MEDIA RELEASE: Immediate

* REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO
e CONSOLIDATED

COUNCIL AGENDA

Wednesday, June 15, 2011
Closed Session 6:30 p.m.
WATERLOO COUNTY ROOM
Regular Meeting 7:00 p.m.
REGIONAL COUNCIL CHAMBER
150 Frederick Street, Kitchener, ON

* Denotes item(s) not part of Original Agenda

Please note the agenda has been reformatted to allow the normal business to be separated
from the Rapid Transit (RT) discussions

1. MOMENT OF SILENCE

2. ROLL CALL

3. MOTION TO GO INTO CLOSED SESSION
THAT a closed meeting of Council be held on Wednesday, June 15, 2011 at 6:30
p.m. in the Waterloo County Room in accordance with Section 239 of the

Municipal Act, 2001, for the purposes of considering the following subject matters:

a) receiving of legal advice and opinion that is subject to solicitor-client
privilege related to a procurement issue

4. MOTION TO RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION

5. DECLARATION OF PECUNIARY INTEREST UNDER THE MUNICIPAL
CONFLICT OF INTEREST ACT

6. PRESENTATIONS
7. PETITIONS
8. DELEGATIONS - RT delegations moved to item 23 on the agenda

* a) *Cancelled** Luisa D’Amato, President, Grand Philharmonic Choir
re: Grants to Arts, Culture and Community Organization — 2011 Allocations
Delegation deferred to June 29 Council meeting

9. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS

a) Licensing and Retail Committee — May 30, 2011

b) Planning & Works Public Meeting re: Rapid Transit — May 31, 2011
c) Council—June 1, 2011

d) Planning & Works Public Meeting re: Rapid Transit — June 1, 2011
e) Planning & Works — June 7, 2011

f) Closed Committee - June 7, 2011



Council Agenda -2- 11/06/15

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

g) Administration & Finance — June 7, 2011
h) Community Services - June 7, 2011

COMMUNICATIONS
See section 22 for RT Communications

MOTION TO GO INTO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE TO CONSIDER
REPORTS

REPORTS

Finance Reports

a) F-11-046, T2011-108 Waterloo Regional Police Services North Division 1
Construction

b) F-11-047,T2011-011 Plant 1 Aeration Equipment Replacement Kitchener 3
Wastewater Treatment Plant, City of Kitchener

c) F-11-048, T2011-117, EMS Headquarters and Fleet Centre Expansion and 5
Renovation

Committee Reports

a) Planning & Works - attached & marked PS-110607 7
b) Administration & Finance - attached & marked FS-110607 9
c) Community Services - attached & marked SS-110607 11

Chief Administrative Officer
Regional Chair
Regional Clerk

OTHER MATTERS UNDER COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Staff report E-11-072 moved to section 24

MOTION FOR COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE TO RISE AND COUNCIL
RESUME

MOTION TO ADOPT PROCEEDINGS OF COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
MOTIONS

NOTICE OF MOTIONS

RT motions moved to section 25

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

992217



Council Agenda -3- 11/06/15

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

OTHER BUSINESS
QUESTIONS
ENACTMENT OF BY-LAWS — FIRST, SECOND & THIRD READINGS

a) A By-law to Determine the Amount of Taxes for Commercial, Industrial and
Multi-Residential Property for 2011

b) A By-law to Close and Convey Part of Northfield Drive East (Regional Road
22), Township of Woolwich

Rapid Transit confirming by-law moved to section 27

c) A By-law to Confirm the Actions of Council — Wednesday, June 15, 2011

RAPID TRANSIT
COMMUNICATIONS

a) Submission from Cambridge Councillor Ben Tucci 37

DELEGATIONS

b) Report E-11-072, Recommended Rapid Transit Implementation Option
i) Kate Daley, Waterloo
i) John Jackson, Kitchener
iii)  Glen Woolner, Kitchener
iv)  Nicholas Ermeta, Cambridge City Councillor, Ward 8
V) Kitchener Youth Action Council (KYAC)

DELEGATIONS REGISTERED AFTER THE DEADLINE- 3 MINUTES EACH

vi)  John Short, Managing Director, Machteld Faas Xander

vii)  Paul Langan, Cambridge

viii) Karen Scian, Waterloo City Councillor
OTHER MATTERS UNDER COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 13
a) E-11-072, Recommended Rapid Transit Implementation Option

NOTICE OF MOTION

a) TAKE NOTICE THAT I, Councillor Jim Wideman, intend to introduce the
following Motion at the Council Meeting on June 15, 2011:

That Council approves funding for the Region’s portion of the LRT project,
subject to annual budget deliberations, as follows:

. budget savings resulting from the retirement of debt on regional
buildings at 150 Frederick St. and 99 Regina St. and the uploading of
social assistance costs (2012 to 2018) be allocated to fund a portion
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of the rapid transit capital and Operating and Maintenance (O&M)
costs (average 0.5% per year from 2012 to 2018)

an annual tax rate increase of 0.7% per year, for a total tax increase
of 4.9% over 7 years, to fund the remaining rapid transit capital and
O&M costs;

an annual tax rate increase of 0.3% per year, for the years 2012 to
2018, to fund the capital and O&M costs of related improvements to
conventional transit

b) TAKE NOTICE THAT I, Councillor Sean Strickland, intend to introduce the
following Motions at the Council Meeting on June 15, 2011:

1.

That staff be directed to explore the feasibility of re-routing the LRT/BRT
in Uptown Waterloo in such a way to eliminate the north bound King/Erb
St. crossing and instead use the existing rail spur adjacent to Waterloo
Towne Square and further,

That staff be directed to explore alternatives to the existing south bound
route along Caroline in between William and Allan including exploring the
feasibility of moving the route to the East side of Caroline (as originally
designed) or alternatively travelling southbound along Caroline to William
only, then travel East on William to King and thus minimizing the impact
on the existing residential community on Caroline between William and
Allen and further,

That any additional improvements to routing along the entire corridor be
considered by staff and by council at the appropriate time.

That the Region of Waterloo complete an evaluation of project
procurement and delivery options, including the role of Infrastructure
Ontario, with the goals of maximizing project innovation and quality,
leveraging private sector expertise, and managing risks to the Region
of Waterloo and our taxpayers

26. COUNCIL RAPID TRANSIT DEBATE

27. ENACTMENT OF BY-LAWS — FIRST, SECOND & THIRD READINGS

a) A By-law to Confirm the Actions of Council — Wednesday, June 15, 2011
(Rapid Transit)

28. ADJOURN
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Report: F-11-046
REGION OF WATERLOO

FINANCE DEPARTMENT
Procurement & Supply Services Division

TO: Regional Chair Ken Seiling and Members of Regional Council
DATE: June 15, 2011 FILE CODE: F18-30

SUBJECT: T2011-108 WATERLOO REGIONAL POLICE SERVICES NORTH DIVISION
CONSTRUCTION

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo accept the tender of Aquicon Construction Co. Ltd.
for Waterloo Regional Police Services North Division Construction in the amount of
$13,184,840.00, plus separate and alternative price items in the amount of $1,339,615.00 for a
total price of $14,524,455.00 including all applicable taxes.

SUMMARY: Nil
REPORT:

Tenders for T2011-108 Waterloo Regional Police Services North Division Construction for 45
Columbia Street East in Waterloo were called for and were advertised in the Record, the Daily
Commercial News, and on the Region’s website. Nine general contractors were pre-qualified
for the project, due to the complexity of WRPS facility requirements and the potential impact to
critical operations. The tenders were opened in the presence of J. Leeson, C. Allen and J.
McCarty.

The following tenders were received:

Aquicon Construction Co. Ltd. Brampton, On $13,184,840.00
Collaborative Structures Limited Cambridge, On $13,311,400.00
Maple Reinders Constructors Ltd. Cambridge, On $13,349,989.50

The works for this contract (base bid) include Waterloo Regional Police Services North Division
construction. The bid for the separate and alternative price items include the upper level
parking deck, IT room gas suppression system, neighboring property’s remediation
requirements, temporary parking provisions and a gas bar canopy. The addition of the separate
and alternative price items does not change the order of the bidders. The same general
contractor is the low bidder for both the base contract and separate and alternative price items.

The Police Services Board reviewed this report at its June 8" meeting and approved a
recommendation to have Regional Council accept the tender including the separate and
alternative price items.

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:

The actions taken as outlined in this report ensure operational effectiveness and efficiency, by
providing adequate facilities to accommodate current policing practices and related staff growth.
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June 15, 2011 Report: F-11-046

The construction of the WRPS North Division Facility will support Focus Area 5 of the corporate
strategic plan “Infrastructure” to provide high quality infrastructure and asset management to
meet current needs and future growth.

The project also supports Focus Area 1 “Environmental Sustainability” to protect and enhance
the environment, as the facility will be designed and constructed to meet the LEED® Canada
Silver Certification for environmental conservation and energy efficiency per Regional Council
Policy.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Contract T2011-108 Base Bid* $13,184,840.00
Contract T2011-108 Separate and Alternative Price Items 1,339,615.00
Ancillary Project Costs (security, ITS, furniture, equipment) 1,469,000.00
Consulting Services, Permits, Approvals 576,000.00
Regional Engineering and Internal Fees (not subject to HST) 310,000.00
Land Purchase for Facility Transformer 33.900.00

Sub-total $16,913,355.00
Less: Municipal Rebate of 86.46% of HST (11.24%) (1,651,249.40)

Total $15,262,105.60

* Includes a $500,000 construction contingency

The approved 2011 WRPS Capital Program includes $15,395,000 (2011-2012) for this project
to be funded by Regional Development Charges, debentures and proceeds from the sale of the
existing North Division estimated at $3,200,000. The 2011 approved Facilities Management
Capital Program includes $340,000 for a Regional photovoltaic project at this building funded
from debentures. In addition, the 2011 approved Finance Capital Program includes $175,000 in
2012 for purchase of fuel tanks for this project. The fuel tanks will be funded from debentures
with the associated debt charges funded from the fuel reserve. Total available budget (2011-
2012) for this building project is $15,910,000. Of this amount, $410,000 has been spent to date
in 2011, primarily for consulting costs, leaving $15,500,000 which is sufficient to cover the
project costs of $15,262,106. Remaining funds are available for other costs for this project.

