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E XECUTIVE  S UMMARY  

OVERVIEW &  CONTEXT 

Under the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act (Act), TransLink is responsible 

for providing transportation services and managing transportation demand within Metro 

Vancouver.  The Act requires TransLink to meet its financial requirements using established funding 

sources, including taxes and fares, accumulated surpluses and borrowings within its approved limit.  

It allows TransLink to increase short term fares1 at a rate of up to 2% compounded annually but 

requires any higher increase to be approved by the TransLink Commission. 

On December 28, 2011, TransLink applied to the Commission for supplementary fare increases to 

take effect on January 1, 2013 that were proposed in its Funding Stabilization Plan approved by the 

aŀȅƻǊΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƛƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нллфΦ  !ǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ 

under the Act, the increase in excess of the approved limit requires Commission approval.  In 

considering this request, the Act prescribes that the CoƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊ ǘƻΥ   

¶ Maintain the financial stability of TransLink; 

¶ Allow TransLink to implement planned services and projects;  

¶ Encourage TransLink to minimize expenses; and,  

¶ Keep fares as low as reasonably possible. 

In late 2011, the TransLink Commission engaged Shirocca Consulting to analyze, review and 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΣ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

and report is intended to inform the Commission in its consideration of the current supplementary 

ŦŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмн ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ нлмо мл-year plan 

submission.   

Lƴ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΣ ǘǿƻ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛǎ ŀǘ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ 

financial level.  The second level probed the transit system and then the bus division, as it 

represents the largest area of service expenditure within TransLink.   

TRANSLINKΩS FINANCIAL PLAN AND PERFORMANCE 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǘƻ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎƛȄ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭs modest 

variation in revenues but consistent under spending in operations.  As transit service hours have 

                                                           
1 A transit fare excluding those that are valid for more than three days.  This includes cash fares, day passes and FareSaver 
Tickets. 
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exceeded target in every year except 2009 (due to the custom transit strike), service cuts can be 

ruled out as the reason.    

Debt service has also been consistently under budget over the last six years.  This traces back to 

delays in project completion, confirmed by a consistent pattern of projected cash flows 

approximately $200 to $300 million under budget every year.  This under expenditure results in 

annual debt service requirements being overstated and adds to project management costs and 

interest during construction (IDC) accrued on project expenditures.   

While the budget development process and economic assumptions used by TransLink are sound in 

principle, closer examination shows that basing the budget on Second Quarter (Q2) forecast of year-

end spending results in an inflated forecast compared to year-end actual cost.  Budget directives 

specify that the 2012 base budget grow by no more than the rate of inflation (2% in 2012).  

However, as the 2011 Q2 forecast of operating expenditures exceeded the year-end actual by $38 

million, the 2012 base budget increase is double this rate.  Furthermore, as the 2012 budget forms 

the base for the long term expenditure model, it appears that this excess cascades through the long 

term expenditure projections. 

By policy, a contingency set at 1% of operating expenditures ($10 million in 2012) is included in the  

base budget ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ǌƛǎƪǎ.  While this may be reasonable and prudent, no 

analysis was provided to support or controvert the adequacy of this sum.  In addition, the 

contingency should vary by year.  By including it in the base budget, it too likely contributes to this 

cascading effect on long term expenditure projections.   

Why this contingency is needed when the Cumulated Funded Surplus (CFS), which is intended to 

ŎƻǾŜǊ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ ƛǎ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ нн҈ ƻŦ нлмнΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŘƻǳōƭŜ the Board 

policy level of 12% is also a question.   Further, there is no analysis or rationale supporting the CFS 

level.   

It is apparent from the analysis that budgets are prepared conservatively, particularly since the fuel 

price shocks of 2008.  In the last three years, total expenditures have averaged 5.4% under budget 

and the net proceeds have consistently exceeded expectations.  The combination of operating 

contingencies, minimum CFS levels and budget conservatism point to a financial buffer that exceeds  

normal requirements.  

TRANSIT SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 

Conventional Transit Services 

.ŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллс ŀƴŘ нлмлΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōǳǎ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀƛƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ2 underwent major 

expansion that resulted in a 28% increase in ridership and a 41.3% increase in operating revenue.  

