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Regional Transportation Strategy Executive Summary
The Central Alberta Economic Partnership Ltd. (CAEP) is a partnership of 42 member
municipalities and 14 associate member organizations and is noted as being the first Regional
Economic Development Alliance (REDA) in Alberta. CAEP is widely recognized for its pathfinding leadership and innovation and serves as a vital partner in the continued diversification of
Central Alberta's economy.
CAEP’s purpose, in part, is to represent its members in matters dealing with economic growth
and long-term economic viability of the central Alberta region. Promoting Central Alberta and the
wide array of business opportunities that exist in its member municipalities is a key priority.
CAEP represents a broad geographic region that encompasses the western boundary of
Clearwater County to the eastern edge of the County of Paintearth, and the northern boundary
of County of Wetaskiwin to the southern boundary of Mountain View and Kneehill counties. The
landscape of the central Alberta region ranges from foothills to parkland to prairies. The variety
and abundance of industries in the region are as remarkable as they are diverse.
Central Alberta is one of the fastest growing industrialized regions in the world. The population
of Central Alberta increased at the rate of 19.0 % over the ten years from 1996 to 2006 - among
the fastest in the Country and almost four times the national average. Based on 2008 Municipal
Affairs population data, 269,767 people or 7.9% of Alberta's population now resides in the
Central Region.
According to the Strategy Institute, regional transportation planning is moving rapidly in Canada
and will have profound impacts on the infrastructure, economy and vibrancy of our
municipalities and region (www.strategyinstitute.com). Rural communities face a wide and
complex range of challenges that both affect and are affected by the transportation system.
Although urban areas may be facing many of the same or similar issues, the presence of such
challenges in a rural setting poses a unique set of circumstances that requires a distinctly
different approach.
Thoughtful planning for the intersecting and connection of various transportation modes is
required to help drive economic development. Regional connections are critical for bridging
disconnects between where people live and where they work and play. A comprehensive
strategy assessing long-term regional transportation needs would provide communities and
businesses in the central Alberta region with an opportunity to work together to develop a
transportation system that meets their needs.
In May 2007 CAEP surveyed its membership to get a sense of the appetite for a regional
transportation initiative. Twenty-six member communities responded to the survey, 17 of which
indicated they had the resources to participate in a transportation needs assessment.
In May 2009 CAEP contracted Genivar to complete a technical audit on the recent
transportation studies in the region.

In late 2009 CAEP member communities the City of Red Deer, Town of Didsbury and Town of
Sylvan Lake agreed to partner on the Municipal Affairs Regional Partnership Initiative
Exploration Grant application on behalf of CAEP member communities with Red Deer as the
managing partner.
For the purpose of this project we defined transportation as the movement of people. This
project did not consider transportation of freight.
In 2010 CAEP worked with the successful bidder, Stantec Consulting for the development of a
Regional Transportation Strategy (RTS) which would recommend strategic long-term vision for
a coordinated transportation system across the entire region. Throughout the project Stantec
reported to CAEP’s Regional Transportation Committee who was responsible for guiding the
project and making recommendations for the approval by CAEP’s Board of Directors.
The main objectives of the strategy were to:
 Develop a regional vision and recommendations to coordinate the planning and
development around a dynamic and flexible regional transportation system.
 Provide an opportunity to reflect and build on local and regional plans, strategies and
studies including the integration of current transportation methods, carpool, and new
people movement technologies.
 Provide strategic direction and prioritize needs identified by communities and business
in the CAEP Region including accommodation of pedestrians, bicycles and future
transportation service.
CAEP hosted an information session with participation from 22 member communities to share
information about the project.
Stakeholder consultations were held in Ponoka, Olds, Rocky Mountain House, Stettler, and Red
Deer. CAEP representatives, Municipal Councils and Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs),
Economic Development Officers, and School Board Superintendents were invited to review a
70% draft of CAEPs Regional Transportation Strategy and provide feedback. Stantec
subsequently updated the document based on feedback and input received through the
consultations.
The 90% Draft of the Transportation Toolbox was sent to CAOs with a request to present to
Council and provide feedback back to CAEP. CAOs were provided a presentation slide deck
along with a project FAQ to help them communicate to and engage input from community
stakeholders.
CAEP received responses from 76% of CAEP members (32 of 42)
•
62.5% support in principle
•
26.9% take a neutral position
•
10.6% withhold support in principle
Key feedback received indicated a high level of support for the vision and objectives, and
toolbox sections. The highest level of withholding support in principle related to the funding/fares
section. Comments indicated the main issue that municipalities were concerned about was the
actual cost to their community and how much the system will need to be subsidized. It should be

noted that this study has already initiated considerable discussion regarding regulations and
who is responsible for transportation needs.
An analysis of hub areas around Olds, Wetaskiwin, and Stettler provided a snapshot of costs
and benefits.
Through the project it was evident that CAEPs member communities are diverse in their
transportation system needs as well as resources to meet these needs. While development of a
regional transportation system is a high priority for some communities, the need in other more
rural areas may not be as evident, and resources are also more limited in these areas.
The Regional Transportation Strategy has met the project objectives because it is long term and
innovative in its approach to determining the needs of each community and providing solutions
for communities of all sizes. The RTS will generate economic development opportunities by
moving people more efficiently, whether by car pooling or inter-municipal transit.
Implementation will require communities to work together to identify each other’s needs and to
develop routes that can address operational issues. Affordable options will be a key factor for all
Central Alberta communities and First Nations who have been identified. This report will prove
valuable to these communities as a guide and evaluation document during this decision making
process.
The Regional Transportation Strategy has also been able to bring expertise together to solve
many of the preliminary issues required to implement a regional transportation system. This
report will now give communities the background information required to implement a
transportation solution. New regulations were required and an understanding of the costs
associated with operations and capital before any plan could move forward. This has been
achieved and the CAEP region now has the foundation built for a regional transportation
solution.
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Rural communities face complex challenges in sustaining growth and the need for a regional
transportation strategy has been growing over the past number of years. Many Central
Albertans live and work or attend school and post-secondary in different communities. The
intent of an improved transportation system is to increase retention of residents in municipalities
across Central Alberta, ultimately helping retain businesses and keeping our communities
strong and vibrant.
In 2009, under its Regional Economic Development Strategy, CAEP established a committee to
develop a needs assessment for a regional transportation strategy for moving people. The
committee is now in phase two of a three phase process to develop the strategy based on
transportation patterns, local demand and existing resources. In addition to generating
economic development opportunities, the goal of a regional transportation strategy is to help
local communities retain businesses and residents by improving the quality of life and
supporting participation in employment, recreational, social, health services, and educational
opportunities across the region.
The key deliverables of the project are a long-term vision for regional transportation that reflects
local plans, considers future demands, recommends coordinated planning processes, provides
direction on priorities, and responds to new transportation methods and opportunities.
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1.2

VISION & OBJECTIVES

Vision:
CAEP's Regional Transportation Strategy will promote the development of a balanced and
sustainable transportation system providing the region with reasonable and affordable
transportation choices.
Objectives:
The Regional Transportation Strategy must:
•

•

•

be long term and innovative
o

responsive and adaptable to the changing needs of the community

o

environmentally friendly

o

equitable and sustainable for users and stakeholders

o

accommodate identification and prioritization of community needs

generate economic development opportunities
o

move people efficiently

o

create jobs

o

connect communities

o

create opportunities for First Nations

o

support employment needs in smaller communities

be implementable
o

easily duplicated and scalable template

o

specific to the CAEP region

o

affordable

o

create awareness of regional public transportation to all CAEP members

o

build member participation
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2.0

Elements of Regional Transportation System

This section introduces a toolbox of potential regional transit elements / modes, with
descriptions of what is involved with each, and commentary on circumstances where each
would be most suitable. Table 2.1 summarizes the key features of the toolbox of regional transit
elements / modes described in this section.

Route/Point
Deviated Transit

Car Pooling /
Ride Matching

2.1.6

2.1.4

Demand
Responsive
Paratransit

Van Pooling

Vehicles

Trips Best
Served

mileage allowances
(e.g. $0.52/km),
dispatching

provided
by
volunteers,
purchased,
or donated

casual (e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

n/a

minimal
(voucher
supplies,
software)

mileage allowances
(e.g. $0.52/km),
dispatching

provided
by
volunteers,
purchased,
or donated

casual (e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

elderly,
young,
disabled,
persons
without a
car
elderly,
young,
disabled,
persons
without a
car

Program
Operator

Operating
Costs
(approximate)

n/a

minimal
(perhaps
purchase
of sedan
or
minivan)

Clients Best
Served

Capital Costs
(approximate)

Voucher
Program

Minimum
Population

Mode
Volunteer Driver
Program

2.1.5

2.1.3

2.1.2

2.1.1

Report
Reference

Table 2.1 - Toolbox Summary

local
government,
non-profit or
faith-based
group
local
government,
non-profit or
faith-based
group

approximately $60/h,
plus dispatch costs

grants or
donations
often
available

work (e.g.
regular
commuting) or
casual (e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

everyone,
including
elderly and
disabled,
persons

local
government,
non-profit or
faith-based
group, using
direct
operations
or
contracted
operator

purchase
of bus(es)
and
garage for
storage

$60/h - $100/h
depending on
operating model

likely
eligible for
provincial
grants

work, school
and casual
(e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

elderly,
young,
disabled,
persons
without a
car

local
government,
non-profit or
faith-based
group

n/a

none

cost shared among
users

provided
by users

casual - work,
education or
any regular
trip

all

local
government,
or non-profit

n/a

purchase
of van or
minivan

may be subsidized
and cost shared with
passengers/employer

employees

local
government,
non-profit or
major
employer

n/a

paratransit
buses or
vans,
dispatch
software

varies

purchased

work

2.1
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2.1.12
2.1.13

School Bus
Sharing

Jitney

Car Sharing

Trips Best
Served

Clients Best
Served

Program
Operator

Capital Costs
(approximate)

1,000

minimal purchase
of a van

Vehicles

Coordinated
Transportation /
Mobility
Management

40,000+

from
$80,000 to
$600,000
per bus
depending
on size

Operating
Costs
(approximate)

Fixed Route
Transit

2.1.11

2.1.9

Community Van

Minimum
Population

Mode
Bus Pooling

2.1.10

2.1.8

2.1.7

Report
Reference

Elements of Regional Transportation System
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$75/h to $100/h

grants may
be
available to
offset costs

employment

shift
workers

employer,
local
government
or joint

cost for maintenance,
about $0.60/km

purchased
or donated

casual (e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

elderly,
young,
disabled,
persons
without a
car

local
government,
non-profit or
faith-based
group

$80/h to $100/h

grants
likely to be
available if
vehicles
are
accessible
for persons
with
disabilities

all

all

local
government

elderly,
young,
disabled,
persons
without a
car

local
government,
non-profit or
faith-based
group

5,000

purchase
of bus
$80,000 $400,000

n/a

minimal perhaps
purchase
software

office staff

not
required

casual (e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

n/a

none uses
existing
vehicles
and
resources

depends on use

provided
by school
districts

all

potentially
anyone

local
government,
or school
district

100,000

van or
small bus
- $40,000
to
$100,000

approximately $50/h

purchased

all

all

private
operator

varies

purchase
of cars,
software

purchased

casual (e.g.
appointments,
shopping,
leisure/social)

persons
without a
car or
without a
second car

private
sector

covered by user fees,
rentals

All costs presented in this document are estimates based on general experience and
approximations of local data. They are approximate, and presented only for the purpose of
broadly evaluating potential regional transportation elements at a conceptual level.
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2.1

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION TOOLBOX

2.1.1

Volunteer Driver Program

•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: minimal (perhaps purchase of sedan or minivan)

•

Operating Costs: mileage allowances (e.g. $0.52/km), dispatching costs

•

Vehicles: provided by volunteers, purchased, or donated

•

Types of Trips Best Served: casual (e.g. appointments, medical, shopping, leisure/social)

•

Types of Clients Best Served: elderly, young, disabled, persons without a car

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or faith-based group

Volunteer Driver Programs have been widely adopted in urban, suburban and rural communities
across North America. These programs can be operated by non-profit agencies, faith-based
organizations or municipal/local governments. The programs involve volunteer drivers using
their own (or agency-owned) vehicles to transport individuals or small groups to appointments,
shopping or recreation/social outings. If their own vehicle is used, volunteers are reimbursed for
vehicle expenses or mileage. Operating models also exist where volunteers earn credits that
can be used when they or their loved ones may need to receive a donated trip1.
Volunteer Driver Programs can operate in villages of a few hundred population, or metropolitan
areas of more than 1,000,000 people. Users are usually asked to consider making a donation,
but fixed fares are rarely utilized. This type of service caters to travel by persons unable to drive
their own vehicle or needing special assistance, including seniors and the disabled. The use of
volunteer drivers, most likely using their own vehicles, does limit the potential for the service to
meet the needs of the disabled. Ambulatory passengers are typically less constrained, but not
every driver (or driver’s vehicle) can carry or load mobility devices such as wheelchairs or
scooters.
Although relatively easy to establish, Volunteer Driver Programs do require an initial amount of
work to set up. Insurance, driver screening, and training are among the most difficult issues to
resolve. The service must be target-marketed to the most likely group of clients and a
reservation/cancelation system established.
Volunteer drivers are, by definition, not paid. However, operating expenses can add up,
particularly in rural areas where the distances and hence the mileage payments can quickly
become significant. Volunteer Driver Programs can exist without tax revenue support, surviving
purely on donations of in-kind-services, cash and equipment (e.g. cars no longer needed by
owners). However, a stable source of funding makes for a more stable system.
1

One example of an established program in the United States is ITNAmerica
(http://www.itnamerica.org/content/VolunteerToGiveRides.php).
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Pre-registration of users and volunteers is required to provide time for screening, training and to
ensure that users are aware of the limits of service and booking procedures. Pre-registration
and service limitations help reduce the likelihood that any local taxi operator will protest the
creation of a Volunteer Driver Program.
Services may be rationed to users based on a maximum number of trips per month or a
maximum number of kilometres. In rural areas, it may be desirable or possible to pro-actively
consolidate trip demands (e.g. shopping trips on Tuesday, medical appointments on
Wednesdays, etc), but such groupings may not always be feasible.
Manuals and how-to pamphlets are widely available to assist in starting Volunteer Driver
Programs. Information is also commonly available from insurance companies. Some insurance
companies even sponsor Volunteer Driver Programs as a means of helping to encourage senior
drivers to give up their own cars.
Rural communities in Alberta often face economic challenges as farm populations continue to
decline and young people move to larger cities. Volunteer Driver Programs help reverse that
trend by encouraging residents to remain in their homes and access health care, personal
business, shopping, or leisure activities in their local area. Volunteer Driver Programs can
provide access to jobs for persons with disabilities and improve the quality of life for seniors.
2.1.2

Voucher Program

•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: minimal (voucher supplies, software)

•

Operating Costs: mileage allowances (e.g. $0.52/km), dispatching costs

•

Vehicles: provided by volunteers, purchased, or donated

•

Types of Trips Best Served: casual (e.g. appointments, medical, shopping, leisure/social)