The final date of acceptance for this tender is August 3, 2011.
OTHER DEPARTMENT CONSULTATIONS/CONCURRENCE: Nil

ATTACHMENTS: Nil

PREPARED BY: C. Whitlock, Director, Procurement & Supply Services

APPROVED BY: L. Ryan, Chief Financial Officer
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Report: F-11-047
REGION OF WATERLOO

FINANCE DEPARTMENT
Procurement & Supply Services Division

TO: Regional Chair Ken Seiling and Members of Regional Council
DATE: June 15, 2011 FILE CODE: F18-30

SUBJECT: T2011-011 PLANT 1 AERATION EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT KITCHENER
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT, CITY OF KITCHENER

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo accept the tender of Wellington Construction Inc. for
T2011-011 Plant 1 Aeration Equipment Replacement Kitchener Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP), City of Kitchener, in the amount of $2,864,550.00 including all applicable taxes.
SUMMARY: Nil

REPORT:

Tenders were called for Plant 1 Aeration Equipment Replacement Kitchener Wastewater Treatment
Plant, City of Kitchener and were opened in the presence of J. Ing, I. Young and L. Wilson.

The following tenders were received:

Wellington Construction Inc. Palmerston, ON $2,864,550.00
Finnbilt General Contracting Ltd. Stratford, ON 2,981,112.89
Procon Niagara Welland, ON 3,079,595.93
Xterra Construction Inc. Guelph, ON 3,162,486.93
King City Group (KCG) Etobicoke, ON 3,177,300.00
Belmont Group Ltd. Brunner, ON 3,231,894.00
North America Construction Ltd. Morriston, ON 3,275,000.00
Graham Construction & Engineering Mississauga, ON 3,330,733.76
Base Line Constructors Inc. Waterloo,ON 3,658,375.00

*One bid was disqualified

T2011-011 is for the Plant 1 Aeration Equipment Replacement at the Kitchener WWTP. It will
include the removal of existing mechanical aerators and support platforms, repairs to expansion
joints and cracks in aeration tanks, construction of a new blower enclosure incorporating two high
speed turbo blowers, installation of a new fine bubble diffused aeration system in the aeration tanks
and connection of new blowers and dissolved oxygen meters to existing power supply and SCADA
systems. The blowers and aeration system were pre-purchased by the Region and will be included
in this contract T2011-011 by means of a Novation Agreement.

The Kitchener WWTP is located at 368 Mill Park Drive in the City of Kitchener. The upgrades
currently being implemented at the Kitchener WWTP are part of a multi-year upgrade program that
will include the upgrade of Plant 2, the construction of Plant 3, and the eventual decommissioning of
Plant 1. The current aeration system for Plant 1 is reaching the end of its service life and the Plant
1 Aeration System Replacement is absolutely essential to ensure reliable treatment capacity at the
Kitchener WWTP during Plant 2 upgrades and until the construction of Plant 3 is completed
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June 15, 2011 Report: F-11-047

(estimated 2018).
An application for MOE approval for the Plant 1 aeration replacement has been submitted and it is
expected to be issued by the end of June 2011.

Subject to Council and MOE approvals, construction work is currently expected to commence in
July 2011 with completion expected in February 2012.

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:
Award of this contract meets the Corporate Strategic Plan Objective to “protect the quality and
quantity of our water sources” under Strategic Focus Area 1 to “protect and enhance the

environment.”

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Contract 2011-011 $2,864,550.00
Engineering - Consultant 372,900.00
Blower Enclosure Pre-purchased by the Region 35,030.00
Engineering - Regional 35,000.00
Permits and Approvals 3,000.00

Sub-total $3,310,480.00
Less: Municipal Rebate of 86.46% of HST (11.24%) (325,510.40)

Total $2,984,969.60
The approved 2011 Ten Year Wastewater Capital Program includes a budget of $304,412,000
between 2011 and 2018 for upgrading the Kitchener WWTP (project #08797), including
$20,912,000 in 2011 funded from the Development Charge Reserve Fund and the Wastewater
Reserve Fund. The $2,984,969.60 cost of the Plant 1 aeration equipment replacement (after
municipal rebate for HST) is within 10% of the amount ($3,300,000) allotted in the total project
budget for the Plant 1 Aeration System Replacement.
The final date of acceptance for this tender is July 24, 2011.
OTHER DEPARTMENT CONSULTATIONS/CONCURRENCE: Nil

ATTACHMENTS: Nil

PREPARED BY: C. Whitlock, Director, Procurement & Supply Services

APPROVED BY: L. Ryan, Chief Financial Officer
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Report: F-11-048
REGION OF WATERLOO

FINANCE DEPARTMENT
Procurement & Supply Services Division

TO: Regional Chair Ken Seiling and Members of Regional Council
DATE: June 15, 2011 FILE CODE: F18-30

SUBJECT: T2011-117, EMS HEADQUARTERS AND FLEET CENTRE EXPANSION AND
RENOVATION

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo accept the tender of Dakon Construction Ltd. for
the EMS Headquarters and Fleet Centre Expansion and Renovation in the amount of
$757,000.00 including all applicable taxes.

SUMMARY: Nil

REPORT:

Tenders were called for the EMS Headquarters and Fleet Centre Expansion and Renovation
and were advertised in the Record, the Daily Commercial News and on the Region’s website.
The tenders were opened in the presence of B. Hagan, K. Grant and J. McCarty.

The following tenders were received:

Dakon Construction Ltd. Waterloo, ON $757,000.00
Kiwi-Newton Construction Ltd. Guelph, ON $817,974.26
Protrend-Arrow Construction Ltd. Kitchener, ON $835,605.62
Bestco Construction (2005) Ltd. Ancaster, ON $845,759.00
M.J. Dixon Construction Ltd. Mississauga, ON $849,760.00
DeFaveri Group Contracting Ltd. Hamilton, ON $876,191.83
Ross Clair Contractors Toronto, ON $924,340.00

*One bid was disqualified

This contract includes the expansion and renovation of the EMS Headquarter and Fleet Centre
at 120 Maple Grove Road in Cambridge. The expansion will be constructed to meet LEED®
Canada Silver level standards and will enable the Region to accommodate the EMS fleet within
the garage. The renovations inside the building are to enclose the stores area and create a 2™
floor training room. Additionally, other mechanical works are to be completed.

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:

The actions taken as outlined in this report ensure operational effectiveness and efficiency, by
providing adequate facilities to accommodate the expanding EMS Fleet and provide additional
operational space.

The Expansion of the EMS Headquarters and Fleet Storage Centre will support Focus Area 5 of
the Corporate Strategic Plan “Infrastructure” to provide high quality infrastructure and asset
management to meet current needs and future growth.
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June 15, 2011 Report: F-11-048

The project also supports Focus Area 1 “Environmental Sustainability” to protect and enhance
the environment, as the facility will be designed and constructed to meet LEED® Canada Silver
standards for environmental conservation and energy efficiency.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Contract T2011-117 $ 757,000.00
Consulting Services, Permits and Approvals 203,000.00
Regional Engineering (not subject to HST) $56,000.00
Ancillary Project Costs (security, ITS, furniture, equipment) $51,000.00

Sub-total  $1,067,000.00
Less: Municipal Rebate of 86.46% of HST (11.24%) (100,561.40)

Total $ 966,438.60

The approved 2011 EMS Capital Budget includes funding of $1,190,000 for the EMS
Headquarters and Fleet Centre Expansion and Renovation project, financed by the issuance of
debentures. It is recommended that the uncommitted amount of $223,561.40 will form a project
contingency to address unforeseen conditions relating to the project. Funds not required to
complete the project will reduce the debenture amount.

The final date of acceptance for this tender is Friday, July 8, 2011.
OTHER DEPARTMENT CONSULTATIONS/CONCURRENCE: Nil

ATTACHMENTS: Nil

PREPARED BY: C. Whitlock, Director, Procurement & Supply Services

APPROVED BY: L. Ryan, Chief Financial Officer
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PS-110607

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO
PLANNING AND WORKS COMMITTEE

Summary of Recommendations to Council

The Planning and Works Committee recommends as follows:

1. THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approves the implementation of Alternative B,
for a Off-Road trail on the east side of Fischer-Hallman Road as included in Report E-11-

064,

AND THAT the existing sidewalk on the east side of Fischer-Hallman Road from Queen’s
Boulevard to Highland Road and the south sidewalk on Highland Road from Fischer-
Hallman Road to the Real Canadian Superstore entrance remain in place and an adjacent
asphalt trail (1.5m wide) be constructed adjacent to both sidewalks;

AND FURTHER THAT capital project 5659 (Contract 2011-015) be increased by
$180,000 to be funded from the Transportation Rehabilitation Capital Reserve Fund.

2. THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo takes the following actions, in accordance with
Report E-11-045 dated June 7, 2011:

1.

Enter into an agreement with Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, as
represented by the Minister of Public Works and Government Services acting
through the Canadian General Standards Board (CGSB) regarding accreditation
of the Region’s 16 drinking water systems as described in Report E-11-045 dated
June 7, 2011, with such agreement to be to the satisfaction of the Regional
Solicitor.

Authorize the Commissioner, Transportation and Environmental Services, to sign
all documentation related to this matter.

Endorse the Region’s 16 drinking water systems operational plans.

Reassign the Manager of Operations and Maintenance (Water) from the QMS
Representative to the Top Management team and appoint the Supervisor,
Process and Compliance (Water) as the QMS Representative.

3. THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo takes the following actions, in accordance with
Report E-11-046 dated June 7, 2011:

1.

2.

Pow

990469

Approve the Financial Plan for Water Services Water Supply System as
appended to Report E-11-046 dated June 7, 2011,

Approve the Financial Plan for Water Services North Dumfries and Wellesley
Water Distribution System as appended to Report E-11-046 dated June 7, 2011;
Endorse the financial plans as financially viable;

Approve the submission of the financial plans to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing in accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act; and

Authorize the Commissioner, Transportation and Environmental Services, to sign
all documentation related to this matter.