These strong gains, however, were outpaced by cost growth, which was 50.7% over the same 

                                                           
2
 Bus and rail divisions. 
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ǇŜǊƛƻŘΦ  !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ǎƭƛǇǇŜŘΦ  .oth cost per hour and 

kilometre grew faster than inflation, as did cost per passenger.  Passengers per hour and kilometre 

declined, although these declines would have been worse without the surge in ridership that 

occurred in 2010 as a result of the Olympics and the full year of Canada Line operation.  Still, the net 

difference between operating costs and operating revenue was $151.9 million higher in 2010 than in 

2006, resulting in the need for increased subsidy.  Cost recovery fell from 56% to 52.5% over the five 

years. 

Relative to four Canadian transit peer agencies3, TransLink saw more  growth over the five year 

period but costs grew faster.  It continues to lag other systems in cost efficiency, cost effectiveness 

and service productivity.   While TransLink has disadvantages due to the geographic size of its 

service area, systems with similar population densities appear to be attracting more riders per unit 

of service than TransLink.  This observation is relatively unchanged over the past five years in spite 

of the large increase in rail rapid transit. 

Custom Transit Services 

The major restructuring of ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛƴ нллу has resulted in cost increases 

(70.4%) far in excess of the rate of service expansion (14.3%) and inflation.  In fairness, some of the 

cost increase associated with this program, including service expansion and the introduction of new 

technology, was anticipated by TransLink.  Others, including the extent of labour cost increases, 

were not.   

The restructuring and consolidation of custom transit into a single regional operator in 2009 has not 

yet resulted in expected cost efficiencies or improvements in service effectiveness.  Instead, slippage 

has occurred.  The public subsidy per passenger carried in 2010 exceeded $30.00.  Benefits from the 

significant investment in new technologies intended to improve productivity are also not yet 

evident.  Similarly, customer perception of improvements to service quality have been difficult to 

measure due to the lingering effects of the three month transit strike. 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳǊ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǇŜŜr systems has also deteriorated.  

The declines are across the board in all indicators.   As a result, a costly service has become even 

more expensive.  Cost increases have more than offset increased revenues from the fare increase 

and cost recovery remains low at 4.4%.   

                                                           
3
 ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ¢¢/Σ 9ŘƳƻƴǘƻƴ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΣ /ŀƭƎŀǊȅ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ ŀƴŘ ./ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΦ 
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BUS DIVISION PERFORMANCE 

Conventional BusτService Performance 

Conventional bus services expanded significantly between 2006 and 2010 by adding new routes and 

improving frequencies and hours of operation on existing routes.  However, the increased cost 

(28.2%) for delivering service exceeded both service hour and kilometre growth (15.8% and 19.9%).  

/a./Ωǎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǇŜŜǊǎ. 

Bus service expansion has resulted in moderate ridership gains (7.1%) but the rate of growth fell 

short of service increases.  Passenger boardings per kilometre and average operating speed have 

also shown declines.  ! ǘƛƳŜ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎƘƻǿǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ōƻŀǊŘƛƴƎǎ ǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǊ ƘŀǾŜ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ to 

the lowest level in 20 years.  Part of this decline is attributable to the introduction of the Canada 

Line, which has hived off bus riders, and part is likely due to expansion into areas where transit 

market potential is increasingly shallow.  As a result, cost efficiency and effectiveness have both 

declined.  Labour utilization declined and unproductive time remains high.  Both stand out as areas 

needing improvement.   

Looking at performance at a sub-regional level, urban depots were the most cost efficient and 

effective, benefiting from more compact and higher density service areas that translate into lower 

costs per hour and kilometre and more passengers carried.  Given that the suburban areas are 

where most of the service expansion in recent years has been focused, explains some of the 

slippage in performance.  But more importantly, with a greater proportion of new services targeted 

to the more outlying areas, the higher cost of operating these services is a concern for the future. 

The combination of high and rising costs per hour and declining trend in passengers carried per hour 

means that the marginal cost of attracting new riders is growing at a rate that will increasingly 

become difficult to financially support.  Given these factors, ways to lower costs and increase 

efficiency in service delivery need to be found.   

Community ShuttleτService Performance 

Community shuttle expanded rapidly between 2003 and 2008 before levelling off in recent years.  

This allowed TransLink to make significant economies in short haul bus services by replacing 

underutilized big buses with small buses and freeing up over 60 big buses that were re-deployed to 

routes requiring added capacity4.     

