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Transportatlon Affects our L/ ves

. 60-90 mlnutes of our day (10-30% of uncommltted

time). Household Expenditures

«  15-25% of household budgets (higher for lower-
income households).
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Public Transit

« Affects economic opportunities. Some people are

mobility constrained. Vehicle

Expenses
* Housing affordability and development patterns
(compact or sprawled)

*  Public health and safety.

*  Public realm, neighborly interactions and communi
livability.

« Local economic development.
*  63% of GHG emissions.

- External costs (public infrastructure, congestion,
crash risk and pollution)
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Dispersed E"Dlncreased — More compact é Reduced auto

development travel development -
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Increased Cvcle of Auto-oriented Efficient parking Cycle of _
parking supply y planning management  Multimodalism leltlmpdal
Automobile planning
4 d and Smart
ependency Growth
and Sprawl
Improved
o1 Reduced
AUtuqs.(e) rpl)(lagrﬁ?nlg nd travel options Smart Growth policies nggt}grt:éo
% Non-auto modes @ % Non-auto ?
) . modes
stigmatized . i .
Predict and Provide Decide and Deliver

“Predict and provide” transportation planning expanded roads and parking
facilities in anticipation of future demands, creating a self-reinforcing cycle of
automobile dependency and sprawl. “Decide and deliver’ planning sets
multimodal travel targets and implements policies to achieve them.
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Type
Horizontal Equity — Everybody is Treated Equally

Fair Share Each person receives a fair share of public resources.

External costs | Travellers minimize the costs they imposed on others.
Vertical Equity — Favors Disadvantaged People

Ensure that everybody enjoys basic mobility and
Inclusivity accessibility. Reduce mobility disparities.

Affordability Lower-income households can afford basic mobility.

Everybody is treated with fairness and dignity. Past
Social Justice |injustices are corrected.
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i Transportatlon Eqwly Ob]ea‘/ ves
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Horizontal Equity Vertical Equity

Favor
Accommodate affordable
Everybody Minimize people with modes. Protect and
contributes to external costs. disabilities and support
and receives other special Provide disadvantaged

comparable
shares of public
resources.

Serve non-
drivers as well
as drivers.

Affected people
are involved in
planning.

Favor
resource-
efficient modes
that cause less
congestion,
risk and
pollution.

Compensate
for external
COSts.

needs
(Universal
Design).

Basic access
(ensure that
everybody can
reach
essential
services and
activities).

discounts for
lower-income
users.

Provide
affordable
housing in
high-
accessibility
neighborhoods

groups (women,
youths,
minorities, low-
income, etc.).

Affirmative
action
programs.

Correct for past
injustices.
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I want my share of
| want my share of transport resources
transport resources spent on roads and
spent on crosswalks parking facilities
and traf'fuc calming

e -s

\.f\ -.~

4 - ‘-"\.'v
NS

- .~ ‘.|-:; b

. :i & -
- - \ T
-
X -

\\\\“‘ |

| want my share of
transport resources
spent on bikeways

T
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In a typical community 20-40% of
travellers cannot, should not, or prefer not

to drive for most trips. Ir\1|'0|
- People with disabilities yenicie
* Youths who lack licenses and cars license

» Motorists who dislike driving on busy highways
» Motorists whose vehicle is temporarily inoperable

« Law-abiding drinkers Low incomé

« People who walk and bicycle for health and Satisfied Prefers
enjoyment - non-auto
« Tourists motoris travel

(but still benefits
from non-auto

Motorists also benefit from improved travel)

travel options that reduce traffic and
parking problems and their chauffeuring
burdens.
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Cities typlcally spend
about $50 annually — -
per capita on
sidewalks and
crosswalks, and about
$20-40 on bikeways

$2.500 - m Traffic services
Off-street parking
$2,000 - ® Provincial highways

Hm Local roads

Annual Expenditures Per Capita

and paths. $1,500 - ® Public transit subsidies
m Bikeways
This is small 00 9 = Sidewalks
compared with
expenditures on roads .
and government- - —
mandated parking Walking Bicycling Public Automobile

Transit

facilities.
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In a typical community non-
auto travel represent less than
10% of infrastructure

investments. 30% - ,’/ Indicators of Demands N
B Public Transit
25% -
But O Bike
* 10-15% of current trips. 20% | B Walk
] Indicator
o 15-25% of traffic deaths. : of