PS-110607

4, a) THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo declare surplus land previously
occupied by the former Preston Heights water tower, in the City of Cambridge
described as Part Block 1, Plan 1327 (PIN 03770-0106 and 03770-0107) as
detailed in Report No. CR-RS-11-034/PH-11-026/P-11-061, dated June 7, 2011,
pursuant to the Region’s property disposition by-law, to the satisfaction of the
Regional Solicitor; and

b) THAT Regional staff be directed to investigate the option of a conditional sale of
the land previously occupied by the former water tower described as Part Block
1, Plan 1327 (PIN 03770-0106 and 03770-0107) with the abutting property
owner, Cambridge Kiwanis Village Non-Profit Housing Corporation, with such
sale to be subject to the approval of Regional Council and to include conditions
relating to a lease for a community garden, as detailed in Report No. CR-RS-11-
034 /PH-11-026/P-11-061, dated June 7, 2011.

5. THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve a Tax Increment Grant for the
property known as 750 Lawrence Street in the City of Cambridge in an amount not to
exceed $723,897, subject to the completion of redevelopment of the subject property within
six (6) years of the execution of an agreement and confirmation of any additional brownfield
related financial assistance available under the Region’s Brownfield Financial Incentive
Program or through the City of Cambridge, with the first $330,479 to be financed from the
remaining funds in the Brownfields Financial Incentive Pilot Program and the remaining
balance from a source to be identified as part of a forthcoming Reserve and Reserve Fund
Report to be considered by Administration and Finance Committee;

AND THAT the Region’s Commissioner of Planning, Housing and Community Services and
the Chief Financial Officer be authorized to execute any associated agreements with the
registered owner of 750 Lawrence Street and the Corporation of the City of Cambridge, with
the form and content of such agreement(s) to be satisfactory to both the Regional and City
of Cambridge Solicitors. [P-11-056/F-11-040]

6. THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo support the recommended changes related to
the Highway 7 Kitchener to Guelph Class Environmental Assessment and the Value
Engineering Study design phase and request the Ministry of Transportation to consider the
more detailed recommendations described in Report No. P-11-058, dated June 7, 2011.

June 7, 2011
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FS-1100607

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

Summary of Recommendations to Council

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends as follows:

1. THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve the following for the 2011 Property
Tax Capping Program:

a.

Establish the annual limit on tax increases for properties in the commercial, industrial
and multi-residential classes at the greater of ten percent (10%) of the previous
year's annualized capped taxes or 5% of the previous year's current value
assessment (CVA) taxes;

Establish thresholds for properties in the commercial, industrial and multi-residential
classes such that if the taxes on the property calculated under the capping program
are within $250 of the current value assessment (CVA) taxes, the current value
assessment taxes will apply;

Continue with the “Stay at CVA” option and exclude properties in the commercial,
industrial and multi-residential classes that were at their Current Value Assessment
taxes in 2010 from the 2011 capping and claw back program;

Implement one aspect of the “Cross CVA” option and exclude properties in the
commercial, industrial and multi-residential classes that were subject to a claw back
in 2010 from moving to capping in 2011;

Fund the limits on tax increases for 2011 for the multi-residential, commercial and
industrial classes by limiting tax decreases for properties in the same class.

AND THAT the Area Municipalities be notified accordingly.

June 7, 2011
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SS-110607

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO
COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE

Summary of Recommendations to Council

The Community Services Committee recommends as follows:

1.

THAT the Region of Waterloo Public Health use funding from the Province to mobilize
and coordinate local efforts against bed bugs, pursuant to Report PH-11-028, dated
June 7, 2011,

AND THAT the 2011 Operating Budget for Public Health be increased by $173,552
gross and $0 net Regional levy as outlined in Report PH-11-028.

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve the allocation of stipends related to
the supervision of medical residents from McMaster University by the Medical Officer of
Health and the Associate Medical Officer of Health to the Family and Children’s Services
of the Waterloo Region Foundation for the Dr. Ronald Sax Scholarship Fund, as outlined
in report PH-11-029 dated June 7, 2011.

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve the 2011 Healthy Babies Healthy
Children Service Plan for the delivery of the Healthy Babies Healthy Children Program in
Waterloo Region for submission to the Ministry of Children and Youth Services,
according to the parameters outlined in report PH-11-031, dated June 7, 2011.

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo establish the Region of Waterloo Seniors

Advisory Committee and

a) Approve the Terms of Reference for the Region of Waterloo Seniors Advisory
Committee, as attached as Appendix A, and;

b) Appoint Jean Haalboom as the Council representative for the Region of Waterloo
Seniors Advisory Committee for the current term of Council as outlined in report
SS-11-025, dated June 7, 2011.

June 7, 2011
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Report: E-11-072
REGION OF WATERLOO

TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
Rapid Transit

DATE:

Members of Council

June 15, 2011 FILE CODE: A02-30/PW

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDED RAPID TRANSIT IMPLEMENTATION OPTION

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo take the following action regarding the Region’s
proposed rapid transit system:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

9)

h)

Approve light rail transit (LRT) as the preferred technology from Conestoga Mall in the
City of Waterloo to the Ainslie Street Terminal in the City of Cambridge;

Approve the LRT route and stations generally as shown in Figure A.3 in Appendix A and
listed in Appendix B in report E-11-072;

Approve the implementation of option L3 as Stage 1 of the LRT system including LRT from
Conestoga Mall to Fairview Park Mall and adapted bus rapid transit from Fairview Park Mall
to the Ainslie Street Terminal, as shown in Figure A.2 in Appendix A in report
E-11-072;

Approve funding for the Region’s portion of the Stage 1 capital costs and operating and
maintenance costs, subject to annual budget deliberations, based on an annual tax rate
increase of 1.2 per cent per year (2012 to 2018), area rated to the urban transit service
area,;

Approve funding for improvements to Grand River Transit bus service, subject to annual
budget deliberations, based on an annual tax rate increase of 0.3 per cent per year (2012 to
2018), area rated to the urban transit service area;

Direct staff to pursue a Regional development charge legislative amendment in order to
assist with funding the LRT project;

Approve an allocation of $1,000,000 annually, for a 10-year period, to implement transit-
supportive strategies in Cambridge, subject to annual budget deliberations during that
10-year period. Details of the program to be developed in conjunction with the City of
Cambridge and to be presented to Regional Council for approval in a subsequent report;
and

Direct staff to pursue the following steps to expedite Stage 2 of the LRT system including
LRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal:

¢ Begin the Transit Project Assessment for LRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie
Street Terminal in 2014;
e Acquire property for the implementation of Stage 2 of the LRT system as soon as
feasible;
e Pursue additional federal and provincial funding for Stage 2 of the LRT system);
Page 1 of 24



June 15, 2011 Report: E-11-072

e Explore the location of a future multi-modal transit facility in Cambridge to link to
future GO rail service; and

¢ Undertake measures to encourage transit-supportive development, to enhance
transit ridership throughout the urban transit service areas, including (but not limited
to) developing incentives for transit-oriented developments and supporting and
developing transportation demand management strategies for new and existing
businesses and residents.

SUMMARY:

The Region continues to plan for tremendous population and employment growth over the next two
decades. To provide for the projected growth, the Region will have to either continue its pattern of
outward growth or encourage greater intensification in existing developed areas. Recognizing this
challenge, staff identified that rapid transit is preferred over business-as-usual, to move people and
to shape urban form. The Region began a rapid transit environmental assessment (EA) in 2006 to
identify the best possible rapid transit system for Waterloo Region. As part of the EA, the project
team evaluated a number of rapid transit technologies. Bus rapid transit (BRT) and light rail transit
(LRT) were short listed because they had the greatest potential to:

e  Support the Region’s redevelopment and intensification objectives;
e  Optimize the use of road and railway corridors to serve major destinations; and
e  Be compatible with existing and planned built neighborhoods.

In June 2009, Regional Council approved a rapid transit implementation plan subject to satisfactory
federal and provincial funding. In 2010, the Provincial and Federal governments announced their
funding commitments and staff commenced a review of the financial implications of the rapid transit
plan. During the fall of 2010, concerns were raised about the affordability of the rapid transit project,
specifically in terms of the Region’s contribution. Staff undertook an objective review of project
implementation options for Council’s consideration, in order to identify a rapid transit project that is
affordable to the Region and provides best value to the community.

The Multiple Account Evaluation (MAE) findings demonstrate that LRT has a higher cost to install
than BRT, but delivers the greatest benefits to the community, and best accomplishes the goals of
the Regional Growth Management Strategy (RGMS). BRT is cheaper per kilometre to install and to
operate than LRT, but the number of buses required to meet passenger demand is projected to
exceed road capacity within 20 years, requiring replacement with alternate rapid transit technology
such as LRT, at considerable expense and disruption. Staff have identified that LRT is the preferred
technology because an LRT system provides the best long-term environmentally and financially
sustainable solution to help manage our community’s future growth and transportation needs.

Staff recommend that the LRT system should be built in affordable stages, and that Stage 1 should
include LRT from Conestoga Mall to Fairview Park Mall and adapted bus rapid transit (aBRT) from
Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal. The impacts to property tax for Stage 1 are
estimated to be a 1.2 per cent annual tax rate increase for seven years (2012 to 2018), area rated
to the urban transit service area. Budget savings from the retirement of other debt on Regional
buildings and the uploading of social assistance costs could be allocated to fund a portion of the
Stage 1 costs, reducing the impacts to property tax for Stage 1 to a 0.7 per cent annual tax rate
increase for seven years (2012 to 2018). The property taxes may also be reduced by other funding
sources, such as development charges and additional taxes collected from new property
developments.

Staff recommend that Grand River Transit (GRT) bus service should increase by 25 per cent from
now until 2018. The impacts to property tax for this expansion of bus service are estimated to be a
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0.3 per cent annual tax rate increase for seven years (2012 to 2018), area rated to the urban transit
service area.