The recent expansion of community shuttle has shifted to focus more on new markets as opposed 

to conversions and this has resulted in a dramatic rise in operating costs (58.5%) with little growth in 

ridership (> 1.0%).  As a result, efficiency and effectiveness have declined.  Costs per boarded 

passenger have grown at twice the rate of conventional bus service and, in 2010 were $6.50, 

                                                           
4
 Community Shuttle Service Delivery Review, Translink, July 2007 
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suggesting that service levels may  be higher than warranted by demand.  While it is reported that 

ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊ 

how closely these have been applied given the results.  The growing cost per hour and per 

passenger suggest that there is considerable scope for realizing economies.   

At the same time, depot capacity constraints for CMBC have resulted in inefficient vehicle 

deployment and missed opportunities for additional hybrid routes (mixed conventional and 

community shuttle) because of added deadhead costs.  TransLink has also pushed ahead with 

outfitting community shuttle vehicles with the same technology applications as conventional buses 

that has added to their cost.    

Maintenance expenditures have increased due to these additional requirements, an aging fleet and 

deferred replacement.  ¢ƘŜ ƭŀǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊ 

has ceased production and a suitable alternative supplier is still being researched.   

No new contacted operators have entered the field since 2002 and virtually all new service has gone 

to CMBC on a first right of refusal basis.  If the role of the private sector was to keep growth in costs 

at the public providers in check, this has had mixed success.  It also appears that the in-house costs 

may be understated as administrative and overhead cost have not been fully allocated.  Given the 

cost escalation and low ridership growth, a full review of Community Shuttle should be undertaken.   

Fleet 

Over the past five years, there has been a significant renewal of the fleet, with over 800 new 

conventional buses and 160 community shuttle vehicles received.  Average age has declined and it is 

now among the newest fleets in Canada.  At the same time, there has been an increase in the 

ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǎǇŀǊŜ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ōŀŎƪ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀƪ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

policy for spares now ranges from a low of 18% of diesel peak vehicles to a high of 25% for CNG, 

small buses and trolleys. 

Actual spare vehicles for diesel and CNG buses currently exceed these policy levels at 29.8%, as do 

community shuttle vehicles (29%).  Trolley buses carry a purchase cost premium that is about 

double the capital cost of a diesel bus.  Yet, the spare vehicle policy ratio for this vehicle has risen to 

25% and actual spares in 2010 were 26%.   

It is also unclear as to why trolleys require such a high spare ratio and what alternatives were 

considered.  As each spare vehicle represents an investment of over a million dollars, every effort 

should be made to reduce spare trolley buses.  Unfortunately, the excess vehicles cannot be readily 

used on other routes without the expensive addition of overhead wires, nor is there a resale market 

given the small number of trolley operators in North America.    

TransLink should seek to have the lowest possible spare vehicle ratio by carefully managing their 

fleet.  Excessive spare vehicles add costs to the system.  Not only are fleet acquisition capital costs 

higher but additional costs result for maintenance, cleaning and insurance.  Space in increasingly 



TransLink Efficiency Review 

Executive Summary  vi 

cramped depots is also needed to accommodate added spare vehicles and comes at a significant 

cost, particularly if expansions or new facilities are required as a result.  For example, a different 

approach to fleet management would have eliminated the need to acquire the 34 additional trolleys 

in 2009. 

Energy 

Energy costs increased over the five year review period but fuel consumption went down.  This 

decline resulted largely because of the introduction of new more fuel efficient vehicles.  TransLink 

procures 75% of its fuel requirements through fixed price contracts that carry a price premium of 

$0.06 t0 $0.08 per litre.  This cost premium is, in effect, insurance against fuel price escalation.   

An alternative approach is to hedge fuel costs by purchasing  fixed/floating swap agreements or 

other commodity derivative5 contracts.  Hedging through commodity derivatives does require 

specialized financial expertise and involves inherent risks in futures contracts, including 

counterparty credit risk, commodity correlation risk and complex accounting requirements.   

These risks have to be balanced against a fixed price premium on the volume secured through fixed 

price contracts.  Currently, the transaction costs associated with hedging through commodity 

derivatives do not exceed $0.01 per litre.  However, transaction costs are not fixed and will fluctuate 

with market pricing for commodity derivatives contracts. 

Maintenance  

Between 2006 and 2010, the increase in direct and indirect maintenance costs was almost double 

that in service kilometres (35.0% vs 20.8%).  Although the increase in conventional bus direct and 

indirect maintenance cost6 per kilometre (12.8%) was slightly higher than labour cost growth (12%), 

community shuttle cost more than doubled (122.6%).  Direct or allocated maintenance costs per 

kilometre increased an average of 8% per year over the five year review period.   