Portion of Total

15% - .
S d
« 25-35% of travellers. e

e 20-40% of future targets. 0

- - - - - - 5% i
This is unfair and inefficient — 3
- - Ocy N

e e .
\h______________________—

if fails to respond to non- 6 T — P —— e —— —— #4
. , Public Commute  Total Trips Crash Users Mode Share
drivers’ travel demands, Expenditures Trips (ACS)2  (NHTS) Fatalities Targets

creating automobile-
dependent transport systems.
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Expensive modes

Walking, bicycling, s6000 | T )
_ $7.000 - B Residential Parking

micromodes and " <6000 - W Vehicle Expenses
public transit are far 2

O $5000 -
more affordable 5 <000 -
than automobile S G0

)
travel. 3 000 -

Z s1.000 1 Affordable modes

SO

Walking Bicycling  E-Bike Public Low High
Transit|| Mileage Mileage

\Car Vehicle J
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Because they are large, fast and
resource intensive, automobiles

$5,000 -

require more f_acnlty, congestion, i = Subsidies
risk and pollution costs than other & _ _ _
rdles % 4000 . ®Noise and air pollution
o m Crash damages (external)
« People who drive more than £ $3000 1 m Barrier effect
average impose net external S = Traffic congestion
costs on people who drive less T $2,000 Parking subsidies
c
than average. =
$1,000 -
« Since venhicle travel tends to .
Increase with income, the $0 — — . .
: Walk Bike Transit  Average  Electric
external costs that automobiles . .
Impose on non-drivers tend to be
regressive.
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Optlmlzatlon
Type Description Metrics Strategies
Each person receives a
Horizontal — | fair share of public Per capita share of public resources Multimodal transport planning.
Fair Share resources. (money, road space, etc.). Least-cost funding. Efficient pricing.
Horizontal — Travellers minimize and Infrastructure costs, congestion, crash | Minimize and compensate for
External compensate for external risk and pollution that travellers external costs. Favor resource-
costs COSts. impose on other people. efficient modes.
Transportation systems Quality of travel for people with
Vertical — provide basic mobility to disabilities and other special needs. Favor inclusive modes and
Inclusivity disadvantaged groups. Disparities between groups. accessible community development.
Vertical — Lower-income households | Transportation costs relative to Favor affordable modes and
Affordability | can afford basic mobility. incomes. Quality of affordable modes. | housing in high-access areas.
Whether organizations address
Policies address structural | inequities such as racism and Identify and correct structural
Social Justice | inequities. classism. inequities. Affirmative action.

This table summarizes transportation equity types, ways to measure them, and
optimization strategies.
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An efficient and equitable
transportation system is diverse
S0 users to choose the most
efficient mode for each trip:

« Walking and bicycling for local
errands

« High quality public transit when
travelling on busy corridors

« Automobile travel when it is truly
most efficient, considering all “A developed country is not where
Impacts the poor drive cars, it is where the

rich use public transportation”

Current planning does a poor job of

vaIuing this diversity. - Enrique Pefalosa, Bogota Mayor
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W Vertical Equity — Sustainable Modes
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A sustainable transportation ﬁ ﬁ@ & é% %‘%’
hierarchy favors affordable, o Walking
resource-efficient modes Y X
such as walking, bicycling, (ﬁ) ﬁ) é% é%) Riding a bike

O

micromodes (e-bikes) and

. ) L LTI
public transportation over w 50T o\:‘ Public transport
expensive, exclusive and g
resource-intensive modes 00— Cg% Freight and taxi
In planning and fundin
deEiSiOnS g g C% Private vehicle
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Social justice considers structural
Inequities such as racism, sexism,
and classism.

During the Twentieth Century e :
highways displaced many NGz
multimodal urban neighborhoods AR s o e
where it was easy for disadvantaged Njnise e -
groups to get around without driving. o il e Lo

© Wi o 190 e

This is an example of how
Incomplete and biased planning can
lead to unfair and harmful outcomes.



https://dchistory.pastperfectonline.com/archive/6B71B985-D46C-413C-89DC-428469985007
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Nanaimo target: double walking by 2041.

Typical communities spend $50 to $100
annually per capita on sidewalks and bikeway.
This would need to double to complete their
networks.