Stage 2 of the LRT system would add LRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal.
Staff are recommending steps to move forward on implementation of Stage 2, including:

¢ Allocate $1 million annually, for a 10-year period, to implement transit-supportive strategies
in Cambridge;

e Begin the Transit Project Assessment (TPA) for LRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie
Street Terminal in 2014;
Acquire property;

e Pursue additional federal and provincial funding;
Explore the location of a future multi-modal transit facility in Cambridge to link to future
GO rail service; and

e Undertake measures to encourage transit-supportive development, to enhance transit
ridership throughout the urban transit service areas.

Since 2006, the Region has conducted an extensive public involvement process for this project with
more than 150 public outreach events for rapid transit, including presentations, speaking
engagements, information booths and more than 30 public consultation centres. Between February
and May 2011, staff conducted two rounds of public input. The number of people attending each
public consultation centre and information booth has added up to well over 2,000 and staff received
more than 1,700 written comments. Although a number of issues and questions have been raised,
the majority of comments express support for LRT and the staff recommendation.

REPORT:
1. Background

The Region continues to plan for tremendous population and employment growth over the next two
decades. To provide for the projected growth, the Region will have to either continue its pattern of
outward growth or encourage greater intensification in existing developed areas. High-quality rapid
transit has been identified as a crucial component in managing growth, facilitating intensification
and minimizing/reducing future “urban sprawl”. A high-quality rapid transit system is vital for the
Region to evolve into a more compact urban form, helping to prevent sprawl and protect sensitive
environmental landscapes and high quality farmlands from urban encroachment. A high-quality
rapid transit system will also reduce the need for the construction of new or expanded roads in
existing mature neighbourhoods and reduce road congestion.

The Region of Waterloo faces a major decision with respect to rapid transit. Staff and other outside
experts have identified that rapid transit is preferred over business-as-usual, to provide
transportation choice, to meet future transportation needs, and for the building of a viable, vibrant
and sustainable community (see reports E-09-073, E-11-010, E-11-021 and E-11-044).

The Region is planning for a rapid transit system that will connect the Cities of Waterloo, Kitchener
and Cambridge, and many important destinations along the way. The planning for the rapid transit
system is being undertaken in conformity with the provisions of the Regional Official Policies Plan,
the recently approved Regional Official Plan (ROP), the Regional Transportation Master Plan
(RTMP), and the Places to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

2. Evaluation of Rapid Transit Technologies

The Region began a Rapid Transit Environmental Assessment in 2006 to identify the best possible
rapid transit system for Waterloo Region. In 2007, the rapid transit project team developed a
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number of criteria to evaluate 10 rapid transit technologies (BRT, LRT, commuter rail, diesel
multiple units, aerobus, automated guideway transit, magnetic levitation, monorail, personal rapid
transit and subway) and their associated route designs. Based on the results of the evaluation, BRT
and LRT operating on a mix of on/off road route designs were short-listed because they had the
greatest potential to:

e Support the Region’s redevelopment and intensification objectives;
e Optimize the use of road and railway corridors to serve major destinations; and
e Be compatible with existing and planned built neighborhoods.

The evaluation of rapid transit technologies was updated in 2011, confirming the earlier decision to
shortlist BRT and LRT. BRT and LRT were evaluated in detail in the MAE analysis. The findings
from the MAE were previously presented to Regional Council on June 24, 2009 (report E-09-073).
The Project Team used the MAE to compare BRT and LRT because the process provided for
flexibility in measuring benefits, allowing decision makers to consider quantitative measures for
benefits that were difficult or impossible to translate into dollars and a broader and more targeted
representation of project benefits. The MAE examined the economic costs and benefits of the
proposed transportation investment within a series of separate accounts including environmental,
economic and social drivers. The MAE findings demonstrated that LRT has a higher cost to install
than BRT, but delivers the greatest benefits to the community, and best accomplishes the goals of
the Regional Growth Management Strategy (RGMS).

Figure 1 presents the MAE results incremental to the business-as-usual scenario for full
implementation of the two technologies. Business-as-usual means a gradual expansion of roads
and bus service. LRT was rated better than BRT for user benefits, environmental benefits, land use
benefits and social and community benefits. This information was also previously presented to
Council on June 24, 2009 (report E-09-073).

Figure 1: MAE Relative Costs and Benefits
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2.1 Costs

BRT is cheaper per kilometre to install and to operate than LRT. As noted in report E-11-021, the
full BRT option from the St. Jacobs Farmers’ Market to the Ainslie Street Bus Terminal is estimated
to cost $702 million. Table 2 provides the costs of the various LRT options. LRT would have higher
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fare box revenues than BRT given that LRT (Conestoga Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal) is
expected to have higher ridership than BRT.

2.2 Capacity

For BRT, the fleet would be a mixture of standard and articulated buses, with full standing capacity
of approximately 75 and 115 passengers respectively. For LRT, the stations would be designed to
accommodate two-car trains, with full standing capacity per train of up to 450 passengers, based on
new vehicle designs now available. The train would have approximately four times the capacity of
an articulated bus and six times the capacity of a standard bus.

For the Region’s rapid transit system, LRT would have more capacity than BRT because the trains
would have more room for passengers, and more doors to quickly load and unload passengers with
shorter dwell times at stations. Trains running on 5-minute frequencies could reasonably expect
signal priority at intersections, so that trains would generally only stop at stations.

With BRT, the number of buses required to meet passenger demand is projected to exceed road
capacity north of Fairview Park Mall in the peak period within 20 years. With bus frequencies every
2 to 3 minutes north of Fairview Park Mall, the buses would likely bunch up and signal priority would
be impractical. With no spare road capacity, there would be no opportunity to expand passenger
capacity by adding more buses. At that point, the Region would be facing replacement of the BRT
with alternate rapid transit technology such as LRT, at considerable expense and disruption.

2.3 Urban Form

Both BRT and LRT would generate increased demand for lands near stations, increasing land
values and generating new jobs. The estimated increase in land values and jobs is greater for LRT
with up to 23,000 new jobs in station areas compared to just over 11,500 for BRT, and up to
$370 million in increased land values, compared to up to $75 million for BRT.

24 Transportation Benefits

Transportation benefits include savings in travel time, private vehicle operating cost, accident
avoidance and parking cost. LRT provides a smoother, quieter, more comfortable ride than BRT
with greater passenger capacity. LRT is generally preferred by riders. LRT is estimated to generate
$523 million in transportation user benefits, compared to $360 million for BRT.

2.5 Environment and Public Health

LRT is projected to result in a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions of 22,260 tonnes per year by
2031 compared to 12,210 tonnes per year for BRT. LRT is projected to result in better
environmental and public health.

2.6 Preferred Rapid Transit Technology

After studying a number of rapid transit technologies, staff have concluded that LRT is the preferred
long-term rapid transit technology for the Region. Although LRT has a higher cost to install than
BRT, it delivers the greatest benefits to the community, and best achieves the goals of the RGMS,
the ROP and the RTMP. LRT has greater capacity to 2031 and beyond, higher ridership potential
and better ability to shape growth and redevelopment. BRT is cheaper, but the number of BRT
buses needed to meet passenger demand is projected to exceed road capacity within 20 years, and
then require replacement with other rapid transit technology such as LRT, at much public expense
and travel disruption. Staff and other outside experts have identified that LRT is preferred over BRT
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because it provides the best long-term environmentally and financially sustainable solution to help
manage our community’s future growth and transportation needs.

3. LRT Staging

In considering LRT technology, it is also important to consider a staged transit system as a cost-
effective way to allow transit to grow steadily. Rapid transit projects are implemented in stages to:

o Allow for the efficient establishment of the rapid transit system and future extensions to the
system as demand for public transport in the Region grows;

¢ Enable the Region to cost-effectively deliver a staging option that meets the mostimmediate
public transport needs;

e Lessen the initial impact of the construction on the local community and road users by
deferring the construction of certain sections; and

e Allow a level of flexibility so that future stages can be refined and tailored to meet the
growing needs of the Region as it continues to develop.

It should be noted that there are no LRT systems in North America that were built in their entirety
right at the start. Edmonton and Calgary were frontrunners in building LRT in North America,
starting with 7 km and 11 km respectively. Generally LRT systems are expanded in steps, as little
as one kilometre at a time. It would be unrealistic for the Region to undertake construction of an
entire

39-kilometre LRT system all at once, whether that construction starts now or in the future. It is
realistic and achievable for the Region to consider building an LRT system in affordable stages.
Therefore the LRT implementation options consist of a combination of LRT and aBRT, with the
intent of expanding to a full LRT system in steps.

When Calgary first started building LRT in 1978, it had a population of 506,000. The population of
Edmonton was just over 445,000 when the City started LRT construction in 1974. Currently,
Waterloo Region has a population of 535,000. Calgary and Edmonton both started with LRT lines
from their downtown to a point in the suburbs, with the major activity point being downtown. In
comparison, Waterloo Region has many activity points concentrated in a linear corridor along its
central transit corridor. This gives the Region the advantage of generating trips in both directions
along our rapid transit route, rather than a commuter route that runs peak-direction full and off-peak
direction empty. It also gives the Region the advantage of serving a much higher proportion of its
population and employment than Calgary and Edmonton were able to with their first LRT lines.

The LRT implementation options consider sections of LRT in the northern half of the central transit
corridor, with aBRT from the south end of the LRT to the Ainslie Street Terminal, based on existing
and projected ridership. Currently, passenger boardings per weekday in the central transit corridor
include 29,200 passengers from Fairview Park Mall north and 6,400 passengers south of Fairview
Park Mall. More than 80 per cent of the passenger activity is from Fairview Park Mall north and less
than 20 per cent is south of Fairview Park Mall. There is four times more passenger activity from
Fairview Park Mall to the north compared to the south.

In the first five to ten years, GRT services would be expanded with new and more frequent routes
that would provide fast, convenient connections with the rapid transit system. This improved service
would translate into a broader transit user base to promote expanded LRT services. Introduction of
LRT service in stages would allow the system to grow and bus services to adjust to provide the best
connections.

This approach would also provide the necessary time for the Region, area municipalities and
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private land owners to collaborate on planning initiatives for increasing densities, improving
walkability, controlling parking and enhancing the overall public environment for using public transit
in the planned rapid transit station areas. In areas where aBRT is implemented, initiatives to
increase ridership would be implemented with a goal of converting to LRT as soon as possible.