•

Types of Clients Best Served: elderly, young, disabled, persons without a car

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or faith-based group

Voucher Programs offer the flexibility to pay for trips on public transport, taxis or volunteer driver
systems. Voucher Programs can be adapted to pay for all, or just one or two, of these three
types of transportation. This makes them ideal for rural areas where not all options are available
or may not be available every day. Vouchers provide a form of user-side subsidy that takes the
place of the usual supply-side subsidy offered with traditional public transportation services such
as transit. In a voucher program, the subsidy is only applied when the user travels. (In supplyside models such as transit, the operator of the system decides when the subsidized service will
be provided.) Voucher Programs can strengthen rural communities and promote economic
development by making it possible to live in these areas without having access to an
automobile.
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Taxi voucher or taxi scrip programs are quite common across North America. A taxi
voucher/scrip program requires a locally licensed taxi company to be in operation. A local
agency or local government sells taxi vouchers to designated individuals based on a fixed
discount. The discount can be any amount from 10% to typically 50%. When a person needs a
ride, they call the taxi and pay for the fare using the pre-purchased vouchers or scrip.
Individuals, couples or households are limited to the purchase of fixed amount of scrip per week
in order to cap the exposure of the sponsoring agency or local government. The need to have
an existing taxi operation is a significant barrier in many small communities; however the
program could provide some level of guaranteed business for an individual thinking of beginning
a taxi operation where none was previously available or feasible.
Taxi vouchers or scrip easily allow the sponsoring organization to establish limits to the extent of
the subsidy being paid by limiting the amount of discount or value of scrip to be sold each
month. The eligibility for the vouchers/scrip can also vary from seniors and disabled to people
with limited financial means or any other qualification that is appropriate for the community,
including areas with local transit, or geographic barriers that prevent walking.
The use of vouchers with a volunteer driver program is a newer adaption of a popular program,
and removes an administrative layer but shifts the burden of finding a driver onto the individual.
Each person who needs rides is able to acquire a certain number of vouchers each month for a
fixed number of trips or a certain number of kilometres. These vouchers may be given to anyone
who provides a trip and the driver can exchange the vouchers for cash. A number of voucher
systems for volunteer driver programs are now operating in rural areas of Montana, Wyoming
and Minnesota, all of which share many characteristics of rural Alberta.
The two models in common use are the “checkbook” system and the “i-voucher” system. In the
checkbook model, a client receives a booklet of pre-printed vouchers with an allocation of
kilometres or trips, together with a number to call to request a ride. The client has the option of
either arranging his or her own trip with someone like a neighbour, friend or family member and
paying for the trip with a check, or booking through the central dispatch number. If booked
through the central dispatch office, the municipality or non-profit agency seeks to match the trip
request with an available volunteer. The reimbursement of the driver is based on the number of
kilometres travelled. A client is given a certain number of kilometres per month that they may
use. The checkbook model should be a familiar paradigm for most seniors and can easily be
adapted for various modes. A strength of this model is that it readily supports spontaneous trips,
but a weakness of this model is that it is dependent on the availability of a volunteer driver.
The i-voucher system can be used for volunteer drivers or taxi operations, and requires a
software solution (that is now readily available2) and is managed by a non-profit agency or
municipality. The software tracks the number of kilometres available for each client, and on
request will print a voucher that is mailed to the client or provided directly to the volunteer driver.
Systems may also be available that allow the client to book directly over the internet; however
2

An example provider of the software is Internet Business Support Software
(http://www.ndcpd.org/grit/training.html).
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many seniors may not have access to a computer or be unable to navigate such a system. This
problem may be lessened in future as people become more familiar with computers.
There are some limitations to Voucher Programs including a lack of mechanisms to assure the
availability of accessible services at all times, and the potential for abuse and fraud. Voucher
Programs can be funded with tax dollars or with local funding or sponsorship.
Voucher Programs help support local economies by encouraging residents to remain in their
homes and access health care, conduct personal business, shop, or participate in leisure
activities in their local area. Voucher Programs can provide access to jobs, or can improve the
quality of life for seniors.
2.1.3

Demand Responsive Paratransit

•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: paratransit buses or vans, dispatch software

•

Operating Costs: approximately $60/h, plus dispatching costs

•

Vehicles: grants or donations often available

•

Types of Trips Best Served: work (e.g. regular commuting trips) or casual (e.g.
appointments, medical, shopping, leisure/social)

•

Types of Clients Best Served: everyone, including elderly and disabled persons

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or faith-based group, using direct operations
or contracted operator

Demand Responsive Paratransit is the generic term that covers services that are otherwise
known as dial-a-ride, tele-bus, curb-to-curb, or door-to-door services. Demand Responsive
Paratransit operates with smaller buses that are custom scheduled and routed based on
individual passenger bookings. In urban areas these service are usually publicly operated for
persons with disabilities who are unable to use regular transit service. In rural areas, their
application can also apply to ambulatory passengers, as fixed route service is often not an
option within a reasonable walking distance, and the overall density of potential disabled
passengers is likely to be too low.
Demand Responsive Paratransit in urban areas generally operates on a “many-to-many” model.
This means it will pick up passengers at any location and take them to any other location within
the urban area. This type of model would not work in rural areas as the destinations are far
apart and the density of potential passengers is too low. The model that would work is a “manyto-one” system. Under this scheme, passengers would be picked up throughout a designated
rural area but only to be transported to a major destination such as a town or city. There could
be multiple destinations served within the destination zone so that employment, medical trips,
shopping or other personal business can be conducted. This type of service helps connect the
rural hinterland to businesses and jobs in the small urban communities of the region and
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contributes to an improved quality of life for rural residents. Similarly, many-to-one service can
be used to transport urban residents in communities within the region to rural job centres.
In urban-setting Demand Responsive Paratransit, operation of many-to-many services is
considered successful if it attains three passengers per hour. With operating costs in excess of
$60/h, they have a cost per ride of more than $20, less any fares that are collected. Typically,
the cost recovery is 15% or less. It is difficult to estimate how much ridership a many-to-one
service could achieve in rural Alberta. There are many factors, such as population density and
the maximum distance to be travelled, that would affect ridership and costs.
In a rural setting, one or two round-trips per day might be offered, and it may not be necessary
to offer the service in every area on every day unless there is a definite demand for regular work
trips. For example, on Tuesdays and Thursdays service could be operated to bring rural
residents living west of Red Deer to destinations in Red Deer. Mondays and Wednesdays
service could be provided east of Red Deer. The service still has the potential to be very
expensive to operate as the service may have downtime waiting for the passengers to complete
their appointments or errands in the city or town.
A Demand Responsive Paratransit system with multiple buses or vans likely requires a dispatch
operation. Dispatch systems that include routing software are available at reasonable cost and
ensure that the most efficient route is utilized; however, in rural areas it may be necessary to
geocode the network to ensure that all roads and potential shortcuts are identified. Small
systems could allow dispatch to be handled by someone working from home, or integrated into
the dispatch operation of a local government agency. In very small systems, another option is to
permit users to call directly to the driver in the bus, eliminating the need for any dispatch
function. This direct access system may be feasible in small rural communities with populations
of up to 5,000 or more, if distinct zones for the operation of dedicated buses are created.
When demand begins to increase on this type of service, the time spent on the bus or van can
quickly become unacceptable. More demand means more pick-up and drop-off locations and
that usually has a negative impact on travel time. If this begins to happen, the solution is usually
to add more vehicles, or to begin to convert the service to a route deviated or fixed route
operation3. Using a larger vehicle is usually not a viable option as the problem is usually travel
time rather than vehicle capacity. Demand responsive services usually incur unacceptable travel
times before they become too crowded.
Demand Responsive Paratransit is easily and commonly adapted to provide accessible service,
for example using onboard wheelchair lifts, or using low-floor vehicles (either minivans for
lesser-demand service, or larger cutaway-style buses for greater-demand service).
The use of larger vehicles, although often not warranted for demand responsive service, allows
the vehicles to be used for other purposes during times when the paratransit operation is not in
3

Route deviated transit is described in Section 2.1.4, and Fixed Route Transit is described in
Section 2.1.9.
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use. An example of this type of coordination might be use of the vehicles for community
charters, group home, or senior residence outings on weekends.
The cutaway-style vehicles are generally available as alternative fuel vehicles able to be fuelled
with propane, compressed natural gas or bio-fuels. This feature helps reinforce community
environment goals and cleaner air for everyone.
2.1.4

Route/Point Deviated Transit

•

Minimum Population Range: varies

•

Capital Costs: purchase of bus(es) and garage for storage

•

Operating Costs: $60/h - $100/h depending on operating model

•

Vehicles: likely eligible for provincial grants

•

Types of Trips Best Served: work, school and casual (e.g. appointments, medical, shopping,
leisure/social)

•

Types of Clients Best Served: elderly, young, disabled, persons without a car

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or faith-based group

Route/Point Deviated Transit service differs from conventional fixed route service as the buses
may detour from their path to pickup or drop off passengers. Deviated routes are based on the
premise that with low ridership, the chances of a bus having to make every deviation are slim or
non-existent, and time is only allocated based on a limited number of potential deviations.
It is generally accepted that there are two types of deviated transit: route deviated and point
deviated. A Route Deviated service follows a fixed route but deviates from the route to pick-up
or drop-off passengers. Passengers must call in advance to book a pick-up. After making the
deviation, the bus returns to the same point on the original route and resumes following the
fixed route and schedule. In order to be able to maintain a reasonable level of schedule
adherence, the number of deviations will be limited and not every passenger might be able to
reserve the trip they wish to take. If missed trips become too frequent, a revision to the service
may be warranted. In rural areas, one of the most important criteria for accepting a deviation
request would be the ability to turn the bus around in a safe and timely manner so it may return
to its route. Given relatively narrow roads and a sparse road network, it may not always be
possible to safely turn around a large vehicle in all conditions.
A Point Deviated service stops to pick-up or drop-off at fixed points but travels on any route
required to pick-up or drop-off demand response passengers who wish to travel to locations in
between the fixed stops. Persons living within walking distance of the fixed stops can continue
to have walk access without phoning ahead for a reservation; however, those living off the route
can phone in and have the bus come to their address to provide access.
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Differential fares can be used to encourage use of the fixed route stops and discourage
advance bookings that require buses to leave the shortest path. The actual area to be available
for the route deviations would have to be identified in advance, and only trip-ends within the
deviation area would be served. Both types of deviated services result in slower service than
could otherwise be offered with fixed route service, but the deviation feature greatly expands the
potential coverage area. Deviated service is also a means of ensuring that persons with
disabilities can have equitable access to transit if only fixed route service is being provided.
The dispatch function needs to be coordinated through a central call centre to facilitate advance
bookings, cancellations etc. Software solutions exist to allow bookings over the web or by
telephone for registered users, and if tied into a mobile data terminal in the bus might be able to
eliminate the need for a live dispatcher.
The cost of providing the service would be similar to operating fixed route transit and would be
expected to be between $60/h $100/h depending on the vehicle and the operating model (e.g.
contracted or directly operated).
Service frequency could be tailored for demand; however, a minimum of three round-trips per
day, and providing service two or three days per week, would likely be expected. If employment
travel is a large part of the potential market, daily service would be expected. If employment
based trips are not a large market, then the service could be alternated with operations in
different sectors on different days of the week to provide greater coverage.
2.1.5

Car Pooling / Ride Matching

•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: minimal or none

•

Operating Costs: shared among users

•

Vehicles: provided by users

•

Types of Trips Best Served: casual or regular trips

•

Types of Clients Best Served: all

•

Program Operator: local government, or non-profit

Car Pooling can be an informal program (e.g. encouraged through advertising campaigns),
operated as a ride matching program, or as volunteer matching at park-and-ride lots. Simply
promoting car pooling through the media is the least expensive method of encouraging car pool
use; however, it generally only encourages car pools among commuters who know each other
or at least commute to the same location. In order to form car pools among strangers, it is
necessary to offer a third-party ride matching service. In communities where reserved HOV
(high occupancy vehicle) lanes exist and there is significant congestion, informal ride-sharing
begins to develop at park-and-ride lots. People park their cars and wait for strangers to pick
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them up so that the driver can proceed in an HOV lane. The current conditions in Central
Alberta would not support such a system.
Ride matching software is readily available and can be made accessible over the internet,
reducing the cost of maintaining and operating the system. For example, www.carpool.ca
provides ride matching support and marketing services for many car pooling initiatives across
Western Canada. The major focus of ride matching and car pooling is usually for work or school
trips. The existence of a formal ride matching program is a tangible form of support for
economic development programs. Since the cost of operating the vehicles is shared by the
participants, the only cost to the program sponsor is for marketing, advertising and running the
ride matching service.
Although ride matching and car pools are oriented toward daily travel for work or school, it may
be possible to develop car pools in rural areas to support once-a-week trips for shopping,
leisure or other trip purposes.
A car pool generally has one driver and one or more passengers. The driver provides the
vehicle and passengers pay a daily, weekly or monthly fare based on expenses such as fuel,
maintenance and parking. Another alternative which avoids the necessity of paying a fare is to
alternate the driving on a daily, weekly or monthly basis. The driver pays all costs during his or
her turn at the wheel, and the passengers ride free.
There are basic rules to car pooling which can be enumerated and listed in a sample agreement
document put together by the car pooling agency, identifying what the participants should agree
upon. An important issue for car poolers is how to get home in case of an emergency. This is
one area where the ride matching agency can provide some backup through the provision of a
guaranteed ride home program. Such programs can be financed by user charges, employers or
tax subsidies and provided by taxis or other transport providers. Typically, each car pooler is
allowed to call upon the guaranteed ride home for a maximum number of occasions each year.
Typically, the number of permitted uses does not exceed three trips per year. The programs can
typically cover trips home in the middle of the day for personal emergencies, or after-hours trips
to cover unexpected overtime at work.
As part of a car pool arrangement, it is appropriate to provide notification to the automobile
insurer and confirm appropriate insurance coverage. Typically, the recommended insurance
coverage is similar to the normal insurance carried by a vehicle owner (in terms of liability and
underinsured drivers). Additional coverage and costs, if any, are usually minor and can be
included in costs that are apportioned to the car pool participants.
2.1.6

Van Pooling

•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: purchase of van or minivan
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•

Operating Costs: may be subsidized and cost-shared between passengers / employer

•

Vehicles: purchased

•

Types of Trips Best Served: work

•

Types of Clients Best Served: employees

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or major employer

Van Pools are similar to car pools, except that the vehicle is owned by a third party such as a
van pool agency, a car rental company, a charitable foundation, or an employer. The driving is
done by a volunteer who is also commuting to work or school and, as an incentive, is typically
allowed to use the vehicle for his or her own use in the evenings or on weekends. Driving
responsibility can be shared among the participants, who also share in the paying the operating
costs.
Employer-based systems do not need any outside assistance beyond help with initial
organization issues. Employer-based systems are particularly attractive in cases where the
employer owns a fleet of vehicles that would otherwise sit unused in the evening or on
weekends. Van poolers would pay a fee to cover operating costs including additional fuel,
maintenance and insurance, although the company could subsidy part of the costs as well.
Employers support environmental goals, can reduce their need to build parking spaces, and are
providing a money-saving benefit for their employees.
In some Canadian cities, such as Vancouver, there is a regional van pool program supported by
a third party, e.g. the Jack Bell Foundation. In the United States, van pooling is supported by
subsidies from the federal government. Such programs usually charge fees based on the total
cost of providing the service or calculations on the round-trip distance to cover the operating
expenses of the vehicle. The driver is a volunteer from among the riders and usually gains the
benefit of use of the vehicle in the evening and on weekends. Alternate drivers from among the
group of passengers cover vacation days or sick days. Van pools can serve a single employer
or take passengers to multiple destinations; however, the number of pick-up and drop-off
locations must be minimized in order to keep travel time within acceptable and attractive limits.
Van pool use also benefits from the availability of a guaranteed ride home program to take care
of rare emergencies or overtime situations. Guaranteed ride home programs can be developed
by a local government agency or even a large company in the case of an employer-provided
van pool service. Van pools can pick passengers up at their home; however, when a van or
minivan is carrying more than six and as many as fourteen passengers, it becomes more
efficient to use collection points or park-and-ride facilities. In rural areas, these collection points
would not need to be large unless multiple van pools are serving the same area. Small parking
areas to accommodate anywhere from one to fourteen cars would be needed. These parking
areas can be on-street or negotiated with facilities such as churches that have minimal parking
requirements during the week.
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The availability of a local van pool program can be marketed to companies considering locating
in rural parts of Central Alberta.
2.1.7