The city currently budgets $300,000 annually
for pedestrian improvements, about $3 per
capita.

Sidewalk funding increases are justified to
satisfy ethical and legal requirements, and to
achieve various economic, social and
environmental goals. They can repay their
costs through savings and benefits.
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Many people with disabilities (PwDs) Urban Villages for People with Disabilities

have mobility impairments plus low to
moderate incomes. They can gain
independence, opportunity and dignity,
by living in a compact urban village with
the following features:

* An accessible sidewalk network.

Complete streets with low traffic speeds.
70 or higher Walk Score.

Frequent public transit services with
accessible buses, trains and stations.

Affordable and accessible housing.

www.planetizen.com/bloqgs/117156-urban-

Few North American neighborhoods

: villages-people-disabilities .
have these attributes.
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https://www.planetizen.com/blogs/117156-urban-villages-people-disabilities
https://www.planetizen.com/blogs/117156-urban-villages-people-disabilities
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Total housing and s o
transportation costs B e e 0
are much lower In

[: 523,271 - 526,838

:] $29,920 - $33,634
I B ot han 33634
compact, multimodal -

neighborhoods where
residents can
minimize their vehicle
expenses.

(CRD Housing and
Transportation Cost
Estimate Study, 2020)
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Rural communities have particularly large \

disparities between drivers and non-
drivers, and therefore between people
with and without disabilities, between
those with high and low incomes, and
between youths and adults.

As a result, affordable, multimodal A‘ o -
planning is particularly important in rural el
communities. This can include: Washington State’s Travel Washington

« Rural bicycling and e-bike planning Intercity Bus and Rural Transit Assistance

« Smart Growth and rural village planning. programs provide planning support and
- Interregional bus services. funding for services that connect rural

- Demand response local transit services. communities and urban centers.
« Taxi services
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The Island Highway between
Nanaimo and Victoria IS:

A major travel corridor carrying
about 30,000 dalily trips.

Often congested, dangerous and

sometimes closed due to crashes,

flooding and rockfalls.

Costly and environmentally
damaging to expand.

Lacking mobility options for non-
drivers.
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Compar/ng 50/ut/0n5

Of the transportation

Improvements 560 -
proposed in the South . = User Costs
Island Transportation = Public Costs
Strategy, frequent and $40
affordable bus service $30 -
with TDM incentives Is .
the most cost effective
and it provides the H0 I I
greatest range of 50

6‘

Cost Per Trip

benefits, particularly for s \deo\“% . %“(“eo‘ e \w" & ee“‘ o S
. A\) (2 .
non-drivers. @ e “\w‘”“ c,aa““’“\“ = 3 0@

CERS DRTRINY ¢ TR DRTBAY ¢ A DRTBIY ¢ A DRTBIY ¢ A NRTBIY ¢ A NN ¢



LA A R G i

'ﬁ _/'mp/ementat/on T
‘\"\:’l ] ;{})W L{'LW LTMW. ALW LMWM

#70 Planning Timeline

Interregional bus service is the neglected stepchild of the
transportation family. There are clearly defined responsibilities for st Keilied oy peboldy by CVRD

planning, operating and funding sidewalks, bikeways, local Route Identified as priority by RON
roads, public highways, rail networks and local transit services, Market Demand Sty
but not interregional bus, as summarized in the table below. Service Discussion Report

2016

Service deemed inviable at the time
2016

Due to unclear responsibilities, planning one interregional bus
. . . Working Group initiated to review
route, that now provides seven daily trips, took eleven years. e

Public Engagement postponed due
to COVID-19
2020

Active Ps:;'fnmr-mm;goh

Modes Automobile Rail Gorvios Discwsion Blocument
January 2021

Local/Region Transit Transit Governance and Operating Agreement
Gov. agencies Agencies e

Local Gov.

Detailed Planning and Scheduling
Spring 2022

Route Implemented
Interregional SR State/Prov. Gov. | Rail Corps. s
Gov. Post-Implementation Analysis

and Report
2023
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“A Business Case for Improving Interregional Bus Service”
“Good News from the 2022 CRD Travel Survey”
“Understanding Smart Growth Savings”

“Fair Share Transportation Planning”
“Evaluating Transportation Equity”
“Completing Sidewalk Networks”
“Rural Multimodal Planning”
“Urban Village Planning”
and more...
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