4, Rapid Transit Implementation Options

Staff considered nine LRT implementation options, as summarized in Table 1. Each of the rapid
transit options would proceed in the context of the Moving Forward Transit Program, an integrated
rapid transit project that combines rapid transit with the re-oriented and expanded GRT bus system
as identified in the RTMP. It includes improvements ranging from integration with GO and VIA to
road improvements in support of rapid transit and park ‘n ride facilities.

Table 1: LRT Implementation Options

Length (km)
. BRT Total
Option or LRT Rapid
aBRT Transit

L1 | LRT from Conestoga Mall to Ottawa St & 22 14 36
aBRT from Ottawa St to Ainslie St Terminal

L2 | LRT from Conestoga Mall to Block Line Rd & 19 17 36
aBRT from Block Line Rd to Ainslie St Terminal

L3 | LRT from Conestoga Mall to Fairview Park Mall & 17 19 36
aBRT from Fairview Park Mall to Ainslie St Terminal

L4 | LRT from Conestoga Mall to Sportsworld Dr & 12 24 36
aBRT from Sportsworld Dr to Ainslie St Terminal

L5 | LRT from Northfield Dr to Ottawa St & 22 12 34
aBRT from Ottawa St to Ainslie St Terminal

L6 | LRT from Northfield Dr to Block Line Rd & 19 15 34
aBRT from Block Line Rd to Ainslie St Terminal

L7 | LRT from Northfield Dr to Fairview Park Mall & 17 17 34
aBRT from Fairview Park Mall to Ainslie St Terminal

L8 | LRT from Northfield Dr to Sportsworld Dr & 12 29 34
aBRT from Sportsworld Dr to Ainslie St Terminal

L9 | LRT from St Jacobs Farmers’ Market

o ) 0 39 39

to Ainslie St Terminal

5. Costs of LRT Implementation Options

Construction of LRT is expected to begin in 2014. Table 2 summarizes the costs of the LRT
implementation options in 2014 dollars, assuming construction inflation of 12.5 per cent from 2011
to 2014. The table includes construction costs, the level of senior government funding and the
additional Regional funding required to construct the different rapid transit options, as well as the
anticipated net operating and maintenance costs. The net operating and maintenance costs in
Table 2 are net of the anticipated farebox revenue, and are expected to decrease over time as rapid
transit ridership increases.
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Table 2: LRT Implementation Option Costs (2014 $ millions)

2031 Net Operating &
Option Construction Provincial Federal Region’s Maintenance Costs per
Costs Funding Funding Share Year

2016 2031
L1 $644 $300 $215 $129 $12.4 $8.6
L2 $770 $300 $257 $213 $13.4 $9.1
L3 $3818 $300 $265 $253 $13.7 $9.1
L4 $960 $300 $265 $395 $16.1 $11.6
L5 $608 $300 $203 $105 $12.0 $8.2
L6 $733 $300 $244 $189 $13.0 $8.8
L7 $773 $300 $258 $215 $13.3 $8.7
L8 $922 $300 $265 $357 $15.6 $11.2
L9 $1550 $300 $265 $985 $19.8 $155

The construction costs noted in Table 2 incorporate the results of value engineering undertaken by
Regional staff and the consultant team in late 2010. The value engineering process identified cost-
saving opportunities of well over $100 million through a review of design elements. These include
savings for civil works, for vehicles, for utility relocation, and for the maintenance and storage yard
based on additional evaluation and engineering work, and for electrical works based on detailed
estimates provided by potential electricity suppliers.

6. Evaluation of LRT Implementation Options

Staff have evaluated the LRT implementation options based on ridership, level of intensification,
transit integration and affordability. Transit integration includes the operation and convenience of
passenger transfers between rapid transit and local or express routes and between LRT and aBRT.
Table 3 summarizes the evaluation factors.

Table 3: Evaluation Factors for LRT Implementation Options

Annual Annual

2031 Increase in Increase in Property Incremental

Option Annua! Pop_ulation in Empl_oyment in Trans?t Tax Household

Ridership | Station Areas | Station Areas | Integration | Increase Impact for 6
(millions) (thousands) (thousands) for 6 Years**

Years

L1 12.6 19.8 12.7 Fair 0.97%* $16.01*
L2 14.3 20.3 12.8 Fair 1.27%* $20.98*
L3 15.0 20.3 13.1 Good 1.37%* $22.63*
L4 15.4 20.3 13.7 Good 1.90%* $31.46*
L5 12.2 19.3 11.6 Poor 0.88%* $14.63*
L6 13.9 19.7 11.7 Poor 1.13%* $19.04*
L7 14.7 19.7 12.0 Fair 1.25%* $20.70*
L8 15.0 19.7 12.6 Fair 1.78%* $29.53*
L9 18.0 22.6 16.9 Excellent 3.71%* $62.65*

* Annual property tax increase over six years (2012 to 2017) assuming all costs are funded by
property tax levy. Tax levy impacts may be reduced through financing options (e.g. contribution
from development charges, reduction of debt charges and upload savings from the Province).
** Based on average property assessment of $254,000 ($ 2010).
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The options rank from excellent to poor for transit integration as follows:

e Option L9 ranks as excellent because it connects LRT to the existing transit terminals at
Conestoga Mall, Fairview Park Mall and Ainslie Street, and requires no transfer between
aBRT and LRT.

e Options L3 and L4 rank as good because the LRT connects to both Conestoga Mall and
Fairview Park Mall, two key existing transit terminals. Option L4 has the further advantage of
connecting to GO bus service at Sportworld Drive. These options provide a transfer
between LRT and aBRT at either Fairview Park Mall or at Sportsworld Drive. The peer
review panel noted that ending the LRT short of Fairview Park Mall would result in a missed
opportunity to capture the existing higher density apartments in and around the mall and
more significantly, limit the potential for intensification in and around the LRT/aBRT transfer
point. Achieving LRT to Fairview Park Mall was viewed by the panellists as a prerequisite
for the extension of LRT into Cambridge at a future date. To the north, Conestoga Mall
represents an important point of access to the transit system for residents north of the city.
Ending LRT at Northfield Drive was viewed as a missed opportunity to serve an existing key
destination and provide connectivity to the wider transit network.

e Options L1, L2, L7 and L8 rank as fair because the LRT connects to only one of Conestoga
Mall or Fairview Park Mall (existing transit terminals and connection points to conventional
transit).

o Options L5 and L6 rank as poor because the LRT does not connect to either Conestoga
Mall or Fairview Park Mall. If a roundabout is constructed at the intersection of Block Line
Road with Courtland Avenue, this could provide a means for buses to turn around at this
transfer point. However, an LRT terminus at any of Northfield Drive, Ottawa Street or Block
Line Road would provide a challenge in terms of providing a satisfactory transit terminal.

7. LRT Stage 1

Staff have identified that option L3 is preferred for Stage 1 because because it provides good transit
integration at the lowest cost, connecting LRT to both Conestoga Mall and Fairview Park Mall.
Option L3 includes LRT from Conestoga Mall to Fairview Park Mall, and aBRT south to the Ainslie
Street Terminal. The aBRT would allow ridership and development to grow, leading to conversion to
LRT.

Figure A.1 in Appendix A shows the existing GRT bus route system, including one express route
(the iXpress). Figure A.2 in Appendix A shows the route and station locations for the recommended
option L3, set in the context of a conceptual 2018 bus system. The conceptual 2018 bus system
includes a 25 per cent increase in bus service from today, including new crosstown express bus
routes, both feeding into and complementing the rapid transit route. Further details of the route and
stations will be forthcoming at the preliminary and detail design stages, after the completion of the
TPA, which is the expedited Provincial environmental assessment process for transit projects.

8. LRT Stage 2

Stage 2 would convert aBRT to LRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal. With
Stage 2, the Region would have an LRT route continuous from Conestoga Mall to the Ainslie Street
Terminal, generally as shown in Figure A.3 in Appendix A. Appendix B contains a description of the
route and station locations for LRT Stage 2. Staff are recommending steps to move forward on
implementation of Stage 2, including:

¢ Allocate $1 million annually, for a 10-year period, to implement transit-supportive strategies
in Cambridge;
e Begin the TPA for LRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal in 2014;
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e Acquire property for the implementation of Stage 2 of the LRT system as soon as feasible;

e Pursue additional federal and provincial funding for Stage 2 of the LRT system;

o Explore the location of a future multi-modal transit facility in Cambridge to link to future
GO rail service; and

o Undertake measures to encourage transit-supportive development, to enhance transit
ridership throughout the urban transit service areas, including (but not limited to) developing
incentives for transit-oriented developments and supporting and developing transportation
demand management strategies for new and existing businesses and residents.

9. Public Consultation

Since 2006, staff have participated in more than 150 public outreach events for rapid transit,
including presentations, speaking engagements, information booths and more than 30 public
consultation centres.

Through February and March 2011, staff undertook public consultation that asked the public for
their views on which rapid transit option would provide the best value to our community. Well over
1,000 people attended the public consultation centres (PCCs) and information booths, and over 700
submitted written comments via comment sheets, the website, email, fax and letters. Of these,
78 per cent stated support for rapid transit in general and 66 per cent stated support for LRT in
particular. The most preferred LRT implementation options were option L3 (LRT from Conestoga
Mall to Fairview Park Mall and aBRT from Fairview Park Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal) and
option L9 (LRT from the St. Jacobs Farmers’ Market to the Ainslie Street Terminal).

In April 2011, Regional staff identified a preliminary preferred rapid transit implementation option
(report E-11-044). Through April and May 2011, staff undertook public consultation that presented
the preliminary preferred rapid transit option, L3, and asked for input on the proposed rapid transit
system. Again, well over 1,000 people attended the PCCs and information booths, and over 1,000
submitted written comments via comment sheets, the website, email, fax and letters. Full copies of
the written comments are available in the library of the Regional Councillors or upon request from
Regional staff. Of these written comments, 64 per cent stated support for LRT. The most common
comment by those who support LRT pertains to the future/children/grandchildren. Those who do not
support LRT generally prefer bus expansion or business-as-usual, with the most common comment
pertaining to the expense of LRT.