Bus Pooling

•

Minimum Population Range: 40,000+

•

Capital Costs: from $80,000 to $600,000 per bus depending on size

•

Operating Costs: $75/h to $100/h

•

Vehicles: grants may be available to offset costs

•

Types of Trips Best Served: employment

•

Types of Clients Best Served: shift workers

•

Program Operator: employer, local government or combination

Car pools and van pools provide an excellent alternative transportation option for getting smaller
groups of employees to work sites. In the case of larger employee groups travelling to the same
location at the same shift times, larger vehicles are necessary. A Bus Pool is the next step. Bus
Pools can operate with vehicles ranging in size from 24 seats (small cutaway-style bus) to 57
seats (standard highway coach). However, since the bus requires a paid, professional driver the
economics of the service are best when a large bus is utilized to share cost of driver over the
maximum number of passengers.
In Alberta today, Bus Pools are used extensively at oilsands facilities in Fort McMurray, and to
transport construction workers to oil upgrader plants near Edmonton. Currently, there are limited
(if any) private bus operators in Central Alberta with sufficient available vehicles or resources to
mount a large Bus Pool program. Private companies on a charter basis operate all the services
in Fort McMurray and Edmonton for private employers. If a community within Central Alberta is
interested in attracting a major industrial operation it may be necessary to guarantee the
availability of a Bus Pool operator by augmenting the fleet of an existing operator. Depending on
the shift times and the location of a plant, it may be possible to use some existing buses. The
availability of a bus operator may be a significant incentive to heavy industry considering
locating in Central Alberta.
Bus Pools are subscription services, only available to employees willing to commit for a fixed
period such as six months. Casual riders are not accepted, and service is generally not provided
outside of shift times. This means that auxiliary programs such as a guaranteed ride home are
required to support the needs of employers (overtime) and workers (home emergencies).
The cost of operating the service is often highly subsidized by the employer. Security needs,
lack of parking, or other issues that require an employer to restrict access of private vehicles
sometimes warrants the use of a Bus Pool.
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Bus Pools do require significant parking areas for park-and-ride. In Edmonton, the services
make use of commercial parking lots, on-street parking or other sites. Bus Pools generally
cannot support dedicated parking lots except minimally-improved vacant properties.
If a public authority operated a Bus Pool, it is expected that all of the costs would be fully
covered by the employer or users of the service. Any subsidy made available to an employer
should be covered as an economic development cost to the appropriate agency.
2.1.8

Community Van

•

Minimum Population Range: 1,000

•

Capital Costs: minimal (purchase of a van)

•

Operating Costs: cost for maintenance, about $0.60/km

•

Vehicles: purchased or donated

•

Types of Trips Best Served: casual (e.g. appointments, medical, shopping, leisure/social)

•

Types of Clients Best Served: elderly, young, disabled, persons without a car

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or faith-based group

A community van program can be operated as a rental vehicle owned by the local municipality
or as a van given to a local non-profit group to program and coordinate.
Under a rental program (e.g. Hanna, Alberta), a van is acquired and becomes available for
rental to community groups within the jurisdiction who need a vehicle for short-term use. The
type of outings could include shopping trips for seniors, team transportation for youth sports
teams, or taking a group of adults to a show or cultural event in another community. The group
renting the vehicle would pay a fee to cover maintenance, insurance and other fixed costs, and
would be responsible for returning the vehicle with a full tank of fuel. The operation of the
program would be similar to commercial vehicle rental services that are rarely found in the
smaller rural communities where there are fewer transportation options. The rental rate could be
subsidized or calculated to break even or earn a profit. If owned by a municipality the van could
be used for other fleet purposes when not booked by a community group.
The other type of community van program is based on the assignment of a vehicle to a
community group. The group then becomes responsible for its operation and scheduling.
Generally, the vehicle would be driven by volunteer drivers and the group would coordinate the
availability of drivers. The van could be used on some days to provide scheduled service to
shopping, medical centres or leisure facilities. On other days, it could be available to groups for
special outings to cultural events, team sporting events or similar activities. If the van was lowfloor or equipped with a wheelchair lift, it could provide an important resource in rural areas
where such a vehicle may not otherwise be available for seniors or persons with disabilities.
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The operation of either type of community van service would significantly increase the
transportation options available to small rural communities with minimal capital and operating
costs.
2.1.9

Fixed Route Transit

•

Minimum Population Range: 5,000

•

Capital Costs: purchase of bus $80,000 to $400,000

•

Operating Costs: $80/h to $100/h

•

Vehicles: grants likely to be available if vehicles are accessible for persons with disabilities

•

Types of Trips Best Served: all

•

Types of Clients Best Served: all

•

Program Operator: local government

Fixed route transit is the traditional form of public transportation operated in communities of
about 20,000 or more. Fixed route transit has rarely been implemented in rural areas in Canada
due to the significant subsidy required to fund the service. Fixed route service in rural areas
generally has limited success due to the low residential densities, and the lack of pedestrian
access to bus routes. Without sidewalks and winter maintenance, few people will be able to get
to bus stops and ridership will be very limited.
The potential exists for services between small communities and larger centres such as Red
Deer; however, there may not be sufficient demand for service to operate every day or to make
multiple round-trips each day. Since a bus route may not have time to circulate within each
small community it may be necessary to limit stops to single or multiple stops along the main
highway, and local users would need a means of reaching the stops.
With operating costs of $80/h to $100/h, fares are unlikely to cover more than 10% to 15% of
the costs. Capital grants are available to cover the cost of buying the vehicles. In the past fifty
years, many local rural bus routes provided by private providers have vanished as rural areas
depopulated and car ownership rates increased. It is possible that the restitution of a rural bus
network would help retain population in the rural areas and encourage new economic activity.
Such a system would come with a high cost and could potentially take years to see a payback.
There are alternatives to the conventional directly-operated transit system, such as using
contract operators or awarding a franchise to a private operator to provide the service. Both of
these alternatives could potentially lower operating costs (e.g. amortize costs over a largerscale operation, or operate under a less-expensive labour cost structure), and negotiation would
be required regarding transferability with Red Deer Transit.
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2.1.10 Coordinated Transportation / Mobility Management
•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: minimal (perhaps purchase software)

•

Operating Costs: office staff

•

Vehicles: not required

•

Types of Trips Best Served: casual (e.g. appointments, medical, shopping, leisure/social)

•

Types of Clients Best Served: elderly, young, disabled, persons without a car

•

Program Operator: local government, non-profit or faith-based group

The concept of Coordinated Transportation / Mobility Management is to establish a local agency
specialized in creating more transportation capacity through the sharing of services and
vehicles. This concept is primarily focused on social service or human service transportation
typically dedicated to specialized groups such as seniors, persons with disabilities and persons
with limited incomes. The cost of the programs is generally limited to management and office
staff promoting coordination and perhaps handling joint dispatching functions.
Transport Canada has recognized that transportation duplication and overlapping funding is an
issue in Canada and the agency encourages transportation coordination. Coordination of
transportation offers better allocation of limited resources designed to improve the performance
of transportation services. The purpose of coordination is to reduce or eliminate duplicate and
inefficient services and ultimately increase capacity and lower costs.
Coordination in the rural Alberta context would seek to identify and work with all transportation
providers or purchasers of transportation capacity. This could include:


public and private transportation providers



departments of human and social services



departments of health



agencies involved with seniors



agencies involved in developmental disabilities



departments of labour and education



local school districts



employer groups



post secondary education facilities



faith-based organizations
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In the United States, it has been shown that rural transit services have a benefit/cost ratio of
greater than 3:1, which means that personal transportation services are a good investment for
rural communities. Coordinating existing services to increase capacity and reduce costs brings
these benefits at the lowest cost to the region. Coordination and mobility management can be
used to reduce overall costs, increase capacity or expand service to new areas.
The literature suggests that there are several steps that must be followed in order to achieve
coordination. The literature also recognizes that it is not necessarily a linear process and some
steps may need to be repeated over the years. The typical steps are:
a. initiate the improvement process, form a working group
b. analyze the existing conditions
c. establish focus and direction – agree on problem definition
d. design alternative courses of action including alternative service designs
e. assess alternative options – select the best coordinated service approach
f.

implement the preferred choice – formulate an action plan

g. evaluate and improve the service – reconfigure as necessary
2.1.11 School Bus Sharing
•

Minimum Population Range: n/a

•

Capital Costs: none (based on using existing vehicles and resources)

•

Operating Costs: depends on use

•

Vehicles: would use existing vehicles already being used by school districts

•

Types of Trips Best Served: any

•

Types of Clients Best Served: potentially anyone

•

Program Operator: local government, or school district

This concept is based on rural residents and students sharing the use of yellow school buses.
Sharing means residents either riding at the same time as students, or allowing residents to use
the buses when they are not required for student transport. In many rural areas, the yellow
school bus fleet is the only significant fleet of buses and certainly the only fleet operating any
type of scheduled service on rural roads.
There are many challenges to making school buses available for public use ranging from legal
restrictions to cramped seating that is not designed to accommodate adults. Critically, Alberta
law currently prohibits yellow school buses from carrying non-student passengers when the
buses are transporting students to/from school. However, there are instances in other North
American jurisdictions where similar restrictions have been changed.
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In order for school buses to be included in the list of possible transportation resources for rural
residents, support would be needed from the RCMP, school boards, bus operators, legislators
and parents. There are issues of liability and insurance, accessibility of the vehicles, and
regarding the co-mingling of students and non-student residents. Notwithstanding the relevant
issues, co-mingling of students and the public does occur on urban bus routes in larger centres
with public transit operations, and there are few problems.
A possible alternative may be to replace some school bus routes in rural areas with rural transit
service, which does not face any legal limitations on co-mingling of passengers. Part of the
subsidy of the rural service could be paid by the school district and rural residents would have
unhindered access to public transit. There would still be some outstanding issues such as the
need to adjust routes as students enter or leave the system; however, the problems are not
insurmountable.
2.1.12 Jitney
•

Minimum Population Range: 100,000

•

Capital Costs: van or small bus ($40,000 to $100,000)

•

Operating Costs: approximately $50/h

•

Vehicles: purchased

•

Types of Trips Best Served: all

•

Types of Clients Best Served: all

•

Program Operator: private operator

Jitneys are small-capacity buses or vans operating on fixed routes when demand warrants.
Jitneys only leave their terminal station when they have boarded an adequate number of
passengers. On well-used routes in areas with high population densities or low car ownership,
jitneys can provide frequent service. In some parts of the world, jitneys are the main form of
public transportation. Jitneys are often owner-operated which keeps costs down, but it means
that they must operate profitably.
Jitneys are likely a poor match for the low-density areas of Central Alberta. There are typically
too few passengers to allow the services to operate profitably and the headways would be so
erratic due to the lack of passengers that the services discourage use.
2.1.13 Car Sharing
•

Minimum Population Range: varies

•

Capital Costs: purchase of cars, software

•

Operating Costs: covered by user fees, rentals

•

Types of Trips Best Served: casual (e.g. appointments, medical, shopping, leisure/social)
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•

Types of Clients Best Served: persons without a car or without a second car

•

Program Operator: private sector or community cooperatives

Car sharing typically involves automobile or light truck rentals by the hour for pre-approved
members. Car sharing is a mode that is designed to support public transit use or encourage
families to forego purchasing a second or third car. Rentals are provided for about $10/hr with
no minimum rental period.
Large-scale car sharing currently only exists in Canada in major cities like Vancouver and
Toronto and the market potential has not been tested in smaller communities. It seems likely
that this mode would not be feasible in small communities due to the overhead necessary to
manage a small fleet and the likely low demand for vehicles.
Smaller-scale cooperative vehicle ownership models also exist, and may provide a scalable
model that could reduce the need for discretionary vehicle ownership. By distributing fixed costs
of ownership of less vehicles over a larger number of people, and sharing the availability of such
vehicles (e.g. among neighbours or other defined groups), an effective and environmentallyfriendly option may be possible.
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3.0

Overall Strategy / Framework

Based on the project objectives and stakeholder consultation, this section outlines a proposed
overall framework for a regional transportation system for the CAEP area.

3.1

PROPOSED SYSTEM FRAMEWORK

Figure 3.1 illustrates a proposed system framework, based on three components.
 A regional transit spine, which could potentially provide scheduled, fixed-route transit
service along the central highway routes connecting the larger population centres within the
CAEP area.
 A set of sub-regional transit connectors, which could provide various forms of customized
transit service reflecting the specific passenger travel needs and budget availability of
participating municipalities.
 An underlying layer of local transit support for sparsely-populated areas, which could
provide additional transportation options even in areas where larger-scale transit options are
not feasible.
Figure 3.2 illustrates the extent of the CAEP area that could be positively impacted by such
regional transportation system. The darker grey shading represents a distance of 25 km or less
(~18 minutes drive or less) from the regional transit spine, and the lighter grey shading
represents a distance of 15 km or less (~12 minutes drive) from the sub-regional transit
connectors.
This is based on the idea that residents within that shaded area could potentially benefit from
the regional transportation service if it existed. For example, in the rural context, 25 km would be
a reasonable distance to drive to a collection point for the regional transit spine (e.g. a town
centre, or a park-and-ride or passenger drop-off location). Similarly, 15 km would be a
reasonable distance to travel to access a transit connector (and might also be feasible to cover
through a route-deviated transit service).
Each of these system components is described in additional detail below.
3.1.1

Regional Transit Spine

Fixed route rural bus service is feasible along the two spines that divide the CAEP region into
quadrants: Highway 2A and Highway 11 (see Figure 3.3).
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Figure 3.3 - Rural Fixed Route Bus Network

Existing Conditions
Both corridors are currently served by Greyhound Lines, which operates two or three daily
round-trip services, stopping at the larger communities on Highway 2A, and one daily round-trip
on Highway 11. Greyhound charges about $0.30 to $0.40 per kilometre for a regular one-way
ride on the Highway 2A corridor, although discounts are available. The undiscounted one-way
trip from the outer end of each the four spokes that form the spine to the centre at Red Deer
costs about $27. The current schedule provides for trips south from Wetaskiwin at 1:00 AM,
7:00 AM, and 4:00 PM, and north from Didsbury at 7:50 AM, with same-day round-trips
possible. On Highway 11, Greyhound departs Rocky Mountain House at 7:00 AM and returns at
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7:00 PM. Greyhound departs Stettler at 2:55 PM but the next return trip is the following day at
8:45 AM.
The Greyhound service is not designed to provide commuter access to or from Red Deer.
Although some trips fit regular commuter times there is not always a suitable return trip, and the
fares within the CAEP region are too high to encourage regular commuter use. The schedules
and fares are designed to attract longer-haul passengers to destinations such as Edmonton,
Calgary and beyond.
The populations in the towns along the spines, as shown in Table 3.1, add up to a significant
number of people that should be sufficient to support a rural bus service that meets commuter,
education, shopping, personal business and leisure needs.
Table 3.1 - Spine Route Municipal Populations
Town/Village/Hamlet
Wetaskiwin
Hobbema
Ermineskin Tribe
Ponoka
Lacombe
Blackfalds
North Subtotal
Penhold
Innisfail
Bowden
Olds
Didsbury
Carstairs
South Subtotal

Population
12,285
12,000
2,904
6,576
11,733
5,610
51,108
2,114
7,883
1,236
7,248
4,599
2,656
25,736

Town/Village/Hamlet
Rocky Mountain House
Sylvan Lake
Benalto
West Subtotal
Joffre Employees
Joffre Residents
Erskine
Stettler
East Subtotal