Compared to Canadian peers, CM./Ωǎ direct maintenance cost for conventional diesel bus 

maintenance per kilometre were higher, in part due to the fact that CMBC includes some indirect or 

άƴƻƴ-ǿǊŜƴŎƘ ǘƛƳŜέ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ǊŀǘŜ ŎƘŀǊƎŜŘ ǘƻ Ƨƻōǎ ǳƴƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƻǊǎΦ  /a./ 

also had higher staffing levels and a higher percentage of overhead or indirect costs.     

Direct maintenance costs for trolley, CNG and community shuttle rose sharply over the review 

period.  Average increases for these fleets were 75.3%, 130.3% and 220% respectively.   If these 

trends continue, it will be a challenge for CMBC to maintain these fleets within reasonable budget 

constraints and fleet lifecycle costing will have to be revisited.   

                                                           
5
 A security whose price is derived from an underlying asset. The derivative itself is merely a contract between two or more 

parties. Its value is determined by fluctuations in the underlying asset.  
6
 Excludes TransLink overhead costs. 
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With respect to other indicators, overtime was reduced over the review period but this was 

countered by a reduction in the number of buses per mechanic and serviceman.  Indirect 

(maintenance support and overhead) costs increased in absolute terms but declined as a percentage 

of total maintenance costs.   

In 2010, /a./Ωǎ indirect costs totalled $59.7 million and comprised 50.3% of total maintenance 

costs compared to 45.3% in Victoria.  It should be noted that CMBC has more complex maintenance 

requirements with significant trolley, diesel-hybrid and CNG fleets.  However, based on this 

comparison, indirect costs bear further examination.  

As in service and operations, TransLink is also going to have to re-evaluate maintenance services and 

modernize its approach on how maintenance is conducted given its high and increasing unit costs.   

Corporate Overhead  

The analysis has revealed that TransLink and CMBC corporate overhead costs are high relative to 

other Canadian peer systems.  Internal analysis has also shown that their rates of growth have 

exceeded service hour growth and tƘŀǘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ corporate overhead cost as a percentage of total 

revenue has risen.     

²ƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǘƻ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪ ŀƴŘ 

result from a policy decision to establish a dedicated police force.  It is unclear whether duplication 

exists between the police and CMBC security given the seemingly different mandates of these two 

groups.  While comments also cannot be made as to whether or not police costs are reasonable, 

their rate of increase is noteworthy and deserves examination, along with whether there are areas 

of duplication between the police and CMBC where economies or rationalization of services are 

required.   

Similarly, the scope of the analysis does not permit any conclusions about duplication in staffing or 

functional overlaps between TransLink and CMBC other than to note obvious existence of executives 

and departments in both organizations that deal with finance and human resources and to a lesser 

extent customer relations.  Since 2009, TransLink has made several adjustments to reduce 

administration and rationalize functions between TransLink and CMBC, including the recent transfer 

and presumably consolidation of IT services and some human resource functions.  That said, 

regardless where these costs are allocated, the total remains high and appears to be increasing. 

CONCLUSIONS  

The transit industry is inherently expensive and complex.  It is both labour and capital intensive as 

well as highly unionized.  In much of the western world, it operates within a government financed 

environment, generally absent of market forces that compel efficiency and productivity for 

economic survival, where the only external pressure is the availability of funding.   
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It is also an industry that is undergoing change that involves reconciling 21st century information 

technology, service requirements and vehicle diversification, including both internal and external 

equipment advances, with work practices rooted in 20th century labour agreements and production 

practices.   In these respects, TransLink is no exception. 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀΦ  Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ŜƴŀōƭŜŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ 

rapid bus and rail expansion, far in excess of any of its Canadian peers.  TransLink has invested in 

technology that provides management with superior information to manage the system and for 

customers to use it.  Ridership and revenue growth has been among the strongest in Canada, yet it 

is not keeping pace with costs.    

Compared to Canadian peers, TransLink exhibits an abundance of equipment and staffing levels that 

help to explain its generally higher costs and lower cost efficiency and effectiveness than most of 

the peers, even after taking into account the challenges of its large service area.  Internal trends 

reflect increasing costs and declining productivity in both labour and equipment utilization as well as 

high overhead.  Internal change in how service is delivered has not kept pace with external changes 

in customer demand and rail system expansion as well as technological advances in vehicles and 

equipment.  