The information presented at the PCCs included three ways of integrating rapid transit with
improved GRT bus routes:

e Option L3a: build option L3 and expand bus service by 40 per cent by 2018. This would
require a 2 per cent annual increase in property taxes each year for the next seven years;

e Option L3b: build option L3 and expand bus service by 25 per cent by 2018. This would
require a 1.5 per cent annual increase in property taxes each year for the next seven years,
and was identified as the preliminary preferred option by Regional staff; and

e Option Lla: build option L1, a shorter LRT route stopping at Ottawa Street with aBRT
continuing the rest of the way south, and expand bus service by 40 per cent by 2018. This
would require a 1.5 per cent annual increase in property taxes each year for the next seven
years.

The comment sheet provided at PCCs and on-line asked, “Do you support the preferred rapid
transit option (L3b)? Yes/no. Why? Or why not? Do you have any other comments or suggestions?”
Approximately 59 per cent of those who used the comment sheet to respond said yes to option L3b.
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Less than 5 per cent stated support for either L3a or L1a.

At public input meetings on May 31 and June 1, 2011, Regional Council heard directly from 101
delegations regarding rapid transit. Of these delegations, 61 per cent stated support for LRT.

A number of issues and questions were raised in the written submissions and at the public input
meetings, including the following:

Affordability;

Cost control;

Funding impacts on other Regional projects;
Ridership forecasts;

The cost of a full aBRT system;

The cost of moving existing infrastructure;
The rapid transit route through downtown areas, through Waterloo Park, through Caroline
Street and through the floodplain;

Station area planning;

Park ‘n’ ride facilities;

Traffic impacts; and

Aerobus technology.

Staff responses to these issues and questions are provided in Appendix C.

10.

Peer Review Panel

A peer review panel consisting of third-party experts in the fields of rapid transit planning,
engineering and city-building investment initiatives reviewed work completed by the rapid transit
project team since 2009. The peer review summary report was included in Appendix A in report
E-11-044. The peer review panel concluded that:

987634

“The addition of rapid transit along the central transit corridor is seen as a key strategy
towards meeting the region’s intensification targets, accommodating employment and
residential growth, while minimizing the need for urban expansion and promoting downtown
revitalization.”

“Waiting to implement rapid transit or deferring in favour of the business-as-usual option is
not a viable alternative and will inhibit the Region’s ability to meet intensification objectives
and jeopardize the countryside line. Without improved connectivity and alternatives to the
private car for travel, the Region’s economic attractiveness and competitiveness will suffer
due to increased congestion.”

“Overall, the Peer Review Panel felt that an investment in rapid transit and in particular an
investment in LRT represents a critical step towards meeting the Region’s growth and
revitalization objectives, increasing transit ridership and creating more liveable and
economically competitive communities.”

“Experience in other jurisdictions suggests that LRT has the potential to attract riders that
would otherwise refuse to take bus transit.”

“The Region should not be surprised, or disheartened, that it is unable to deliver the full LRT

system ultimately envisaged from day one. All transit systems are built in phases from areas
of greatest ridership demand to areas of developing demand. The development of an LRT
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system in a series of phases, delivered over time and as demand and funding allow, is
entirely normal and to be expected.”

“While the extension of LRT to Cambridge may not be viable in the short term, the addition
of aBRT will provide excellent service in a financially prudent manner that is well matched to
the developing nature of Cambridge’s transit market.”

“Of the 10 choices, option L3 (LRT from Conestoga Mall to Fairview Park Mall) has the
greatest integrity as a first stage in the implementation of regional rapid transit. This is
based on its ability to support the wider network and catalyze redevelopment in and around
the two anchoring station areas. Option L3 has the greatest potential to “build success in the
first hase of development” by linking key origins and destinations along the corridor and
connecting them to key existing anchor points (Conestoga Mall and Fairview Park Mall)
within the Regional Transit System.”

11. Project Procurement/Delivery

In 2009, staff with consulting assistance undertook an initial analysis of project procurement and
delivery options and financing for the rapid transit project, including initial discussions with
Infrastructure Ontario (I0) regarding their potential role in project procurement and delivery. The
infrastructure delivery options being considered included the Region’s traditional design-bid-build
process. Other options considered a stronger role for the private sector, with various combinations
of design, build, finance, operate and maintain. Given the uncertainty with project funding at that
time, staff put this task on hold pending decisions by senior government to fund the project, and
later, pending a decision by Regional Council on the rapid transit technology and scope.

Following Council approval of the preferred rapid transit system, staff will look in more detail at
options for procurement and delivery of the rapid transit project. Staff will report back to Council by
the end of 2011 regarding a preferred strategy.

12. Next Steps

Regional staff are on track with and continue to follow the project schedule adopted by Council on
January 25, 2011. In February/March, staff undertook public consultation regarding rapid transit
implementation options. In April/May, staff undertook public consultation regarding the preliminary
preferred rapid transit implementation option and draft recommendations. Staff anticipate that next
steps will include:

June 2011: Council approval of the preferred rapid transit system;
July/August/September 2011: completion of the Environmental Project Report for Stage 1;
October 2011: commencement of the six-month TPA for Stage 1;

November 2011: PCCs for the TPA for Stage 1;

December 2011: report on a preferred procurement strategy;

April 2012: completion of the TPA for Stage 1,

2012: begin implementation of aBRT Stage 1,

2014: begin construction of LRT Stage 1 and begin the TPA for LRT Stage 2; and

2017: complete construction and begin operation of LRT Stage 1.
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CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:
The report supports several objectives of Council’s Strategic Focus. These include:

Focus Area 1: Environmental Sustainability: Protect and enhance the environment.

Focus Area 2: Growth Management: Manage and shape growth to ensure a livable, healthy,
thriving and sustainable Waterloo Region.

Focus Area 5: Infrastructure: Provide high quality infrastructure and asset management to meet
current needs and future growth.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

The capital cost of the recommended rapid transit implementation option is estimated to be
$818 million, in 2014 dollars. The federal and provincial funding for this option would be
$565 million. The Region’s share of the capital cost would be $253 million.

The system is expected to begin operation in 2017. The net operating and maintenance cost of the
recommended option is estimated to be $13.7 million in 2017, decreasing to $9.1 million in 2031 as
ridership and fare revenue increase.

The cost of rapid transit will be area rated to the urban transit service area. As established in report
E-11-044, the impacts to property tax for the recommended rapid transit option L3, including capital
and net operating and maintenance costs, are estimated to be a 1.2 per cent annual tax rate
increase for seven years (2012 to 2018). It should be noted that budget savings resulting from the
retirement of debt on Regional buildings at 99 Regina Street and 150 Frederick Street and the
uploading of social assistance costs (2012 to 2018) could be allocated to fund a portion of the rapid
transit capital, operating and maintenance costs (0.5 per cent per year from 2012 to 2018). This
would leave a required annual tax rate increase of 0.7 per cent per year (2012 to 2018) to fund the
remaining rapid transit capital, operating and maintenance costs.

For option L3 to be affordable, staff are recommending a phasing in of bus system improvements
over a longer period of time than shown in the RTMP. Staff are recommending that bus service
increase by 25 per cent between now and 2018. This would lengthen the time to implement the
whole RTMP by three years, from 20 to 23 years. The impacts to property tax for the recommended
25 per cent increase in GRT bus service by 2018 are estimated to be a 0.3 per cent annual tax rate
increase for seven years (2012 to 2018).

The tax increase for the recommended rapid transit option and bus expansion combined would be a
1.5 per cent annual increase for seven years. For the average household (2010 assessment value
of $254,000), a 1.5 per cent tax increase would be approximately $25 per year in additional property
taxes so that, after seven years, property taxes would be about $175 higher than today. A
household with an assessed value of $200,000 would pay approximately $19 per year in additional
property taxes so that, after seven years, property taxes would be about $133 higher than today. A
household with an assessed value of $400,000 would pay approximately $38 per year in additional
property taxes so that, after seven years, property taxes would be about $266 higher than today.

The property tax impacts may be reduced by other funding sources, such as development charges
and additional taxes collected from new property developments.

OTHER DEPARTMENT CONSULTATIONS/CONCURRENCE:

The rapid transit project team includes representatives from Regional Council, the CAQ’s office,
Corporate Resources, Finance, Planning, Housing and Community Services, Public Health, and
Transportation and Environmental Services.
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ATTACHMENTS:

Appendix A — Transit Maps

Appendix B — Description of Recommended LRT Route and Stations
Appendix C —Issues and Questions and Staff Responses

PREPARED BY: Nancy Button, Director, Rapid Transit

APPROVED BY: Thomas Schmidt, Commissioner, Transportation and Environmental Services
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Transit Maps

Figure A.1: Map of Existing Grand River Transit Bus Service
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Figure A.2: Map of Recommended Stage 1 Rapid Transit
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Figure A.3: Map of Recommended Stage 2 Rapid Transit
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Description of Recommended LRT Route and Stations

The route will follow:

Along King Street from Conestogo Road to Northfield Drive;

Along Northfield Drive from King Street to the Region-owned Waterloo Spur rail line;
Along the Region-owned Waterloo Spur rail line from Northfield Drive to Erb Street;
Southbound along Caroline Street from Erb Street to Allen Street and along Allen Street
from Caroline Street to King Street;

Northbound along King Street from Allen Street to Erb Street and along Erb Street from
King Street to Caroline Street;

Along King Street from Allen Street to Victoria Street;

Southbound along Victoria Street from King Street to Charles Street and along
Charles Street from Victoria Street to Benton Street;

Northbound along Benton/Frederick Street from Charles Street to Duke Street, along
Duke Street from Frederick Street to Francis Street, along Francis Street from Duke Street
to King Street, and along King Street from Francis Street to Victoria Street;

Along Charles Street from Benton Street to Borden Avenue;

Southbound along Borden Avenue from Charles Street to the Huron Park Spur rail line and
along the Huron Park Spur rail line from Borden Avenue to Ottawa Street;

Northbound along Ottawa Street from the Huron Park Spur rail line to Charles Street and
along Charles Street from Ottawa Street to Borden Avenue;

Along the Huron Park Spur rail line from Ottawa Street to Hayward Avenue;

Along Hayward Avenue from the Huron Park Spur rail line to Courtland Avenue;

Along Courtland Avenue/Fairway Road from Hayward Avenue to Wabanaki Drive (subject to
negotiations with HydroOne to use the hydro corridor instead);

Along Wabanaki Drive from Fairway Road to the CP Waterloo Subdivision rail line;

Along the CP Waterloo Subdivision rail line from Wabanaki Drive to Eagle Street;

Along Eagle Street from the CP Waterloo Subdivision rail line to Hespeler Road;

Along Hespeler Road from Eagle Street to Water Street;

Along Water Street from Hespeler Road to Bruce Street;

Along Bruce Street from Water Street to Ainslie Street; and

Along Ainslie Street from Bruce Street to the Ainslie Street Terminal.