Grand Total

Population
7,231
11,115
385
18,731
1,000
200
100
5,843
7,143

102,718

In addition to the current inter-city bus service along Highway 2, some strategic-level planning
has been completed for a longer-term potential high-speed rail link between Edmonton and
Calgary, including stops at both international airports and a stop in the Red Deer area. If an
when a high-speed rail station opens in the Red Deer area, any regional transportation system
serving the CAEP area would logically connect to it. However, this is a longer-term and
uncertain scenario which has not been directly included in this regional transportation
framework.
Regional Transit Spine - Vehicle Types
It is assumed that the network would be operated with cutaway-style small bus(es) similar to
one of those shown in Figure 3.4. The buses would be equipped with a wheelchair lift and
therefore should be eligible for capital grants from senior levels of government. The service
could also be contracted-out, with the operator responsible for providing the vehicle; however
under such an arrangement grants would not be available to cover the initial acquisition of the
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Regional Transit Spine - Service Options
Five alternative service levels for the transit spine were examined, to project possible fares and
the net cost to the system. These options are labelled A to E in this document, and are
described below.
 Option A - Weekday Peak + Mid-Day Service
Option A is based on providing service Monday through Friday, from about 7:00 AM to 8:00
PM on all four spokes of the spine shown in Figure 3.3. This option requires four buses; one
bus is dedicated to each spoke with all four buses leaving Red Deer in the morning at about
6:00 AM. At an average speed of about 70 km/h, a one-way trip to the outermost
communities would take about 70 to 75 minutes. The full service schedule utilizes one bus
on each of the four spokes in the morning and evening, and two buses in total for all four
spokes during the mid day period. Five trips would be provided in each direction each day. A
total of 53 hours of revenue service are provided each weekday. In addition, it has been
estimated that there will be about 4 hours of deadhead time.
Based on the experience of other rural transit operations ridership has been estimated at
about 3.5 boardings per hour, resulting in a projection of 160 passengers per day for the
entire network. It has been assumed the routes stay on the highways, except that a
diversion to the Red Deer Regional Airport and the Joffre Petrochemical Complex has been
included on the south and east routes respectively.
An operating cost of $55.00/h has been assumed based on contracted service, and public
ownership of the vehicles. The average fare is projected to be $3.50. The single ride ticket
for an adult could be priced as high as $15.00 with discounts available for multiple trips,
monthly passes and seniors or students. Passes should be priced at about $150 per month
for adults. This fare would be significantly lower than the current fares on Greyhound Lines
and would be expected to stimulate new travel within the CAEP network. It is not expected
that there would be a significant impact on Greyhound, as it is believed that most of the
traffic they serve in this corridor is long haul to destinations such as Edmonton and Calgary
and beyond. The total annual cost to provide the services is about $783,000, of which the
fares are projected to cover about 22%. Urban transit systems in Alberta generally cover
between 40% and 50% of their costs from the farebox, but they have significantly higher
ridership per hour. This leaves a balance of $609,000 that must be covered by other public
or private sources.
The annual ridership of 49,700 is less than one annual transit trip per capita for all of the
towns along the four spokes. Urban transit systems that operate entirely within small towns
(under 20,000 population) usually generate at least 10 trips per capita. This suggests that
the estimate of 3.5 rides per hour is potentially understated, but reasonable given the limited
service being provided.
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 Option B - Weekday Peak-Only Service
Option B would run buses only during the morning and afternoon peak periods. This time
period is expected to have the highest ridership potential. The total daily revenue hours is
reduced from 53 hours to 45 with the elimination of midday service. The average number of
boardings per hour is projected to increase slightly with the elimination of the less utilized
midday service. However, it may be necessary to create a guaranteed ride home program
so that workers are reassured they can head home if there is a midday emergency.
A peak only service would cost about $646,000 to operate annually. It is estimated that the
farebox would cover about 35% of the cost, leaving a balance of $435,000 to be covered
from other sources.
 Option C - Three Days Per Week Limited Service
In Option C, a minimal or “lifeline” type service would be offered. This option is based on
providing two round-trips on each spoke, on three days each week. This would allow
shopping or medical trips to occur by making possible a round-trip to Red Deer from each of
the spokes on three days per week. This option reduces the number of buses required from
four to one, and the number of daily hours decreases to just 12 hours, although service is
now provided six days per week. The ridership is projected at a lower level, about 2
passengers per hour or about 7,200 per year. The annual cost is estimated at $215,000 and
about 18% is covered from the farebox, leaving a deficit of $176,700 to be covered from
other sources.
 Option D - Weekday Enhanced Inner Spine Service + Mid-Day Service
In the Option D service scenario, two peak hour trips are provided in each direction, in each
peak period on all four legs of the spine, however the services only cover the inner most
portion of the spine. Service operates during the peaks between Red Deer and Lacombe,
Sylvan Lake, Joffre and Innisfail. The two peak hour trips are designed to support
employment and school based trips from the region immediately surrounding Red Deer.
During the midday period two round trips are provided on each leg of the Spine to allow
return trips to Red Deer from all points in the region for doctor visits, socializing, shopping
and other trip purposes. This service option generates more riders per hour as the peak
service is concentrated in the locations with the greatest likelihood of generating
passengers. The annual cost of operation is estimated at about $467,500 with a subsidy of
$296,000.
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 Option E - Weekday Enhanced Inner Spine Service + Three Days Per Week Mid-Day
Service
Option E is based on the same routing and schedules as Option D except that the midday
service only operates three days per week. This service would cost about $371,000 to
operate, and require a subsidy of $212,000 annually.
Table 3.2 summarizes the service levels associated with the options, including some examples
of service coverage that could typically be provided with each.
Table 3.2 - Potential Spine Service Options / Examples
Option

Portion of
Spine

Weekday Mornings

Weekday Mid-Days

Weekday Afternoons /
Evenings

A

complete spine

2 departures each
direction (between 6:00
AM & 10:30 AM)

1 departure each
direction (between
10:30 AM & 5:30 PM)

2 departures each
direction (between 5:30
PM & 10:00 PM)

B

complete spine

2 departures each
direction (between 6:00
AM & 10:30 AM)

none

2 departures each
direction (between 2:30
PM & 7:00 PM)

C

complete spine
(3 days/week
for each of
E/W and N/S
directions)

1 departure each
direction (between 7:00
AM & 10:00 AM)

none

1 departure each
direction (between 4:00
PM & 7:00 PM)

inner spine
only

2 departures each
direction (between 6:00
AM & 8:00 AM)

none

2 departures each
direction (between 4:00
PM & 6:00 PM)

complete spine

none

1 departure each
direction (between 8:00
AM & 10:00 AM) plus
1 departure each
direction (between 2:00
PM & 4:00 PM)

none

inner spine
only

2 departures each
direction (between 6:00
AM & 8:00 AM)

none

2 departures each
direction (between 4:00
PM & 6:00 PM)

none

1 departure each
direction (between 8:00
AM & 10:00 AM) plus
1 departure each
direction (between 2:00
PM & 4:00 PM)

none

D

E
complete spine
(3 days/week)
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For calculation purposes, all scenarios are based on free transfers allowed onto Red Deer
Transit within Red Deer5. If Red Deer Transit was to be reimbursed for transfers, it would be
necessary to increase the fare on the rural services or decrease the revenue estimate.
The ridership for each of the options was based on the level of service and ridership as related
to other similar rural services in western Canada and the U.S. Table 3.3 shows the assumed
ridership per service hour for each of the options, weighted for peak and off peak.
Table 3.3 - Assumed Ridership Per Hour
Option A

Option B

Option C

Option D

Option E

Percentage Peak Hrs

25%

100%

0%

57%

69%

Percentage Off Peak Hrs

75%

0%

100%

43%

31%

Passengers/Peak Hr

6

6

0

10

10

Passengers/Off Peak Hr

3

0

3

3

3

3.75

6.00

3.00

6.98

7.83

Weighted Average

Summary of Fixed Route Options
Table 3.4 compares the projected annual results for each of the options.
Table 3.4 - Summary of Fixed Route Options
Option A
Number of Buses

Option B

Option C

Option D

Option E

4

4

1

4

4

Weekly Revenue Hours

285

215

72

140

116

Weekly Deadhead Hours

20

20

5

30

30

3.75

6.00

3.00

6.98

7.83

Annual Passengers

49,688

51,919

10,800

48,888

45,414

Average Fare

$3.50

$3.50

$3.50

$3.50

$3.50

$173,906

$211,669

$37,800

$171,108

$158,949

$55

$55

$55

$55

$55

$783,750

$646,250

$214,500

$467,500

$371,250

22%

35%

18%

37%

43%

$609,844

$434,581

$176,700

$296,392

$212,301

Passengers Per Hour

Annual Revenue
Operating Cost / Hour
Annual Cost (estimated)
Farebox Recovery
Subsidy Required
(approximate)

To provide an example of context, if the above costs were shared equally based on population
(e.g. as summarized in Table 3.1), the resulting costs from Table 3.4 would be in the order of

5

This analysis assumption would be subject to discussion / negotiation as part of the implementation
phase, and has not been agreed to by the City of Red Deer.
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$10,000 to $30,000 per year for a community with a population of 5,000. Additional information
on potential cost-sharing options is provided in Section 3.2.2.
3.1.2

Transit Connectors

In the areas not covered by the regional spine, passenger demand is not expected to be
sufficient to operate fixed route bus service. However, there is apparent demand for travel
between communities for trip purposes such as medical appointments, shopping and leisure
activities. Not every community offers the same range of services, and people in the rural areas
understand and expect to have to travel to other nearby communities to find the services they
need. The resulting set of origins and destinations is somewhat dispersed, but does tend to
create natural linkages around centres that have, for example, a medical centre and associated
health and personal business establishments.
Some of the linkages where such potential demand may exist are illustrated in Figure 3.5, and
are considered potential locations for a “transit connector” type of public / shared transportation.
The detailed configurations of the connectors do not need to be exactly as shown in the figure,
and would be created to reflect the specific transportation demands needing to be served. The
design of transit connector service (e.g. routes / connections and hours / frequency of service)
may be customized to potentially target transit service such that net economic development
opportunities are optimized.
These lower- volume connections would generally not be able to support transit services
operated with paid drivers, although in some cases staff shared with other municipal functions
may be able to operate vans or small buses. The regional transportation toolbox includes a
number of options that can operate without full time drivers, or only part-time staff.
One such option is the Community Van, which could be used to service one of the identified
potential connector linkages. The van could be operated two days per week by municipal staff
for a scheduled trip. On other days, the van would be available to community groups to use for
outings or trips to further points such as Red Deer, Edmonton or Calgary. Some level of cost
recovery would be achieved by charging a modest rental fee.
The cost to the municipalities served by the community vans would include the initial acquisition
cost of the vehicles, fuel and maintenance (some of which would be offset by the rental fees).
The operating cost of the van will be about $0.60 per kilometre based on a slight premium over
the current Revenue Canada automobile operating costs. This amount would cover fuel, oil,
maintenance and depreciation. A typical connector route might involve a 100 kilometre roundtrip over 8 hours. The cost would be about $60.00 based on the kilometre rate and about
$25.00/hour for a driver or $200 for a total cost of $260. If 10 passengers take the trip, the
average cost of the transport is $26.00 per passenger (round-trip).
Based on providing a return trip on two days per week, the annual cost for the van would be
about $27,040, and would service about 1,040 passengers per year. For scheduled services, a
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round trip fare of $5.00 may be appropriate, bringing the net cost down to $21,840 or about
$21.00 per passenger (round-trip). As a result of the relatively few persons transported on the
service the cost per trip is the highest of all the services examined.
If the van was used two times per week by community groups for trips with an average length of
150 kilometres, the cost of the total program would be an additional $9,400, with an offset from
rental fees. Existing community vans in Red Deer County generally charge a below market rate
for rental of the vehicle ranging from $5/h to $25/h plus mileage in some cases.
3.1.3

Rural Local Transit Support

The provision of transportation options to enable rural residents to reach a local municipality for
non-work trips is an important service that can help slow rural depopulation and retain local
economic activity. Because much of the CAEP area is (by its rural nature) sparsely populated,
developing transportation support options is challenging to achieve cost-effectively. For these
areas (illustrated in green in Figure 3.6), informal or local-oriented transportation support options
may be the only practical option. However, such approaches may also be relevant as an
underlying layer of transportation options even in areas where transit connectors or the transit
spine are implemented over time.
Volunteer driver programs and voucher programs are two methods by which municipalities or
other local groups can help improve local rural mobility through shared transportation. Volunteer
Driver and Voucher programs reimburse drivers to transport clients using a per-kilometre rate.
The rate per kilometre can vary, but should not exceed the $0.52 per kilometre determined by
Revenue Canada as the operating cost for a private vehicle. As an example, establishing a
25 km maximum distance for a one-way trip, or 50 km round-trip, would help define an upper
limit on the municipal cost of such a program; at the same time, it would give most rural
residents access to the nearest adjacent town with shopping, banking and other services. Using
the per-kilometre rate the maximum cost of such a trip would be $26.00, although most trips
would likely cost $15.00 or less. This type of transportation program is not designed to provide
access to jobs or education.
The cost exposure for the programs can be established though the allocation of a kilometre per
week or per month budget assigned to all clients. For example, someone who signs up for the
program may be given a budget of 150 kilometres per month that they could use to go
shopping, or attend church etc., subject to there being a driver ready to make the trip. A user
would have the choice of making many small local trips, or saving up and taking a few longer
trips. The program could be administered from a central location or perhaps four local offices
(e.g. one in each quadrant of the CAEP area). Given the rural tradition of neighbours helping
neighbours, a volunteer driver program or voucher program would seem to have a good chance
of success. The coordinating office would register and recruit potential drivers and those clients
in need of a ride. Voucher programs need less support, and the client takes on more of the
burden for finding someone to provide the ride. A single full-time position would be required to
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get the program up and running and provide day-to-day management. Software is available to
allow automatic booking of trips by telephone or internet.
Based on one full time position, a total capacity of about 10,000 round-trips, and an average
round-trip length of 30 km, the total program cost would be around $225,000. A nominal or
value-based membership fee or donation structure can also be implemented to raise some
money that can be used to offset the program costs (e.g. a fee or donation of $5.00 per round
trip was used in the financial calculations described herein). Since drivers are only reimbursed
for operating costs, there is no need for the drivers to carry special insurance or hold a different
class of license. The agency managing the program does require insurance, but the coverage is
widely available. A budget of $225,000 would be sufficient to provide one trip per week for about
200 people for one year, or about 10,000 person trips at an average cost of about $22.50 per
trip.
Significant resources (typically organizational rather than financial) are available through many
sources to help guide the establishment of such programs, help recruit drivers and register
clients. The cost of a volunteer driver program may appear to be expensive, however in a rural
setting the distances are long and the vehicle operating costs are not inconsequential. The
payment of the Revenue Canada rate of $0.52 per kilometre is still significantly less expensive
than a typical Alberta taxi charge. For example a one way five kilometre trip in a Red Deer taxi
currently costs about $11.30, or about $4.25 per kilometre and that does not include assistance
or any waiting time at the destination.
Other local transit support measures can also be undertaken on a broader scale, such as
promotion and support for car pooling.

