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Help shape the future of
Rapid Transit in Hamilton

The City of Hamilton is moving forward with plans to
implement rapid fransit along the Main/King Corridor {see
- map below) from Centennial Parkway (Eastgate Square)
to McMaster University/University Plaza, with studies
currently focusing on Light Rall Transit (LRT) as the
preferred mode of technology.

City of Hamilton staff would like to meet with you and your
organization/agency to exchange ideas, listen 10 concerns
and identify potential issues. Please join us at the meeting
time noted at right to receive material related to this
initiative and meet with Rapid Transit Team staff, An
agenda will be provided closer to the date.

We hope that you will attend. Your participation and
feedback on this exciting initiative is an important part of
the process.

Please complete the attached (on back) fax-back form to
confirm your involvement in this initiative and appropriate
contact person.

To help us with our planning, we would appreciate it if you
could please RSVP to the Project Team so we can ensure
the appropriate number of materials are available.

For more information about the Rapid Transit initiative,
including newsletters, studies, Council minutes and route
maps, please visit www.hamilton.calrapid-transit

f.‘"j] When

Monday, February 23rd, 2009

.Hamilton Convention Centre,

1 Summers Lane, Hamilton, ON
Room 314 .
9:00am ~ 12:00pm

o] Contact

-Rapid Transit Initiative

Public Works Department

City of Hamilton

77 James Street North, Suue 320
Hamilton, ON L8R 2K3
905-546-2424, ext. 25653
ramdtransit@hamilton.oa

University
Plaza

Downtown

McMaster
University & Eastgate
Medical Centre Square
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Pleasa respond by Wednesday, February 18th, 2009 _ ' Hamllton
To: Lisa Zinkewich, Senior Project Manager, Rapid Transit Public Works

Fax: 905-546-4435
Re: Technical Agencies Committee — City of Hamilton Rapid Transit Inltiative

Name:

Title:

Organization/Agency:

Address:

Posta'l Code:

Phone:

Fax:

Email;

Please indicate the appropriate response:

D My organization/agency will be attending the City of Hamilton's Rapid Transit meeting for technical
agencies on Monday, February 23rd and would like to be added to the Technical Agencies Mailing List.

[T1 My organization/agency is NOT able to attend the City of Hamilton's Rapld Transit meeting for technical
agencies on Monday, February 23rd but would like to be added to the Technical Agencies Mailing List.

[j Please take my organization/agency aff the City of Hamilton's mailing list as we have no interest in the
current planning for rapid transit along the East-West corridor.

Please feel free to provide any comments, areas of interest or concerns.

VING HAMILYON FORYIARD

Rapid Tran it




Ra id Trans:

Vil

Help shape the future of
Rapid Transit in Hamilton

The City of Hamilton is moving forward with plans to
implement rapid transit atong the Main/King Corridor from
Centennial Parkway (Eastgate Square) to McMaster
University/University Plaza, with studies currently focusing
on Light Rall Transit (LRT) as the preferred mode of
technology.

Your property is located directly adjacent to this corridor (see
map) therefore City of Hamilton staff would like to meet with
you and your neighbours to discuss this exciting initiative.

This is the first of many meetings the Rapid Transit Team will
hold specifically with corridor property owners in order to
exchange ideas, listen to concerns and identify potential
issues. Please join us at one of the meeting times noted at
right to receive material related to this mttlatave and meet with
Rapid Transit Team staff.

We hope that you will attend. Your partiéipation and
feedback on this exciting initiative is an important part of the
process.

To help us with our planning, we would appreciate it if you
could please RSVP to the Project Team so we can ensure
the appropriate number of materials are available.

If you are unable to attend but are interested in learning
more about the initiative, or sharing your opinions with the
Rapid Transit Team, please feel free to contact us at
rapidtransit@hamilton.ca or 905-546-2424 ext, 25653.

For more information about the Rapid Transit initiative,
including newsletters, studies, Council minutes and route
maps, please visit www.hamilton.ca/rapid-transit

Monday, February 23rd, 2009

Hamilton Convention Centre,

1 Summers Lane, Hamilton, ON

Room 314

2:00pm — 4:00pm; presentation at 2:30
OR

6:00pm — 8:00pm, presentation at 6;30

The same information wilt be shared at
both meetings.

gl Contact/RSVP

Rapid Transit Injtiative

Public Works Department

City of Hamiiton

77 James Street North, Suite 320
Hamilton, ON L8R 2K3
905-546-2424, ext. 2653
rapidtransit@hamilton.ca

University
Plaza

Downtown
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