Stations will be located on:

King Street at Conestogo Road at Conestoga Mall;

The Region-owned Waterloo Spur rail line at Northfield Drive, at the Research and
Technology Park, at the University of Waterloo, and at Seagram Drive near Wilfrid Laurier
University;

Caroline Street at Willis Way;

King Street at Willis Way, at the Grand River Hospital, and at the multi-modal transit hub;
Duke Street at Young Street;

Frederick Street at Duke Street;

Charles Street at Gaukel Street, at Benton Street, at Cedar Street, at Borden Street, and at
Ottawa Street;

Courtland Avenue at Block Line Road;

Fairway Road at the signalized entrance to Fairview Park Mall (note: this station location
would change should the hydro corridor route become available);

The CP Waterloo Subdivision rail line at Sportsworld Drive and at Eagle Street;

Hespeler Road at Eagle Street/Pinebush Road, at the Cambridge Centre, at CanAmera
Parkway, and at Coronation Boulevard/Dundas Street; and

Ainslie Street at the Ainslie Street Terminal.
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Issues and Questions and Staff Responses

During the public consultation process from February to May 2011, staff provided information and
received public input through PCCs, information booths, speaking engagements, presentations and
the rapid transit webpage. In addition, local municipal staff were provided project updates on
several occasions and they have provided valuable insight and technical comments to direct the
planning and environmental assessment process. Members of the public provided comments in a
variety of ways through comment sheets submitted at the PCCs and mailed to the project team,
emails to Regional staff and Councillors, faxes, letters, and presentations to the Council at the
public input meetings held on May 31 and June 1, 2011. Below are a number of issues and
guestions brought forward during the consultation period and staff responses.

C.1  Affordability

The costs of rapid transit will be area rated to the urban transit service area. The impacts to
property tax for the recommended rapid transit option L3, including capital and net operating and
maintenance costs, are estimated to be a 1.2 per cent annual tax rate increase for seven years
(2012 to 2018). It should be noted that budget savings resulting from the retirement of debt on
Regional buildings at 99 Regina Street and 150 Frederick Street and the uploading of social
assistance costs (2012 to 2018) could be allocated to fund a portion of the rapid transit capital,
operating and maintenance costs (0.5 per cent per year from 2012 to 2018). This would leave a
required annual tax rate increase of 0.7 per cent per year (2012 to 2018) to fund the remaining
rapid transit capital, operating and maintenance costs.

Staff are recommending that bus service increase by 25 per cent between now and 2018. The
impacts to property tax for the recommended 25 per cent increase in GRT bus service by 2018 are
estimated to be a 0.3 per cent annual tax rate increase for seven years (2012 to 2018).

The tax increase for the recommended rapid transit option and bus expansion combined would be a
1.5 per cent annual increase for seven years. For the average household (2010 assessment value
of $254,000), a 1.5 per cent tax increase would be approximately $25 per year in additional property
taxes so that, after seven years, property taxes would be about $175 higher than today.

The projected impacts to Regional property taxes are less for the recommended option L3 than for
business-as-usual and may be further reduced by other funding sources, such as development
charges and additional taxes collected from new property developments. The costs of business-as-
usual should not be underestimated. Business-as-usual means following current trends of auto use,
with no rapid transit. The property tax impact of business-as-usual is estimated to be a 1.51 per
cent annual tax rate increase for six years (2012 to 2017). These tax impacts do not include any
transit improvements. Gradually expanding the existing bus system would be an additional cost and
would not meet the transit demand to 2031.

C.2 Cost Control

The current project capital cost estimate (in 2014 dollars) is $818 million. This cost estimate
includes the results of a "value engineering" exercise conducted by Regional staff and the
consultant team in late 2010. The cost estimate includes allowance for inflation from 2011 to 2014
and through the construction period. The assumed inflation rates are consistent with the inflation
estimates that Metrolinx is using for their multi-billion dollar rapid transit program in the
Greater Toronto Area. Given that the cost estimate is still based on a very preliminary level of
design, the estimate also includes significant contingency allowances (30 to 35 per cent depending
on the item).
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Although the rapid transit project would be the largest capital project undertaken by the Region to-
date, the Region does have considerable experience with large capital projects. The Region’s
capital program averages about $250 million per year. In 2010, the Region issued tenders for over
$280 million, and over 80 per cent of these tenders were under-budget.

To assist with cost control and risk management, it is highly likely that the project will be delivered
through some form of a Public-Private Partnership (P3) - with private-sector involvement in some
combination of project financing, design, construction, operation and/or maintenance. The specific
approach to project procurement and delivery will be determined over the next six months. The
Region is also in discussions with the provincial agency Infrastructure Ontario (I0) regarding a
potential role for 10 in project delivery. Funding agreements with the federal and provincial
governments will also likely include accountability provisions to ensure cost and schedule control.

C.3 Funding Impacts on Other Regional Projects

Additional road construction and maintenance costs, which would be required with or without the
rapid transit project, are already included in the Region’s Roads capital budget. There is no
proposal to defer or revise the existing roads capital program to fund the rapid transit project.
Coordination of the timing of construction of roads and rapid transit will be required.

For option L3 to be affordable, staff are recommending a phasing in of bus system improvements
over a longer period of time than shown in the RTMP. Staff are recommending that bus service
increase by 25 per cent between now and 2018. This would lengthen the time to implement the
whole RTMP by three years, from 20 to 23 years

C.4  Ridership Forecasts

The recommended option L3 is built upon the success of the existing iXpress route. The transit
model used to develop ridership forecasts has been developed with extensive local data on traffic
volumes, road network, socio-economic, census, and existing and future land use information. The
forecasting model used the industry’s most elaborate and accepted four-step modelling process.
The model has been carefully calibrated to local conditions and the results went through peer
reviews (by the University of Toronto and the University of Waterloo), before they were published.

The 2016 and 2031 model projections for rapid transit are not out of line with other systems in North
America. The modelled increase in rapid transit ridership reflects a fairly gradual increase in the
overall transit modal split of 7.5 per cent by 2016, and further increases to approximately 10 per
cent by 2031. When compared to other Canadian cities (over 400,000 population), the transit
market shares generally range from 7 per centto 15 per cent and our model forecasts for 2016 and
2031 fall into that range. In fact, the short-term projections are at the lower end of the observed
range, but increase to the middle of the range by 2031. The RTMP sets the bar higher, with a target
for 2031 of a modal split of approximately 15 per cent, but this is not the basis for the rapid transit
ridership or revenue projections.

C.5 Full aBRT
FullaBRT would include 36 kilometres of aBRT from Conestoga Mall to the Ainslie Street Terminal.
This option is not considered viable as a long-term solution because aBRT is only an appropriate

technology where ridership is relatively low and as a way to build ridership prior to implementing an
LRT or BRT system.
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Moreover, the aBRT system would be based on buses operating in mixed traffic and therefore,
would not be able to serve as a competitive travel mode with increasing traffic congestion north of
Fairview Park Mall. Geometric improvements (e.g. queue jump and exclusive turn lanes) required
to move buses effectively can not be implemented along many segments of the route north of
Fairview Park Mall because of right-of-way constraints, particularly in downtown areas. Therefore,
more buses would be caught in traffic queues without the ability to bypass bottlenecks. In addition,
signal priority for buses in queues would become impractical, leading to a decline in reliability and
loss of patronage from inconsistent and slow service. Adding more buses to support the demand
would impact roadway capacity and result in further deterioration of system performance. More
buses would increase the person capacity but, with congestion delays, transit users would not
benefit.

Implementation of only aBRT to 2031 would still require the construction of the full road system in
the RTMP and from a financial perspective does not vary significantly from business-as-usual. The
total cost of the full aBRT system is estimated at $687 million, which includes $187 million for
design and construction of the aBRT system and $500 million for the additional roadway
improvements to accommodate the transportation capacity deficiencies.

C.6  Cost of Moving Existing Infrastructure

The rapid transit budget includes approximately $130 million for moving existing buried
infrastructure. Regional staff are working with City and utility staff to determine the infrastructure
that will need to be moved. For City infrastructure such as watermains, sanitary sewers and storm
sewers, the general policy used is that the level of government initiating the requirement for a
relocation pays for the cost of the relocation. This is the general approach that will be used in the
rapid transit project, the exception being infrastructure along the rapid transit corridor that is old.
The Cities have already planned and budgeted for the replacement of some of this infrastructure.
Regional staff are meeting with City staff to discuss the details of any required relocation, what
replacementis already included in the City’s plan and budget, and the potential for the City to cover
some of the costs of relocating aging infrastructure in the appropriate situation. The Cities may want
to take advantage of this opportunity to implement other infrastructure upgrades. It may be possible
to accommodate these upgrades in the project with appropriate cost sharing.

For utilities such as gas, telecommunications, electricity, etc., the Region has existing agreements
concerning relocation of infrastructure. In general, the Region’s maximum cost to relocate these
utilities would be 25 to 35 per cent of the relocation cost. The Region’s share could be as low

as zero.