3.2

FUNDING

The cost of providing shared / public transportation typically comprises capital costs (e.g.
equipment, vehicles, garages) and operating costs (e.g. drivers, fuel, maintenance). Capital
costs are generally easier to finance, as grants are available from both public and private
sources for these one-time expenses. Operating dollars are much more difficult to fund as they
are usually reoccurring costs that must be covered each year, and grant availability is limited or
nil for operating costs.
3.2.1

Capital Costs

Capital costs for buses and vans will generally be eligible for provincial funding support if the
vehicles are low floor or include wheelchair lift. Program rules and eligibility may change from
year to year, but grants of up to 100% are often available. Federal grants are also available in
conjunction with provincial funding. Private donations of cash or vehicles are often available in
sponsorship arrangements in exchange for advertising the source of the money or vehicle on
the vehicle itself. Local funding sources such as charities or church groups may also partly or
wholly fund vehicles. Ancillary equipment such as radios or dispatch software is usually eligible
for grant programs as well. Given the small fleet size, a dedicated maintenance facility is not

3.11

CAEP REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY - GUIDE & TOOLBOX
Overall Strategy / Framework
September 9, 2010

likely required. Gasoline powered vehicles can be parked outdoors, although it is preferable to
park larger diesel vehicles indoors in the winter to reduce warm up time.
3.2.2

Operating Costs

Table 3.5 provides a comparison of the operating cost of transporting passengers on the
regional transit spine, the transit connectors, and the rural local transit support services. The net
cost per person transported ranges from $4.67 to $12.27 for the fixed route service options on
the spine, and up to $26.00 per passenger for trips on the transit connectors.
Table 3.5 - Estimated Operating Cost Comparison
Cost Per Passenger
Trip

Net Cost Per Passenger
Trip

Cost
Recovery

Transit Spine - Option A

$15.77

$12.27

22%

Transit Spine - Option B

$12.45

$ 8.95

35%

Transit Spine - Option C

$19.86

$16.36

18%

Transit Spine - Option D

$ 9.56

$ 6.06

37%

Transit Spine - Option E

$ 8.17

$ 4.67

43%

Transit Connectors
(e.g. community bus)

$26.00

$21.00

19%

Rural Local Support
(e.g. volunteer driver program)

$22.50

$17.50

22%

The best farebox recovery is projected to be about 43% for Option E (Weekday Enhanced Inner
Spine Service + Three Days Per Week Mid-Day Service). The farebox recovery for the other
options ranges between 19% and 37%. The remainder of the funding will likely need to be
allocated from local tax sources. In Western Canada, only the Government of British Columbia
provides operating subsidies for local transit services in small communities. In every other
province, the full subsidy is covered from local sources which depend heavily on property tax
revenues.
For the CAEP services there are several possibilities for sharing cost recovery, at least one of
which depends on the type of service operated on the spine. The first is to allocate costs to the
sub-regions served by the four spine routes, and define service areas for each of the connector
routes. The subsidy required for each route would be apportioned only to the service area being
served by the individual service. This would be the fairest system, but in practice it would be
difficult to implement. Deciding how far the service area extended in light of possible use by
park-and-riders would make the drawing of boundaries a potentially controversial and difficult
task. Similarly, allocating costs on a per route basis would require extensive bookkeeping and
add to the overhead burden, possibly creating disagreements difficult to resolve by consensus.
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A second, alternative approach would be to assess all communities equally for the service. In
communities far from the spine, the revenues would be used to support the connector services,
whatever form they take, and in the areas closer to the spine the funds would support the spine
transit operation. A sliding scale could be developed based on community size or distance from
the spine, and calculated based on population or assessed value.
The third approach would only be considered if spine service Option D or Option E was
selected. Under these hybrid schemes, more service is provided on the innermost sections of
the spine. Building on this service pattern, the cost of the spine services would be shared based
on the proportion of the service provided. In Option D, the inner communities have six daily
round trips, while the outer communities have only two round trips. This would mean that the
inner communities would be responsible for 2/3 of the net cost. However, this type of
arrangement is not preferred since minor service adjustments could result in small changes to
the allocation formula which could make the financial calculations overly complex. It is
noteworthy that in urban areas all neighbourhoods pay the same proportion of their taxes
towards transit regardless of the level of service being provided.

3.3

FARES AND TRANSFERS / INTEGRATION

Fares
It is suggested that fares on the spine routes be established using distance-based zones. Each
spine could be divided into zones of about 5 km to 10 km and fares or passes developed that
reflect the distance travelled. For example if the cash fare was set at $3.00 per zone, a trip on
one zone would be $3.00, but a trip to the end of the line might be 5 zones, or $15.00.
Discounts could be available for seniors, youth or for the purchase of monthly passes. The fare
system outside the spine would have to be designed to match the type of service being
provided.
Transfers / Integration
Reciprocity with Red Deer Transit would permit transfers between users of the rural system and
services within Red Deer. Integration or coordination of fares and service is an important
element, as the spine service would not be intended to provide direct service to all destinations
within Red Deer. Similarly, the frequency and routing of connecting transit within Red Deer
would be important and would potentially have impacts on Red Deer Transit to be coordinated
with a regional transportation strategy.
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4.0

Implementation

4.1

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY STAGING

The proposed regional transportation strategy for Central Alberta consists of three related
components, each of which has different factors affecting implementation of the strategy in
stages.
It is important to note that flexibility in approaching implementation is both an asset to the
proposed strategy, and a requirement. There are numerous ways that the elements of this
strategy can be combined to form a regional transportation system, and there will be flexibility
and compromise involved in developing an implementation approach that is pragmatic within the
context of the CAEP region.
Although most references in this document are related to current members of CAEP, the
regional transportation strategy elements can feasibly be expanded to encompass new rural,
urban, or industrial / institutional / First Nations participants over time.
Regional Transit Spine
The regional transit spine is to some degree an “all or nothing” endeavour, at least in how its
individual sections are implemented. Similar to human anatomy, the spine is not functional if it is
broken into small sub-sections. The transit spine must create contiguous connections and the
greater the extent of coverage of the spine, the more effective it will be.
•

At a minimum, the spine would consist of one leg of the “inner” spine system, e.g. the inner
leg in the west direction (Sylvan Lake - Red Deer), or the inner leg in the north direction
(Lacombe - Red Deer).

•

Preferably, the initial stages of the regional transit spine would consist of two to four legs of
the “inner” spine (any directions), or one leg of the complete spine, e.g. the entire leg in the
west direction (Rocky Mountain House - Red Deer) or the entire leg in the north direction
(Wetaskiwin - Red Deer).

•

Park-and-ride facilities could be included at the endpoints of an initial stage of the regional
transit spine (e.g. Sylvan Lake, Lacombe) in addition to those at collection points along the
spine route.

Transit Connectors
The transit connectors are envisioned as elements that can be implemented individually
according to the readiness and commitment of proponents wanting to build part of the regional
system.
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•

•

At a minimum, a transit connector will typically require a bilateral partnership between two
parties that are ready and committed to creating a regional connection (typically between
the two parties involved). Examples could include:
o

two towns creating a transit connector between themselves

o

a town and an institutional agency (e.g. educational, healthcare) or company (e.g. an
industrial employer) creating a transit connector between themselves

o

a county and a major employer (e.g. economic development centre being attracted
or retained) creating a transit connector between employees and employment needs

More feasibly, a transit connector will result from a multilateral partnership where several
parties are ready and committed to creating a regional connection. Examples could include
various combinations of those listed in the previous bullet. One combination that would be
particularly appropriate would be for a county to partner with some or all of the larger towns
within it as well as other relevant partners (e.g. employers, institutions, First Nations).

The level of readiness and interest in providing public / shared transportation (or “transit
connectors”) to serve such interactions may differ in various locations throughout the CAEP
area. Although individual transit connectors can be customized and do not require minimum
sizes, certainly more and longer transit connectors will work together better and provide
increasingly attractive service, thus creating a virtuous cycle of increasing patronage.
Rural Local Transit Support
Rural local transit support is envisioned as an underlying part of the fabric of the CAEP area,
particularly for more-remote and sparsely-populated areas. It is not location-specific, and does
not require specific partnerships to implement. Rather it can be implemented on a scaled basis
according to need and the availability / commitment of resources.

4.2

GOVERNANCE / OVERARCHING ORGANIZATION

As noted, the proposed regional transportation strategy for Central Alberta consists of three
related components, which can theoretically operate in isolation but will be much more effective
if they are viewed as inter-related and mutually-supportive, with an overall level of coordination
or organization.
Not in CAEP Mandate
The Central Alberta Economic Partnership (CAEP) is open to helping create such a coordinating
agency if appropriate, but does not view that function as being part of its own mandate.
Existing or New Regional Agency / Authority?
The individual elements of the strategy, including the regional spine, the transit connectors, and
the rural local supporting services can be scheduled, organized and/or contracted at a local
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level. However, in order to function as an overall system there needs to be some type of
overarching organizational structure and that is a role that can be fulfilled by an existing regional
agency, or a new dedicated transportation authority.
Capitalize on Existing Red Deer Transit Organizational Capacity?
The regional spine service could potentially fit within the existing structure of Red Deer Transit.
However, the structure to collect the subsidy dollars from the local and county governments and
develop the detailed service specifications should be a regional function. Red Deer Transit
could operate the service under contract to a regional transportation agency. Red Deer Transit
could even be restructured to become a regional transportation authority for the entire Central
Alberta area.
Benefits of Coordination of Transit Connectors
The transit connectors will use resources that are best managed at the local level, including
municipal garages and potentially drivers from other municipal departments. However, there is a
regional role in insuring that the implemented connections link to the regional spine in a
coordinated fashion. The actual vehicles could rotate around the various municipalities and the
regional transportation agency would have a role in developing the schedule for sharing and
coordinating local contributions for funding.
Benefits of Coordination of Rural Local Transit Support
A regional transportation agency could also have a large role in organizing the local
transportation programs such as rural volunteer drivers. Although the actual organization of the
system would be locally based, there is a need for regional assistance in handling training and
recruiting of volunteers and perhaps also in handling details such as vouchers and payment
systems. Centralizing those functions would relieve the local authorities of much of overhead
needed to make a volunteer driver or voucher system a reality.
Transparency & Accountability
In terms of public accountability, issues such as fare setting, use of tax dollars and service
policies should be established at an agency that functions with a public board of directors, and
open public meetings. Rather than having individual municipalities or counties handling these
types of issues the best solution would appear to be an existing or new regional agency or
authority.

4.3

RISKS & REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

As part of the implementation phase, further details of regulatory requirements need to be
examined and addressed, depending on which components of the strategy are undertaken.
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Examples include provincial and federal regulatory requirements such as an operating authority
certificate, safety fitness certificate, insurance, and necessary application / inspection steps6.
Currently, there are several existing carriers providing scheduled services for communities
within the CAEP area. In many of the regulatory steps noted above, there are risks that an
appeal may be launched by an existing carrier. This process involves a hearing at the Alberta
Motor Transportation Board to determine the regulator’s response.
A weight restriction on buses traveling on provincial highways has been an issue affecting some
initiatives to provide regional transportation in Alberta. Regulations pertaining to inter-municipal
bus transportation are currently under review by the Province, and will require further review
and application as part of the implementation phase.
There are also typical risks related to liability which would require further review and resolution
at the implementation phase, depending on the type of service undertaken and the type of overarching organizational structure that is pursued. Insurance requirements would need to be
established, both at the organizational level (e.g. a regional transportation authority) and at the
individual level (e.g. use of personal vehicles for shared transportation purposes).

4.4

READINESS CRITERIA

Below are listed a number of criteria that would typically be important in establishing the type of
regional transportation strategy proposed herein. These criteria might be viewed as “trigger
points” and when several of them are deemed to be present, the probability of a successful
regional transportation initiative would be greater.
Are there:
9 numerous public requests?
9 one or more business / institutional requests (especially those including potential funding
opportunities)?
9 financial resources available (e.g. grants, municipal sources, industry sources)?
9 human resources available (e.g. volunteer drivers, municipal staff, service organizations)?
9 partnerships initiated (e.g. to create transit connectors)?
9 consistencies with prevailing / supportive plans and policies (e.g. municipal development
plan goals, transportation master plan goals, sustainability objectives)?
9 local supporting transportation facilities (e.g. bicycle / pedestrian networks within towns,
trails / connections between significant destinations, park-and-ride or other collection points
available for shared transportation purposes)?
6

Refer to: http://www.transportation.alberta.ca/499.htm
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Photo
Optional
CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy
Stakeholder Meetings

Regional Transportation Strategy Phases
• Phase I – Technical Audit / Needs Assessment

• Phase II – this project

• Phase III - Implementation
• accepted as information by
CAEP Board
• provides background info /
analysis to be incorporated
where appropriate

Vision for the Regional Transportation Strategy
"CAEP's Regional Transportation project will
promote the development of a balanced and
sustainable transportation strategy providing the
region with reasonable and affordable
transportation choices"

Scope (Phase II)
• regional [supported by local] transportation
• ‘economic development’  ‘social service’ [both]
• ‘specific’ economic development 
‘general’ economic development’ [both]

Existing Regional Transportation Systems

• seniors / mobility
impaired transportation

• K – 12 School
Transportation
• shared ride systems
(private / employer
systems)

CAEP Online Transportation Surveys

Spatial Analysis – approximation of desire lines

Shopping Trip – corridors
• linear / corridors
• longer distances
• less frequent trips (~weekly)

Hospital Trip – local zones
• more-localized
• shorter distances (for basic
hospital access)
• variable timing of trips

Combined Trip Types

• “from everywhere, to
everywhere”
• county-based trips similarly
dispersed

Potential Transit “Modes”

Guidebook / Toolbox Approach
• A resource to help “Municipality X” figure out:
• what kind of transportation demand might
there be (trip types / magnitudes)?
• ‘how much’ transportation should we
provide for our community type (e.g. size,
location & linkages to others)?
• what transit mode might serve our
transportation needs cost-effectively?

Potential System Framework

Potential “Spine” Routes

Potential Transit Vehicles

Three Service Level Examples
• Weekday Peak + Afternoon Service
• Weekday Peak-Only Service
• Alternate-Days Limited Service
Weekday Peak +
Offpeak Service

Weekday PeakOnly Service

Alternate-Days
Limited Service

Number of Buses

4

4

1

Daily Revenue Hrs

57

43

12

Daily
Hrs

4

4

1

3.5

3.75

2

~43,000

~40,000

~7,000

$5.00

$5.00

$5.00

~$215 K

~$200 K

~$35 K

$55

$55

$55

~$785 K

~$645 K

~$215 K

Farebox Recovery

27%

31%

17%

Subsidy Required

~$570 K

~$445 K

~$180 K

Deadhead

Passengers
Hour

Per

Annual Passengers
Average Fare
Annual Revenue
Operating Cost/Hr
Annual Cost

Spine with Connectors (+ Local Support)

Vision
CAEP's Regional Transportation project
will promote the development of a
balanced and sustainable transportation
strategy providing the region with
reasonable and affordable transportation
choices

The Regional Transportation Strategy must:
be long term and innovative
• responsive and adaptable to the
changing needs of the community
• environmentally friendly
• equitable and sustainable for
users and stakeholders
• accommodate identification and
prioritization of community needs
generate economic development
opportunities
• move people efficiently
• create jobs
• connect communities
• create opportunities for First
Nations
• support employment needs in
smaller communities

be implementable
• easily duplicated and scalable
template
• specific to the CAEP region
• affordable
• create awareness of regional
public transportation to all CAEP
members
• build member participation

Input & Discussion: The ‘spines’
• Evaluate the 3 objectives
against each of the
‘spine’ service delivery
models

•

• Consider:

•

– strengths and challenges
(flip chart)
– Suggestions, up to 5
(1/sticky note)

Objectives:
1) be long term and
innovative
2) generate economic
development opportunities
3) be implementable

Service delivery models:
a) weekday peak & mid-day
service,
b) weekday peak service,
c) alternate day limited
service.

Transit Connectors

Potential Influence Area

Local Rural Support

Input & Discussion: Connector & Local
Rural Support
• How can you build capacity to implement the
connector routes and local rural supports
– in your community?
– across the region?

• Consider:
– local strengths and opportunities.
– different modes from the toolbox & what will work for
different applications?
– who needs to be involved?

Input & Discussion: Roles & Responsibilities
• What do you see as local and the regional
roles and responsibilities? Consider
–
–
–
–

operations,
coordination,
finance,
other factors.

Council Survey
???

 Section 1: Project Vision & Objectives, (slides 4-6) do you:
 support in principle
 take a neutral position
 withhold support in principle
Please provide comments / rationale:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

 Section 2: Regional Transportation Toolbox (Slide 9), do you:
 support in principle
 take a neutral position
 withhold support in principle
Please provide comments / rationale:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

 Section 3.1: Proposed System Framework, (Slide ??)do you:
 support in principle
 take a neutral position
 withhold support in principle
Please provide comments / rationale:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

Mailing Address
B102, Suite 354, 5212 - 48 Street
Red Deer, Alberta T4N 7C3
www.centralalberta.ab.ca

Site & Courier
Suite 201, 4920 51 Street
Red Deer, Alberta T4N 6K8

Tel 403.357.2237
Tel 1.888.508.2237
Fax 403.357.2288

 Sections 3.2 / 3.3: Funding / Fares and Transfers (Slide 13, do you:
 support in principle
 take a neutral position
 withhold support in principle
Please provide comments / rationale:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________

 Section 4: Implementation slide 14-16, do you:
 support in principle
 take a neutral position
 withhold support in principle
Please provide comments / rationale:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Additional Comments:
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________
Please forward responses to:
Karen Parsley via fax: 403.340.5231 or email karen.parsley@gov.ab.ca.

Mailing Address
B102, Suite 354, 5212 - 48 Street
Red Deer, Alberta T4N 7C3
www.centralalberta.ab.ca

Site & Courier
Suite 201, 4920 51 Street
Red Deer, Alberta T4N 6K8

Tel 403.357.2237
Tel 1.888.508.2237
Fax 403.357.2288
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Company Name

Section 1
Response

Section 2
Response

Section 3.1
Response

Section 3.2 /
3.3 Response

Section 4
Response

City of Red Deer

s

s

n

n

n

City of Wetaskiwin
Clearwater County
County of Paintearth No. 18
County of Stettler No. 6
County of Wetaskiwin No. 10
Kneehill County

s
s
s
s
s
n

s
n
s
s
s
w

s
s
s
s
s
w

n
s
s
s
s
w

n
s
s
s
s
n

Lacombe County
Mountain View County
Red Deer County

n
n
s

n
s
s

n
s
w

n
s
w

n
n
n

Town of Blackfalds
Town of Bowden

s
s

s
s

s
s

s
s

n
s

Town of Bentley

s

s

s

s

s

Town of Castor

s

s

s

s

s

Town of Coronation
Town of Didsbury
Town of Eckville

n
s
w

n
s
w

n
s
w

n
s
w

n
s
w

Town of Lacombe
Town of Millet
Town of Olds
Town of Ponoka
Town of Rimbey
Town of Rocky Mountain House

w
s
s
s
s
s

w
n
s
s
s
s

w
s
s
n
s
n

w
n
s
n
s
w

w
n
s
n
s
n

Town of Sundre
Town of Sylvan Lake

s
s

s
s

n
s

w
s

n
s

Town of Trochu
Village of Carbon
Village of Caroline
Village of Clive

s
n
s
s

s
n
n
s

s
s
s
s

s
n
n
s

s
n
s
n

Village of Delburne
Village of Donalda
Village of Elnora

s
s
s

n
s
n

s
s
s

s
s
s

n
s
s

78.1%

65.6%

68.8%

56.3%

43.8%

15.6%

25.0%

18.8%

25.0%

50.0%

6.3%

9.4%

12.5%

18.8%

6.3%

S = Support In Principle
N = Neutral Position
W = Withhold Support in Principle

32 out of 42 communities responded to our request for feedback (76%)
Total S = 62.5% (100/160)
Total N = 26.9% (43/160)
Total W = 10.6% (17/160)
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Section
1
Project Vision
& Objectives

Support in Principle
City of Red Deer: Objectives need to:
• Recognize marketability based on
demand, which will ensure viability and
sustainability for all users and stakeholders.
• Address accessibility for those who are
disabled, elderly or have limits financially.
• Note that flexibility will be important, as
there are many options in the tool box and
each case may require some flexibility in
ensuring success

Take a Neutral Position
Kneehill County: Benefits those in the spine
but very little benefit out of spine

Withhold Support in Principle
No comments were provided by the two
communities in this section.

Lacombe County: Do not see this impacting
Lacombe County in the foreseeable future
Town of Blackfalds: Stronger links with
business look at Joffre
Village of Carbon: Already have "Caring
Cars" in place operated by Seniors Outreach

City of Wetaskiwin: What is presented is
very logical
Red Deer County: Supports vision and
objectives of the study
Town of Bentley: With the increase costs of
individual transportation (vehicle prices &
costs to operate) regional transportation
systems for areas outside the cities is
becoming a realistic alternative.
Town of Ponoka: Good as to vision and
objectives
Town of Rocky Mountain House: The goals
are solid, can they be met to convince us of
the Economic Development opportunities
and advantages.
Village of Delburne: We would support in
principle but our bus would travel directly
from Delburne to Red Deer
2

City of Red Deer:

Clearwater County: The question is not clear

Kneehill County: Benefits those in the spine
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Regional
Transportation
Toolbox

• A good job on the modes and toolbox
idea.
• Information is very technical.
Recommend in the Implementation Phase,
that assessment of market, demand and
demographics be looked at.
• Acknowledging the real cost of current
transportation is an issue. We need to
quantify what we have now…cost of
vehicular traffic which includes roads,
purchase of vehicles, insurance, operating
costs etc. Needs to be compared to what
is envisioned in this regional approach
• Where is the Province involved? The
Province has no transportation vision, i.e.
high speed rail and how this relates to
other modes of transportation etc. Use of
the tool box could vary depending on
where Province wants to go their vision
• Very little is mentioned about liability
and the cost that might be involved in
insurance related to individuals (e.g.
volunteer or drivers who might be paid but
using their own vehicles) transporting
others.
• There is no mention of a park and ride
option that could be viable in some
situations.

- section 2 is a list of possible transportation
tools. What is supported?

but very little benefit out of spine

Lacombe County: Not sure there is a
demand for this type of service. Do not
believe the programs will be sustainable
without a subsidy.
Village of Caroline: There is nothing to
support/not support. This appears to be an
informational item on tools that could be
used.
Village of Elnora: Concerns over level of
municipal involvement and financial
obligations. Would need more concrete info.
Village of Carbon: Will work in larger
centres.
Village of Delburne: Will wait to see how
this effect our present system

City of Wetaskiwin: I feel some tweaking
and reconsideration of some
ideas/comments is required.
Red Deer County: Red Deer County supports
in principle the regional transportation
toolbox as it identifies a number of different
options for municipalities to utilize in
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addressing local transportation issues.
Town of Blackfalds: Red Deer - what is their
vision for transportation service? Do they
want to grow in the surrounding area?
Town of Bentley: A toolbox will assist in
determining the requirement and feasible
options for regional transportation
Town of Rocky Mountain House: The ideas,
concepts are appealing, understanding that
many do not apply to our Town’s size and
only 1 or 2 (2.1, 2.1.2, 2.1.5, 2.1.3) would be
applied.
3.1
Proposed
System
Framework

City of Wetaskiwin: Again, I feel
reconsideration of some details may be
necessary, especially forecasts for revenue
and operational costs need to better
balance benefits for those further away
from the centre of the hub.
Clearwater County: seems reasonable,
based on geography
County of Paintearth No. 18: Realistic.
Achievable.
Town of Bentley: The proposed system
framework would appear to be a logical
approach to determining the need and
viability of a regional system.
Village of Clive: Although we support in
principle, so far our community has not

City of Red Deer:
• The assumptions on use need further
work and therefore projections on revenue
may not be sound at this point. Would
need to go to next level (Implementation
Phase) of study – only have ½ of the
equation.
• The main spines need to be shortened
(e.g. on a north/south basis cut off at Olds
to the south and Ponoka to the north).

Kneehill County: Not a spine area
Red Deer County: Red Deer County
withholds support in principle of the
proposed framework. The system
framework is essentially a proposal for
urban centers and would not necessarily
work within a rural setting.

Lacombe County: If there was sufficient
demand this type of service would be
offered by a private carrier
Town of Rocky Mountain House: Don’t see
the Economic Development potential,
affordable, sustainable, and equitable?
3.1.2 – Do we want to subsidize “social”
business shopping trips. (medical, work)
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supported the need for this service.
Village of Carbon: Do not require as long as
Caring Cars are in service. They also operate
a bus with special / regular trips to Red Deer
and to special events.

How are subsides provided? Can’t split for
these services?
Town of Sundre: Town of Sundre Council
Feels the Town of Sundre is too far
removed.

Village of Delburne: We would support in
principle but our bus would travel directly
from Delburne to Red Deer
3.2 / 3.3
Funding / Fares
and Transfers

Clearwater County: 3.3= support and 3.2=
neutral. (as with section 2 this is
informational but unclear what support is
given/withheld for here
County of Paintearth No. 18: Needs to look
at gap between Stettler and County of
Paintearth.
Town of Bentley: The cost of the service to
the individual using the service, the number
of participants and the level of subsidization
by the municipality will definitely be a
critical factor in determining the practicality
of a regional system
Village of Clive: Affordability is important to
the small community
Village of Elnora: Clearly outlined for each
option.
Village of Delburne: We presently have a
funding system for our transportation to
Red Deer

City of Red Deer:
• Province should play a key leadership role
in a regional transportation approach (e.g.
the role the Province has played in regional
water/wastewater systems). Support
funding from Province, particularly from the
capital side is critical.
• The body/agency that delivers the service
must do so on a cost recovery basis, with
likely some amount of additional return on
investment
• In terms of connecting to the Red Deer
system, free transfers cannot be assumed.
Further exploration of impacts must be
undertaken as part of the implementation
work.

Kneehill County: Users must pay a higher
share of costs
Red Deer County: Costs as presented would
be prohibitive for rural users. A per capita
charge does not make sense in a rural area
due to low population density.
Town of Rocky Mountain House: Too many
if’s, maybe’s, nothing conclusive or subsidy
showing. Being at the end of the spine may
not be feasible.

City of Wetaskiwin: See previous comments.
Also better determination of how costs
should be allocated among partners.
Village of Caroline: See comment under
section 2 re: nothing to support. This
question is a little general
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Town of Sundre: Town of Sundre Council
believes the Town of Sundre is too far
removed and therefore the community will
not have enough access to fully utilize the
system.
4
Implementation

County of Paintearth No. 18: Identifies
opportunities and challenges
Town of Bentley: Implementation of a
regional system will involve the larger towns
first – Rocky Mountain House, Sylvan Lake,
Lacombe, Ponoka, Innisfail, Olds – and it
may be many years before such a system
can be supported by the smaller centres
such as Bentley, Eckville, Clive, Delburne,
etc.

City of Red Deer:
• There are financial challenges that need
to be further fleshed out.
• The convenience factor has to be
included, or the selected option may not
be utilized by the end user.
• People with more disposable income will
still be willing to drive. Help is needed for
those less fortunate to be able to afford to
take the transportation. There could
possibly be a further role for the Province
here through the provision of enhanced
income supports. Need to devise a system
that is convenient and affordable for all
users.
• Frequency of service that the system
connects to has to be considered (e.g. in
Red Deer). This could result in additional
costs to the Red Deer system.
• Need more discussion on the governance
structure. There are options of a
commission/authority or having a body
that is already in place (such as Red Deer)
as a manager/coordinator of a system.
• The 5 Pillars of sustainability
(environment, social, culture, economic
and governance) all need to be considered.
There could be more focus on the
environmental benefit of utilization of a
transportation system, as well as further

No comments
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work on the financial cost benefit of
comparing costs of our current system
(many cars on the road) with a
transportation system as suggested.
City of Wetaskiwin: Feel Red Deer has too
much control and CAEP to a degree. The
regional hubs are the key and CAEP should
be working with them to create the best
system possible.
Red Deer County: The study addresses the
need for transportation between urban
centers; however, a low number of rural
residents would access these transportation
options.
Town of Rocky Mountain House: Good
readiness criteria. Proceed when ready.
Based on need and available resources.
Village of Clive: Until more information is
gathered re: implementation
Village of Delburne: Will wait and see final
concept before committing to become
totally involved.

Additional
comments

City of Red Deer: A few other comments are:
• If the Province is providing funding, it cannot result in a reduction of the current grants that The City of Red Deer or other communities
currently get.
• Insurance costs/coverage need to be look at in great depth.
• Seasonal variations in use should be looked at (e.g. school year, college school year, winter time, summer use in communities like
Sylvan Lake etc).
• The cost of parking should be a consideration in that as parking rates may go up, there could be further use of a regional transportation
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system.
We commend CAEP on undertaking this initiative, as it has great value in getting many partners to think about benefits and opportunities
of a shared approach to transportation and the needs of the region now and as it grows. Overall, Red Deer supports the document in
principle, but acknowledges that further dialogue is required to flesh out some of the specific issues that we have noted above. We
certainly are interested in a further meeting in September for more discussion.
City of Wetaskiwin: Note: response on section 4 - both neutral and withhold were checked. At times, it seems like CAEP expects the
regional hubs to mold themselves to best serve CAEP. I feel CAEP should be allowing the regional hubs to develop in the way that's best
for the regions and then finding a way to work with them to make the regional transportation plan a reality.
County of Stettler No. 6: no comments were provided
County of Wetaskiwin No. 10: Resolution: Moved by Councillor B. Shantz that Council support in principle the draft CAEP Regional
Transportation Strategy as presented.
Mountain View County: That Council request that CAEP recognize in the Regional Transportation Study that links to Calgary and
Edmonton for commuters are an essential part of the plan.
Red Deer County: The anticipated financial requirements to establish a regional transit system are significant. Additional study will be
required in order to evaluate whether the County would support
creating a regional transit system.
Town of Bowden: no comments were provided
Town of Bentley: Town of Bentley passed a motion by Council to support in principle the Regional Transportation report.
Town of Castor: The Council is in support of the Regional Transportation Strategy. We already have many of the programs you are
suggesting in place. We currently have a high top van that can take several handicapped individuals. A group in town is also in the
process of purchasing a smaller van that would be equipped for one or two wheel chairs that can easily transport people to and from
appointments. Our recreation teams have been car pooling for years. Since we are a small town and somewhat removed from a larger
centre, some of the strategies would not necessarily work for us but we do understand the need. Good job on your progress, we look
forward to the final product.
Town of Didsbury: no comments were provided
Town of Eckville: Town of Eckville sent a letter stating: Council reviewed the CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy at the July 22, 2010
meeting and as they do not feel there is any benefit to Eckville they are not prepared to offer their support for the initiative. No feedback
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form was received.
Town of Lacombe: Town of Lacombe has decided to withhold support in principal on the Regional Transportation Strategy at this time
until a local needs assessment is done to identify potential users of the service and further that the report identify the financial impact,
the social impact and the impact on existing services. No feedback form was received.
Town of Rimbey: no comments were provided
Town of Rocky Mountain House: Nothing relates directly to First Nations. Creates jobs or create opportunities to get jobs. Need more
information to get to October 13 final report. Fear of losing business, not gaining. Developing partnerships is a key to sustainability – what
kind of plan can be in place. Some things cannot be administered by local Government due to limited resources. Rocky’s Community
Sustainability Initiative study states there are other options not in this report – rail service?
Town of Sylvan Lake: Whereas Council has been presented with a CAEP regional Transportation Strategy Guide and Toolbox Draft at 90%
completion, Be it resolved that Council agrees in principal only, with the visions, mission statements and tool kit as presented and Further
that the Community Services Board oversee this project into the future. Carried. The Community Services Board will be tasked with
studying and understanding the Regional Transportation Strategy and investigating implementation possibilities for the Town of Sylvan
Lake.
Village of Clive: Good work so far!
Village of Donalda: No comments were provided
Town of Castor: The Council is in support of the Regional Transportation Strategy. We already have many of the programs you are
suggesting in place. We currently have a high top van that can take several handicapped individuals. A group in town is also in the
process of purchasing a smaller van that would be equipped for one or two wheel chairs that can easily transport people to and from
appointments. Our recreation teams have been car pooling for years. Since we are a small town and somewhat removed from a larger
centre, some of the strategies would not necessarily work for us but we do understand the need. Good job on your progress, we look
forward to the final product.
Town of Olds: Thank you for the opportunity to bring this important project and draft report to the attention of our Council and staff for
the Town of Olds. As requested, a presentation was made to Council on August 16, 2010. Additionally, a 'Request for Decision' was tabled
on August 23, 2010 and 'support in principle' for the CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy dated June 10, 2010, as provided by the CAEP
Regional Transportation Committee, was confirmed. We look forward to working with CAEP Regional Transportation Committee as it
enters Phase III of this process to develop the strategy based on transportation patterns, local demand and existing resources.
Village of Delburne: Please note that the Delburne Elks Community Bus is a "stand alone system". It travels to Red Deer on the second
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and fourth Thursday of each month taking residents to medical, legal, optical and dental appointments plus shopping.
Note: In this section, for communities that state ‘No comments were provided’ this indicates the community completed the feedback form
only checking off one of three options and did not provide any comments throughout.
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Regional Transportation Overview -- Questions & Responses
 How would the Regional Transportation Strategy (RTS) benefit smaller
or more distant communities economically? (As opposed to making it
easier to take local business to larger more central centers)
The Spine would enable people to live in the outer communities and commute to jobs and postsecondary education in Red Deer without requiring an additional car. This means that more
people can remain in rural communities and support local businesses and communities. It would
give better access to medical facilities for seniors that live in rural areas, allowing them to stay in
their own homes longer. Every dollar that is saved by using the Spine service instead of a
private vehicle is an increase in disposable income which can be spent in local community as
well as Red Deer.
A voucher or volunteer driver system would definitely make it possible for seniors or persons
with disabilities able to stay in their own home longer and live in rural areas. Currently, without
these types of services life in rural areas, and small towns is very challenging for these
populations, and the best solution is often to move to larger communities such as Red Deer,
Edmonton or Calgary where transportation services are available. More residents mean more
local economic activity.