C.7 Rapid Transit Route

During the route evaluation process, many route alignment options were evaluated. The route was
considered in seven sectors, of which each had five route options. This resulted in 35 route
segments with multiple combinations. Many of the route options were found to be infeasible due to
the ridership, connectivity, right-of-way, utilities, and neighbourhood and traffic impacts. The
proposed rapid transit alignment option through the three urban cores is recommended because of
its wide-ranging economic, social, and environmental benefits. These include reduced congestion,
increased transit ridership, re-urbanization and intensification, improved mobility, environmental
benefits, urban revitalization and enhanced public safety and health.

Upon Council’s approval of the preferred alignment option and technology, during the preliminary
design phase some alignment and design options can be re-evaluated and adjusted if deemed
necessary. Any significant changes would have to come back to Regional Council for further
approval.
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C.7.1 Downtown Areas

Through downtown areas, one-way loops are proposed because of their potential to enhance the
urban character with a smaller footprint (using curb lanes), lower traffic impacts, fewer utility
relocations and greater level of exposure for future re-development. The one-way loops in
Kitchener and Waterloo have been vetted through and were supported by City staff.

C.7.2 Waterloo Park

The proposed rapidway through Waterloo Park will run next to the existing rail road tracks (in use
today by CNR) primarily within the existing rail corridor. This routing connects key nodes like the
University of Waterloo, Wilfrid Laurier University and the Research and Technology Park with
core areas and satellite campuses across the region.

Future design work of the rapidway through the park will be sensitive to the valued heritage,
environment and usage of this public space with particular emphasis on providing unimpeded
pedestrian flow across the park.

C.7.3 Caroline Street

Rapid transit is expected to remove substantial future traffic volume from a number of roads,
including Caroline Street. With the rapidway installed within the existing roadway (the travelled
portion of the road allowance) on Caroline Street, general traffic would be moved further from the
residences by about 3 metres, thereby reducing road noise levels in those residences. For instance,
the closest habitable portion of the residences along Caroline Street between Allen and William
Streets is either 11 metres (between Fullerton and Freemont Streets) or 18 metres (from Freemont
to Allen Streets) from the roadway and existing traffic. With rapid transit, Caroline Street residences
would be approximately 22 metres from general traffic. Quiet, electric rapid transit vehicles would
pass by once every 5 to 7 minutes at peak times (as dictated by passenger demand) and off-peak
once every 15 minutes.

The recommended route requires minimal utility impacts and no changes to the roadway width
along Caroline Street. In addition, waste management staff have confirmed that garbage collection
can be accommodated with the closures of Fullerton, Freemont and Norman Streets at their
intersection with Caroline Street. Closure options for Fullerton, Norman and Freemont Streets have
also been reviewed with City of Waterloo staff and determined to be a non-issue.

It should be noted that as part of the route evaluation process, other options were considered
including a route that would follow William Street from Caroline Street to King Street and then meet
up with the northbound route to form a two-lane rapidway on King Street from William Street to
Allen Street. This route option involves some significant impacts, including:

e The likely removal of the building and business, Bridal Depot Inc, at 20 William Street, at the
corner of William Street and Caroline Street;

e A trade-off between impacts to hydro and storm sewer utilities versus removing traffic
turning lanes on William Street; and

¢ Widening of the roadway on that section of King Street, with significant impacts to utilities,
accesses, and the intersection of George Street with King Street.
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Staff also examined the option of closing William Street from Caroline Street to King Street for all
traffic except rapid transit. However, this street closure would result in substantial out-of-direction
traffic flow impacting the other neighborhood streets and cause a significant increase of
approximately 2,000 more vehicles per day using Caroline Street between William and Allen
Streets. Additionally, the closure would cause GRT routing issues which may result in buses using
Caroline Street between Allen and Erb Street.

C.7.4 Routing Through Flood Plains

Various routing options were reviewed as part of the broader study for the proposed route. A
technical review of the options, including issues associated with flood plains, led to the conclusion
that the recommended route is the best option available. The options considered in Cambridge
included route alignments running on Dundas and Beverley Streets from Hespeler Road to the
Ainslie Street Terminal as well as the CP rail corridor (alongside Dundas Street) and the
greenspace beside Beverley Street. These options were not selected because of a combination of
issues, including property acquisition requirements, concerns regarding conflicts with the current
user of the right-of-way, the need to widen structures, and rapid transit operations.

It should be noted that much existing development in the Region, such as the existing Ainslie Street
Terminal, is within or in proximity to the flood plains and therefore, different route alignments would
have the same flood plain issues. Moreover, it is unreasonable to assume that development that
would otherwise locate in the core area of the Galt community would instead locate at another
station area in Cambridge based on the routing or technology selected.

C.8  Station Area Planning

Each of the Cities will develop station area plans through normal planning processes allowing
opportunities for public input and comment. It is expected that these station area plans will lead to
an appropriate mix of uses with higher densities in the station areas, with the objective to create
activity nodes that can become self-sustaining.

Cc.9 Park ‘n’ Ride Facilities

The rapid transit budget includes funding for new park ‘n’ ride facilities at strategic locations along
the rapid transit route, including Northfield Drive, Fairview Park Mall, and Sportsworld Drive. The
project budget includes approximately $23 million for these facilities. A minimum of 200 parking
spaces were assumed for each of these facilities. The proposed multi-modal hub will also include
parking.

As the Cities develop their station area plans, the need for additional parking may be identified. This
parking would be funded either by the private sector or the Cities.

C.10 Traffic Impacts

Detailed traffic impact analyses were completed for key areas including the downtown cores,
including traffic operation evaluation for existing and future conditions with and without rapid transit.
The evaluation shows that with the proposed rapid transit system and proper mitigation strategies,
the overall traffic operational conditions throughout the urban core will operate at an acceptable
level of service. Further analyses will also be completed as part of the preliminary design and any
impacts will be evaluated and mitigated if deemed necessary.

It should be noted that, for the rapid transit route sections with lane reductions (e.g. King Street
from Moore Avenue to Allen Street), wider 4.8 metre traffic lanes will be provided in each
direction to allow traffic to by-pass stopped vehicles.
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C.11 Aerobus Technology

Several transit technologies, including the aerobus, were evaluated through the environmental
assessment process in 2006/2007, with an update in 2011, and were determined to be not viable
solutions for the Regional rapid transit system. In particular, the aerobus was not identified as a
preferred technology because:

e There is no existing mass-transit system in the world based on this technology. Most
existing aerobus applications serve point to point destinations (e.g. ski resorts) and are
physically separated from the land uses below;

e With aerobus, tight turns are a challenge and require additional structures to support the
cable;

e Alignment options over private properties require the purchase of air rights, which would
sterilize the property underneath. Moreover, in the event of a fire below the route, the
service would need to be stopped because of potential damage the vehicles and the cable
infrastructure above.

e Stations would be elevated, requiring structures, elevators, and a significant footprint. The
height of supporting towers would not integrate well in our urban setting, especially within
the downtown cores. The elevated system would be disconnected from the street-level
environment;

e The longer spacing between stations does not support the station spacing proposed in our
downtown areas for accessibility and ridership growth;

e The system may be inoperable in high winds; and

o Emergency access to the system would be more difficult because it is suspended.
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From: Ben Tucci [mailto:TucciB@cambridge.ca]

Sent: June 14, 2011 10:57 PM

To: Kris Fletcher

Cc: Jim Wideman

Subject: Re: RT debate on Wed. June 15 - Option for consideration

To:
Chair Jim Wideman and members of Regional Council;

From:
Ben Tucci, Councillor City of Cambridge

| am writing today to first extend my sincere best wishes to each of you as you deliberate on and
make the single most important decision in this Region's history. | actually envy the position you
find yourselves in. This is not a time for timid souls but rather, a time for bold leadership and out of
box thinking.

| am not writing to again ask that you defer your decision to first undertake a more robust review of
suspension based technologies.

I am not writing to again ask that you first deal with traffic flows in and out of the Region by using
the committed Senior Government funding to fast track Go Train to Cambridge and improved Go
Train than that which is now proposed for Kitchener before dealing with the movement of people
inside the Region.

| am not writing to again ask that Cambridge taxpayers be exempt from the cost of light rail they
may not seeing the benefit of.

I've had my say on these issues and leave it to your good judgment to deliberate on the previously
tabled requests.

| am writing instead to ask that before you render a decision, think about the arguments in favour of
LRT by organizations such as The Perimeter Institute, Communitech, CTT and others. They have
been very clear about all of the advantages and benefits they believe will accrue to Kitchener-
Waterloo with the LRT option. Now ask yourself how you would feel residing in the 2nd largest
community in the Region and being excluded from all of these same advantages and benefits. Ask
yourself why, when most of you were likely in support of a super city amalgamation a few years
ago citing one for all and all for one type arguments and how an amalgamation would strengthen
rather than weaken us, you can now justify leaving the 2nd largest city in the Region out of the
equation! You must realize that despite your good intentions, if LRT works as well as supporters
believe it will for Kitchener-Waterloo, Cambridge, in the absence of the LRT in Phase 1, will never
have the rider ship or intensification to support an LRT extension in future years. The cost of
inflation alone will likely mean there will not be sufficient funding to extend into Cambridge in any
event.

As far as | know there are 2 reasons being cited for not extending LRT into Cambridge in Phase 1.

First, we're told Cambridge does not have the rider ship or intensification to justify the extension
now. Think about the obvious contradiction. Cambridge is not getting LRT in the first phase
because we don't have what the supporters of LRT believe will accrue to Kitchener-Waterloo with
LRT! Does that make sense to any of you? For this reason alone, LRT ought to be extended to us
at the same time.


mailto:[mailto:TucciB@cambridge.ca]

The second reason cited is financial. We're told that the extension into Cambridge in Phase 1 is
cost prohibitive. | say the Region cannot afford to do something half baked and we are selling
ourselves short. | believe there is enough financial strength and goodwill in Corporate Waterloo
Region that a fund raising committee of prominent business and other leaders would meet with
enough success to fund the inclusion of Cambridge in Phase 1. A sure way of ensuring the
difference in funding is raised in the private sector is to approve a Phase 1 connection from
Kitchener to Cambridge instead and fund raise for inclusion of Waterloo. There have been many
voices from business and institutions in this Region in support of LRT. Those same people ought to
be challenged to put their efforts and money behind their support and unite this Region.

Thank-you for your consideration

Sincerely, BEN
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