 What are the social benefits to implementing a RTS
The Spine services would encourage more social interaction among populations that do not
have access to cars, or don’t want to drive longer distances in the winter. Social and community
events that formerly only could draw upon local populations can now draw from larger areas and
more communities. Use of the community vans would further reinforce the ability to draw from a
wider area than previously, particularly for those unable or willing to drive, or without access to a
vehicle. The RTS would offer better access to education and leisure activities for all residents.
The Connector Services similarly offer an improvement in the quality of life for rural residents by
providing for joint outings and the availability of rental vehicles in the local community. This
service would allow groups of children, teens, adults or seniors more mobility to travel between
rural communities and would support local businesses and activities.
A voucher and volunteer driver program would increase the opportunities for social interaction
for seniors and persons with disabilities. That is a critical factor in maintain and improving the
quality of life in rural areas.

 What is the projected demand for regional transportation?
An estimate of ridership for the Spine system has been developed based on the experience of
other rural transit systems and the proposed level of service. This technique results in an
estimate of ridership for the Spine of between 10,000 and 50,000 annual trips. The volunteer
driver and voucher system and connector vans are new concepts that have not been tried in
rural Alberta and definitive forecasts are difficult to prepare. The demand for the programs
would be expected to increase as people become aware of their existence. Volunteer driver
programs do not generally have a problem with too few persons looking for trips.

 What factors may increase or decrease demand over time?
Demographics and the price of gasoline are two of the largest factors. The population of rural
areas is aging. The RTS would be a major factor in preventing the depopulation of Central
Alberta and allowing people to age in place, in the communities they have built. As these people
withdraw from the workforce they will be replaced with younger people who will come into the
rural area where the RTS would exist and come to depend on it just as people depend on public
transit in urban areas.
The price of gasoline can have a major impact on people deciding to leave their car at home or
use it just to access the nearest public transit. When gasoline goes beyond $1.25 per liter
people readily look for alternatives.

 Are alternatives such as negotiation with current transportation providers
(e.g. Greyhound) possible?
Historically Greyhound has avoided developing commuter markets, particularly in locations that
are far from where they have a base of operations. The existing carriers including Greyhound
and Red Arrow have much higher fares than are proposed for this service and they would also
require a public subsidy. Negotiations with Greyhound or Red Arrow to allow RTS passengers
with passes to ride their services within the boundaries of the region could be undertaken and
would add choices, particularly in off peak hours when RTS services may not be available.
Successful negotiations would offer more choices for local residents and additional revenue for
Greyhound / Red Arrow which could result in benefits for all parties.

 What funding sources are available?
Part 1 of 2
Funding is typically available for capital expenses such as purchasing buses and vans.
Accessible vehicles are eligible for grants from Alberta Transportation. Smaller vehicles could
be eligible for other government or government-related grants such as lottery funds. Subsidies
of 80% to 100% are generally available. Conventional vans may also be sourced locally from
privately owned dealerships at substantial discounts in exchange for sponsorships and
advertising.

Part 2 of 2
Operating funds are more difficult to source. Fares can be expected to cover up to 40% of public
transportation, but the remainder must come from some type of subsidy. In Alberta, the
provincial government does not financially support transit operations, but does pay for school
bus operations. Most transit subsidy dollars in Alberta come from municipal sources, which are
largely derived from property taxes. There may be other partnerships that could involve sharing
of operating costs, such as from large employers, educational or health-related institutions.

 Who are the regulatory bodies and what are the regulatory issues to be
addressed in regard to:
o Fixed schedule transit service?
Intercity bus service in Alberta was deregulated, although some standards for minimum
service levels do remain. Alberta Transportation and infrastructure does regulate vehicle
size and weights and proposed changes would preclude the use of 12 meter transit
buses on provincial highways. The cutaway style buses proposed for the Spine route
would not be affected by the proposed changes.
o Inclusion of school buses in the strategy?
The use of school buses for non-student transportation or co-mingling students and nonstudents on school buses is regulated by the Province of Alberta through the School Act,
and associated regulations. Legislative amendments would be required through Alberta
Education.
o Shared vehicles (community owned vans etc.)?
Community owned vans would fall under the Motor Vehicle Act and be required to meet
the minimum insurance regulations.
o Driver owned vehicles?
Private vehicles would fall under the Motor Vehicle Act and be required to meet the
minimum insurance regulations. Policies are available to cover the use of vehicles in
volunteer driver or voucher programs. The oversight agency usually also holds umbrella
liability insurance to cover activities outside the vehicle.

 What is the community liability if it owns vans or coordinates driverowned vehicle use?
Community vans are widely used across Canada. Most insurance companies have specific
policies to insure this type of vehicle and vehicle use. Options are available for covering the
vehicle when driven by a municipal employer and other options may be available when driven
by a volunteer or renter.

 Do all communities have to commit and fund the strategy if it is
implemented?
Certainly, the more communities that join to fund the RTS the lower the cost would be for each
taxpayer. Even if a community is not directly served by a route, the community would benefit
from its residents driving, cycling or walking to the nearest stop in a neighboring community.
Some communities may benefit more than others, but that is not dissimilar from public transit in
an urban area – not every neighborhood has the same frequency of bus service, but all
residents contribute equally. Everyone contributes to local roads, but not everyone uses them
equally.

 Do all communities have to buy in (and pay) equally?
In order to get the RTS up and running, it would be ideal if every community bought into the
project and paid an appropriate proportion. Certainly a period of negotiation would be required.
In some jurisdictions in Canada and the United States, residents vote to create a regional
transportation authority. Areas that do not vote in favor of the new authority are not included in
the service area, but of course can still access the service if they drive to an area that is part of
the authority. The RTS system has been designed with elements (Spine, Connectors and
Volunteers/Vouchers) that serve all areas of Central Alberta.

 Who would coordinate the different elements of the RTS?
The only agency that has boundaries that exactly coincide with the proposed RTS is CAEP;
however, the role of CAEP is not to provide transportation services. This means that either a
new rural transportation authority must be created or an existing regional agency could assume
responsibility for transportation service. Provincial legislation exists for the creation of single
purpose agencies or special legislation could be passed to create a unique organization. A
voluntary group of local municipalities and counties could also be formed and the entire
operation contracted out to one or more transit service providers.

 What is the projected timeline for implementation?
The final technical and stakeholder workshops for developing the RTS will take place in Fall
2010, and the finalized report / documentation and CAEP Board presentation are to be
complete by the end of the year. Initial implementation steps could then potentially commence in
2011 depending on readiness of regional partners and availability of funding.
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

CONTEXT

The CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy - Guide and Toolbox was approved at CAEP’s
Board Meeting on September 16, 2010. Information about the approval process, along with a
copy of the Guide and Toolbox and results from the member Councils referral process, are
available at http://www.centralalberta.ab.ca/index.cfm?page=RegionalTransportationStrategy.
In the CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy - Guide and Toolbox, the implementation staging
strategy (see Section 4.1 of the Guide and Toolbox) was based on three related components.
•

A regional transit spine, for which an initial stage was identified as one or more sections of
the “inner” spine system, such as Sylvan Lake Ù Red Deer, or Lacombe Ù Red Deer, as
examples.

•

Transit connectors, which require at least two and preferably multiple partners (e.g. towns,
institutions, employers) that are ready and committed to creating a regional connection.
These connectors were described as elements that can be implemented in stages according
to the readiness and commitment of proponents wanting to build part of the regional system.

•

Rural local transit support is envisioned as an underlying part of the fabric of the CAEP area,
particularly for more-remote and sparsely-populated areas. It is not location-specific, and
does not necessarily require partnerships to implement. Rather it can be implemented on a
scaled basis according to need and the availability / commitment of resources.

1.2

COMMUNITY INTEREST SURVEY

CAEP is committed to engaging member municipalities to discuss implementation options and
collaboration through the implementation phase. A membership survey was distributed in
January, 2011, intended to obtain a better understanding of how CAEP should proceed, and
which members are interested and committed enough to participate in the next steps. The key
questions in the survey were as follows.
•

How interested / capable is your municipality in participating in the organization and funding
of one or more initial implementation projects for the regional transportation strategy?
o

•

(Response choices were: Not Interested or Not Able To Fund; Maybe Interested and
Potential Funding Available; or Definitely Interested and Funding Available)

Approximately what level of annual funding do you estimate your municipality could invest in
the regional transportation strategy (specifically operating an implementation project
benefiting your community) on a per capita basis?
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At their February, 2011, meeting, CAEP’s Transportation Committee received the results of the
survey. Of the 24 responses received, eight communities indicated they “maybe interested” in
participating in regional transportation implementation. Of those eight, three indicated a (nonbinding) potential financial commitment in the range of $2.00 and $4.00 per capita.
The City of Red Deer and the County of Red Deer (who are currently operating a regional transit
service between Red Deer and Gasoline Alley / Springbrook) indicated they were interested in
discussing or potentially partnering with adjacent municipalities to consider connector routes to
their existing transit systems.

1.3

SCOPE STATEMENT / PURPOSE

Central Alberta Economic Partnership (CAEP) has been actively engaged in researching and
measuring the region’s local municipal plans and future transportation infrastructure options.
CAEP recognizes the correlation between a modern, sustainable, safe transportation system
and the net benefits associated between labour force retention and attraction, economic
opportunity, environmental protection and provides an access for social inclusion and
everyone's quality of life.
In working toward implementation of regional transportation, CAEP has found two scenarios
evolving. For initial implementation of the regional spine, some of the more promising initial
connections appear to be in the “inner” spine in close proximity to Red Deer. Based on their
success with the County of Red Deer regional service partnership, the City of Red Deer’s
Transit Department is willing to explore further partnerships with adjacent municipalities to
develop regional transportation connections and opportunities. This is a way of leveraging
CAEP relationships and resources to amplify the success of the framework provided by the
Guide and Toolbox, without duplicating efforts as part of this additional CAEP research.
The second scenario involves those CAEP members located further from the feasible extension
of Red Deer Transit services, for which regional transit connectors and/or local rural transit
support may be more appropriate regional transportation approaches.
The purpose of this document is therefore to provide a cost benefit analysis of three selected
regional “hubs” and further build on CAEP’s Regional Transportation Strategy Guide and
Toolbox. This analysis strives to provide local communities with information about the choices
available and cost implications for new transportation services, and further examines three
potential services areas around Olds, Wetaskiwin, and Stettler as hubs.
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2.0

Service Options For Hubs Beyond Extension of Red Deer
Transit

This section provides information on levels of service (benefits) and costs of transit service
options for hub areas around the example centres of Olds, Wetaskiwin, and Stettler. The
information is intended to be somewhat representative of other similar sub-areas of the CAEP
region, and is intended to be useful as additional data that may be somewhat transferrable. The
motivation to use this tool will come from the motivation of each community. The value of the
models can be shared somewhat universally in forecasting some outline of the transportation
system and providing some integrity to strategies and tactics in going forward.
In the implementation chapter of the CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy - Guide and
Toolbox, one example service option was previously highlighted, specifically the option of
Community Van, described in Section 3.1.2 of the Toolbox.
We have selected three additional service options that have suitable potential in low density,
rural areas and applied them in three example service areas. We have estimated costs of the
programs, as well as the amount of service they might generate. Assumptions come from the
Toolbox and have been applied to the local contexts. These are just starting points for
transportation service planning and budget planning; communities will need to refine these
service designs to best fit their community needs and funding availability.
It is suggested that a volunteer driver program, voucher program, or demand responsive
paratransit service would have suitable potential for providing transit services in and around the
towns of Olds, Wetaskiwin, and Stettler. These types of services are appropriate for rural and
low-density areas because their flexibility allows a limited amount of service to be directed to
where it is needed. A volunteer driver program is especially suitable for rural areas where
people are used to helping each other. An explanation of how a volunteer driver program,
voucher program, and demand responsive paratransit service could be implemented, as well as
their potential financial impacts, are provided below.

2.1

VOLUNTEER DRIVER PROGRAM

This option from the Toolbox was described in Section 2.1.1 of the CAEP Regional
Transportation Strategy Guide and Toolbox.
In a volunteer driver program, drivers and other program staff donate their time (and vehicles, in
many cases) to the provision of transportation services. It is expected, however, that volunteer
drivers will be compensated for their fuel costs. Volunteers come from the community, perhaps
through a faith-based organization, local government, or a charity organization. This model of
service typically targets the elderly, disabled, unemployed, and youth.
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To keep costs low, the vehicles used for the transportation services will typically be those of the
volunteer drivers or others within the community, or they might be vehicles donated to the
volunteer driver program from charitable organizations such as Lions Club or Rotary. A
wheelchair-accessible vehicle, with space for at least one wheelchair, would be desirable to
serve the portion of the demographic that uses a wheelchair, and such a vehicle could be
acquired through grant funding, donation, or sponsorship. There are also grants available for the
conversion of standard vans to wheelchair accessible vans. Grant funding could come from
federal, provincial, or charitable sources. Sponsorship of a vehicle by a company might also be
possible; the vehicle would then likely be used as a mobile form of advertising.
Volunteers will be responsible for many aspects of the program, from enlisting drivers and
participants to setting up the reservation, cancellation and dispatch systems. Volunteers may
also be responsible for coordinating the rides by linking the drivers to the passengers and
grouping trips together, where possible. Organizers will have to ensure that all volunteer drivers
are properly trained and insured and reimbursed for their costs. They will also be responsible for
applying for any grants that would enhance service. Due to the high demands of managing
transit services, a volunteer driver program might benefit from investments in technologies that
make route planning less labour-intensive, a paid full-time or part-time manager, or assistance
from an external agency for the training of volunteer drivers. In the cost estimate for this service,
$50,000 has been set aside for administrative costs in each of the three hubs to cover this sort
of need.
Costs will include insuring the vehicles, if they have been donated and are not already insured
by any individual, costs to the driver (at $0.52/km), and any purchased reservation or dispatch
equipment.
Costs can be contained in a number of ways. This could be done by capping the distance an
individual can travel per day (e.g. 75 km) or in a year (e.g. 500 km). The reason for daily caps
would be to make sure that more trips can be provided in a day and to encourage people to use
other forms of transport for longer trips (e.g. spine service, transit connectors, Greyhound).
“Deadhead” distances should be included when determining the length of trips. The number of
participants should also be capped to limit the cost of this program to the local government. For
the purposes of cost estimation, it is assumed that the maximum number of participants would
be limited to 5% of the population, but a municipality can further restrict or expand this cap, if
necessary. The elderly may be given priority, although an application process might be required
if the demand is felt to be larger than the supply. Encouraging as many communities to
participate as possible will also minimize costs because it will increase the occurrence of tripsharing and driver-passenger matches.
As for drivers, it is assumed that a volunteer driver (or group of volunteer drivers) could provide
up to 30,000 km of service per year. This is based on an individual being available 10 hours per
week and 50 weeks per year and average travel speeds of 60 km/h . For some communities,
one driver might be sufficient, but larger communities would require more drivers.
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This model does not assume that there will be any fare revenue, but it can accommodate
donations that will provide for more services or for additional items that enhance service (e.g.
websites, reservation/scheduling software, vehicle enhancements).
There are likely no regulatory issues because services are free and vehicles are small.
See Table 1 for an estimate of costs for volunteer driver programs and maps for an illustration of
the service areas.

2.2

VOUCHER PROGRAM

This option from the Toolbox was described in Section 2.1.2 of the CAEP Regional
Transportation Strategy Guide and Toolbox.
A voucher program can be combined with a volunteer driver program in such a way that
vouchers for service can be used on volunteer services (pre-arranged or spontaneous), taxi
services, or on fixed-route bus services. This program could target the elderly, disabled,
unemployed, and/or youth.
Program staff would be responsible for finding drivers, signing up participants, reimbursing
drivers, and coordinating with the fixed-route transit provider.
Assuming that vouchers were available in 5km increments and the local government was willing
to provide 500km of travel to each participant, people could receive 100 vouchers per year.
Various means exist for keeping track of the vouchers. It could be done through the internet,
although this might be a challenge for seniors. It could also be done through voucher booklets.
Producing the voucher tickets may be challenging as there is the potential for fraud.
In order to contain costs, there may be a rule that no individual can use no more than 75km of
travel per day (this will have to include "deadhead" distances). The reason for this rule would be
to make sure that more trips can be provided in a day and to encourage people to use other
forms of transport for longer trips. The number of participants should also be capped to limit the
total cost to the local government. It is assumed that the maximum number of participants would
be limited to 5% of the population. Elderly may be given priority, although an application process
might be required if the demand is felt to be larger than the supply. Participants in the program
would receive the vouchers for free, or costs could be reduced by selling them to participants for
a 50% discount (i.e., $0.26/km) or a nominal fee to cover the printing costs of the vouchers.
The towns should aim to expand this program to nearby towns; the reason is that there will be
efficiencies by having drivers located in more areas and a greater potential for trip-sharing.
The vouchers can be used in exchange for free service on the volunteer service. The passenger
would give the driver a voucher ticket for each 5km driven (i.e., an 18km round trip would
require four voucher tickets). In such a system, the volunteer drivers can then submit the
vouchers for cash, use them for themselves another time, or give them away. They could also
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be used for more informal transportation arrangements. People might be more willing to ask
their neighbours for a ride if they can compensate the driver for the cost of fuel. This also
reduces the program management burden for volunteers when individual coordinate their own
rides.
Wetaskiwin, Olds, and Stettler have active taxi services. The taxi companies might welcome the
additional business brought about by the vouchers. Drivers would still be compensated the full
fare, but the vouchers would give their customers a discount on travel (at $0.52 / km). Taxi
drivers would be responsible for submitting their received vouchers for reimbursement.
Finally, the vouchers could be used on fixed-route transit services, based on an arrangement
with a transit service provider (if there is one).
Fewer volunteer drivers would be needed in a voucher program, as some trips could be
accommodated on taxi service or fixed-route transit service, if such service was available.
There are likely no regulatory issues because services are free or provided through licensed taxi
services, private vehicles, and/or registered fixed-route transit vehicles.
See Table 2 for an estimate of costs for voucher programs and maps for an illustration of the
service areas.

2.3

DEMAND RESPONSIVE PARATRANSIT

This option from the Toolbox was described in Section 2.1.3 of the CAEP Regional
Transportation Strategy Guide and Toolbox.
This service would be mainly used by the elderly and people with disabilities, but it should be
available to the entire population in a rural area where there is no alternative transit service. Due
to the fact that this service only operates once a week in some areas, its use for work and
school trips may be limited. Instead, this type of service may be more suitable for medical,
shopping, and social trips.
Vehicles could be acquired through capital grants, donations, or sponsorship. A wheelchairaccessible vehicle would be necessary. It would likely be a larger van or mini bus to
accommodate anticipated loads (an average of three riders per hour, which is typical of rural
services). It would be ideal to have space on board for at least two wheelchairs or 15
passengers.
Passengers would be charged a fare for this service. The charge might be in the range of $3.00
per one-way trip, although this amount could be distance-based. The cost estimates for this
service assume a 15% to 20% fare recovery ratio, which is typical of rural services. Passengers
would be required to call in advance to book a trip, but they would not necessarily be granted
service if the service was fully booked.
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It is assumed that each vehicle would operate eight hours per day at $60/hr. Services would be
arranged such that the buses would be dedicated to a certain section of the county on a given
day or days. The vehicles would serve trips between that sector and the main town. Unless it is
shown that there is extra capacity, the vehicles should only be for trips from this sector to the
main town and back. A many-to-one service as opposed to a many-to-many service would be
more manageable.
For Wetaskiwin, if there were two vehicles available, they could be used as follows based on
population distribution.
•

Bus #1: one day a week to the north, one day a week to the east, and two days a week
to the west

•

Bus #2: five days a week to the south

For Stettler, with one vehicle available, it could be used as follows based on population
distribution.
•

Bus #1: one day a week to the north, one day a week to the east, one day a week to the
south, and one day a week to the west

For Olds, if there were two vehicles available, they could be used as follows based on
population distribution.
•

Bus #1: three days a week to the north, one day a week to the east

•

Bus #2: three days a week to the south, two days a week to the west

The vehicles would then be available on weekends (and possibly Fridays) for other purposes.
Potential revenue from such activity is not reflected in the cost estimates.
Administration costs would typically include insurance, a reservation system, marketing, and
minor vehicle improvements.
See Table 3 for an estimate of costs for demand responsive paratransit services and maps for
an illustration of the service areas.
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3.0

Conclusion

3.1

RECOMMENDATION

A recommendation for which option to pursue should depend on the following factors: cost,
service levels per capita, ability to expand, driver availability, and quality of service. The charts
suggest that a volunteer driver program might be more expensive than a demand responsive
paratransit service, but this is in large part due to the fact that it does not require fares and could
provide significantly more service than a paratransit service. A municipality could easily reduce
the size of a volunteer driver program by limiting participation to, say, 1% of the population or
limiting individual travel allotments. The demand responsive paratransit service could easily be
expanded, through the addition of days of service, but there may be limitations on how large the
volunteer services could expand, as it may be difficult to increase the number of hours
volunteers can drive or to seek additional volunteer drivers. As for quality of service, the
volunteer driver program presumably has the ability to provide more flexibility in the trip time
compared to the demand responsive paratransit service. However, if many of the drivers are
unavailable during the working week, this may make it difficult for passengers to find rides
during the week, but may make trip reservations during the weekend very easy. The benefit of
the voucher program is that by making use of taxi and fixed-route transit service, the burden on
volunteer drivers is reduced.
Given the benefits and flexibility of a volunteer driver program, it is recommended that this be
established first. If demand is significant and if travel demand patterns suggest that a demand
responsive paratransit services can replace the volunteer driver program at a reasonable cost,
then it should be pursued.

3.2

NEXT STEPS

This discussion paper has provided additional information on how the recommendations in the
“CAEP Regional Transportation Strategy - Guide and Toolbox” could be applied to three
example areas (illustrating circumstances where extension of Red Deer Transit service would
not be realistic). The examples discuss some representative locations within the CAEP area,
different types of service (e.g. volunteer driver, demand responsive transit), typical levels of
service (e.g. number of km / hours of service per week or per year), and approximate costs.
The information on approximate costs provides additional reference points as to how much
funding might be required from the municipalities and what type of service is associated with
those rough costs. This paper should provide CAEP members with additional information to
assist in determining which municipalities are most interested and committed to proceeding
toward an implementation of something from the Guide and Toolbox (including municipal
funding ranges).

3.1

CAEP REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY - IMPLEMENTATION DISCUSSION
Conclusion
March 28, 2011

For those in the CAEP region that are interested and committed to proceed, the next steps
could include seeking grant funding for capital purchases (such as the Alberta Government
GreenTRIP grants which were announced in 2010 and for which there is expected to be an
application opportunity in 2011). As part of such applications, and to support implementation in
general, development of business cases would be an appropriate next step.

3.2

Table 1. Volunteer Driver Program
Max
Annual
Proposed
Service
KM
Max 5% of
Max Total Minimum Hours per
Max KM
Population Population Allocation
Capita (@
Driver
Participates per Year Max KM Reimbursement Reimbursement Admin Cost per
(2006
Needs** 60 km/h)
Year
per Year
per Year
per KM
as Users per Person per Year
Census)

Town

Wetaskiwin Service Area

37,089

1854

500

927,225

$0.52

$482,157

$50,000 $532,157

37

0.42

Pi geon La ke 138A

353

18

500

8,825

$0.52

$4,589

1

0.42

Mi ll et

2,068

103

500

51,700

$0.52

$26,884

2

0.42

Bittern Lake

225

11

500

5,625

$0.52

$2,925

1

0.42

Ci ty of Wes ta s ki win

11,673

584

500

291,825

$0.52

$151,749

10

0.42

Loui s Bull

1,180

59

500

29,500

$0.52

$15,340

1

0.42

Ermi nes ki n 138

1,464

73

500

36,600

$0.52

$19,032

2

0.42
0.42

Sams on 137

3,295

165

500

82,375

$0.52

$42,835

3

Montana 139

635

32

500

15,875

$0.52

$8,255

1

0.42

Sa ms on 137A

32

2

500

800

$0.52

$416

1

0.42

Ponoka

6,576

329

500

164,400

$0.52

$85,488

6

0.42

Ponoka County*

4,320

216

500

108,000

$0.52

$56,160

4

0.42

Wetas kiwin County*

5,268

263

500

131,700

$0.52

$68,484

5

0.42

11,364

568

500

284,100

$0.52

$147,732

15

0.42

Town of Stettl er

5,418

271

500

135,450

$0.52

$70,434

5

0.42

Botha

158

8

500

3,950

$0.52

$2,054

1

0.42
0.42

Stettler Service Area

$50,000 $197,732

Ga ds by

35

2

500

875

$0.52

$455

1

Big Va lley

351

18

500

8,775

$0.52

$4,563

1

0.42

Rochon Sa nds

66

3

500

1,650

$0.52

$858

1

0.42
0.42

Whi te Sa nds

120

Stettl er County

5,216

Olds Service Area

36,867

6

500

3,000

$0.52

$1,560

1

261

500

130,400

$0.52

$67,808

5

0.42

1843

500

921,675

$0.52

$479,271

36

0.42

$50,000 $529,271

Town of Olds

7,248

362

500

181,200

$0.52

$94,224

7

0.42

Di ds bury

4,275

214

500

106,875

$0.52

$55,575

4

0.42

Cars ta irs

2,656

133

500

66,400

$0.52

$34,528

3

0.42

Cremona

463

23

500

11,575

$0.52

$6,019

1

0.42

Sundre

2,518

126

500

62,950

$0.52

$32,734

3

0.42

Inni s fa il

7,316

366

500

182,900

$0.52

$95,108

7

0.42

Mounta in Vi ew County

12,391

620

500

309,775

$0.52

$161,083

11

0.42

*Note: Half of the populations of countys are included
** This assumes that volunteer drivers will be able to provide up to 30,000 km of service each year

Annual
Cost per
Capita
$14

Max KM
of
Service
per
Capita
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25

$17

25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25

$14

25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25

Table 2. Voucher Program
Max 5% of MAX $$
KM
Population Allocation
Allocation
Vouchers
Participates per Year Reimbursement per Year KM per
per
Population as Users per Person
per KM
per Person voucher person

Town

Wetaskiwin Service Area

37,089

1854

$260

$0.52

500

5

100

$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260

$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52

500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500
500

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Ponoka County*

4,320

Weta s ki wi n County*

5,268

18
103
11
584
59
73
165
32
2
329
216
263

Pi geon La ke 138A

353

Mi l l et

2,068

Bi ttern La ke

225

Ci ty of Wes ta s ki wi n

11,673

Loui s Bul l

1,180

Ermi nes ki n 138

1,464

Sa ms on 137

3,295

Monta na 139

635

Sa ms on 137A

32

Ponoka

6,576

Stettler Service Area

11,364

568

$260

$0.52

500

5

100

Town of Stettl er

5,418

Botha

158

271
8
2
18
3
6
261

$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260

$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52

500
500
500
500
500
500
500

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

1843

$260

$0.52

500

5

100

362
214
133
23
126
366
620

$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260
$260

$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52
$0.52

500
500
500
500
500
500
500

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Gads by

35

Bi g Va l l ey

351

Rochon Sa nds

66

Whi te Sa nds

120

Stettl er County

Olds Service Area

5216

36,867

Town of Ol ds

7,248

Di ds bury

4,275

Ca rs ta i rs

2,656

Cremona

463

Sundre

2,518

Inni s fa i l

7,316

Mounta i n Vi ew County

12,391

*Note: Half of the populations of counties are included
** This assumes the average volunteer driver will be able to provide 30,000 km of service each year

Max
Annual
Service
Max
MAX
Hours per Annual
KM of
Transport
TOTAL
Driver Capita (@ Cost per Service per
Costs
Admin
COST Needs** 60 kph)
Capita
Capita
25
$482,151 $50,000 $532,151
37
0.42
$14
4,589
1
0.42
25
26,884
2
0.42
25
2,925
1
0.42
25
151,749
10
0.42
25
15,340
1
0.42
25
19,032
2
0.42
25
42,835
3
0.42
25
8,255
1
0.42
25
416
1
0.42
25
85,488
6
0.42
25
56,160
4
0.42
25
68,478
5
0.42
25
25
$147,732 $50,000 $197,732
15
0.42
$17
70,434
5
0.42
25
2,054
1
0.42
25
455
1
0.42
25
4,563
1
0.42
25
858
1
0.42
25
1,560
1
0.42
25
67,808
5
0.42
25
25
$479,271 $50,000 $529,271
36
0.42
$14
94,224
7
0.42
25
55,575
4
0.42
25
34,528
3
0.42
25
6,019
1
0.42
25
32,734
3
0.42
25
95,108
7
0.42
25
161,083
11
0.42
25

Table 3. Demand Responsive Paratransit

Town

Population

Wetaskiwin Service Area

37,089

Popul a ti on North

4,588

Popul a ti on Ea s t

4,460

Popul a ti on South

21,737

Popul a ti on Wes t

Stettler Service Area

6,303
2,845

Popul a ti on Ea s t

2,852

Popul a ti on South

3,010

Olds Service Area

1
1
5
2

8
8
8
8

1
1
1
1

8
8
8
8

3
1
3
2

8
8
8
8

11,364

Popul a ti on North

Popul a ti on Wes t

Days per Hours per Annual
Week of Day per Service
Service Vehicle
Hours

2,659

36,867

Popul a ti on North

12,226

Popul a ti on Ea s t

4,910

Popul a ti on South

11,841

Popul a ti on Wes t

7,891

Cost per
Hour

Net
Net
Operating Operating
Gross
Cost per
Cost per
Operating Year at 15% Year at 20%
Cost per
cost
cost
Year
recovery
recovery

3744

$60

$224,640

$190,944

416
416
2080
832

$60
$60
$60
$60

$24,960
$24,960
$124,800
$49,920

$21,216
$21,216
$106,080
$42,432

1664

$60

$99,840

$84,864

416
416
416
416

$60
$60
$60
$60

$24,960
$24,960
$24,960
$24,960

$21,216
$21,216
$21,216
$21,216

3744

$60

$224,640

$190,944

1248
416
1248
832

$60
$60
$60
$60

$74,880
$24,960
$74,880
$49,920

$63,648
$21,216
$63,648
$42,432

Total
program
cost per
year @ 15%
cost
Admin recovery

$179,712 $50,000

$240,944

Total
Total
Annual program
program
Service cost per
cost per
year @ 20% Hours Capita at
cost
per
15% cost
recovery
Capita recovery

$229,712

$19,968
$19,968
$99,840
$39,936

$79,872 $50,000

$59,904
$19,968
$59,904
$39,936

$6.50

$6.19

0.09
0.09
0.10
0.13

$134,864

$129,872

$19,968
$19,968
$19,968
$19,968

$179,712 $50,000

0.10

Total
KM of
program Service
cost per
per
Capita at Person
20% cost (@ 60
recovery km/h)

0.15

5.44
5.60
5.74
7.92

$11.87

$11.43

0.15
0.15
0.14
0.16

$240,944

$229,712

0.10
0.10
0.08
0.11
0.11

6.06

8.79
8.77
8.75
8.29
9.39

$6.54

$6.23

6.09
6.12
5.08
6.32
6.33

Map 1. Wetaskiwin Service Area
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Map 3. Stettler Service Area
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