Given these trends, it is important that TransLink ensures that every dollar spent gets maximum 

value.  To do so, it should tighten budgets to encourage fiscal tension and discipline in how it 

delivers its services.  It needs to become more cost focused by placing higher priority on frugality 

and productivity in its decision-making criteria.  
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1.  I NTRODUCTION  

Under the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act (Act), TransLink is responsible 

for providing transportation services and managing transportation demand within Metro 

Vancouver.  It must do so in accordance with an approved long term strategy with a minimum 30-

year horizon and a more specific 10-year transportation service and financial plan that supports this 

long term strategy.  The 10-year plan is updated annually and the long term strategy every five 

years. 

The Act requires TransLink to meet its financial requirements using established funding sources, 

including taxes and fares, accumulated surpluses and borrowings within its approved limit.  It 

further stipulates that should spending exceed these sources, the deficit must be offset in the 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘΦ  It allows TransLink to increase short term fares7 at a rate of up to 2% 

compounded annually but requires any higher increase to be approved by the TransLink 

Commission. 

On December 28, 2011, TransLink applied to the Commission for supplementary fare increases 

proposed in its Funding Stabilization Plan apǇǊƻǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ aŀȅƻǊΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƛƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нллфΦ  ¢ƘŜ 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻƴ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ мΣ нлмоΣ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ н҈ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ 

legislatively permitted limit.   

ROLE OF THE TRANSLINK COMMISSION 

The TransLink Commission is an independent regulatory body.  One of its responsibilities is to review 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ мл-year plan and provide an opinion on the reasonableness of the assumptions and 

parameters contained in the plan.  Another is the regulation of new or supplementary increases to 

shoǊǘ ǘŜǊƳ ŦŀǊŜǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ aŀȅƻǊΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΦ   

As the current TransLink fare proposal is approximately double the rate allowed under the Act, the 

supplementary increase in excess of the approved limit requires Commission approval.  In 

considering this reǉǳŜǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ !Ŏǘ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊ ǘƻΥ   

¶ Maintain the financial stability of TransLink; 

¶ Allow TransLink to implement planned services and projects;  

¶ Encourage TransLink to minimize expenses; and,  

¶ Keep fares as low as reasonably possible. 

                                                           
7
 A transit fare excluding those that are valid for more than three days.  This includes cash fares, day passes and FareSaver 

Tickets. 
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The Act requires the Commission to render its decision within 90 days of the fare increase 

submission and provide a written report on the reasons for this decision within another 15 days. 

THIS ASSIGNMENT 

In late 2011, the TransLink Commission engaged Shirocca Consulting to analyze, review and 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΣ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 

the last five ȅŜŀǊΣ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ мл-year 

plans.  The assignment examines five ȅŜŀǊ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ 

norms, best practices and other transit systems selected by the consultant team for their 

comparability to TransLink.  

Responding to the legislative time ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŦŀǊŜ 

ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[LƴƪΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 

over the last five years and transit ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ōǳƭƪ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ 

budget.  The analysis also drills down into the main areas of bus service expenditure as well as key 

areas of interest.  The rationale for the selection of these areas is outlined in the introduction of 

each section in this report. 

Data and information acquired and used in this assignment was sourced from the Canadian Urban 

Transit Association, TransLink and its subsidiary companies, and the selected individual transit 

agencies cited in the peer comparisons.  While the consultant team reviewed the data for 

consistency and comparability and addressed any obvious discrepancies, audit and verification of 

data at source was beyond the scope of this assignment.   

¢ƘŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

of ōƻǘƘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǳǇǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ŦŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмн 

ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ нлмо мл-ȅŜŀǊ Ǉƭŀƴ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ǘŜŀƳΩǎ 

independent analysis and findings.  It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the Commission.  
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2.  T RANS L INK O VERVIEW  

TransLink is Greater VancouǾŜǊΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ  ²ƘƛƭŜ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ 

is planning, funding and operating the regional transit system, it also provides four bridges in the 

region (Golden Ears, Pattullo, Knight Street and Westham Island), co-plans and funds a major road 

and bicycle network with local municipalities and manages the AirCare vehicle emission testing 

program.   

TransLink delivers transportation services through a variety of private contractors, a municipality 

(West Vancouver) and its wholly owned subsidiaries, Coast Mountain Bus Company, BC Rapid 

Transit Company (SkyTrain) and West Coast Express.  In 2011, its total budget was $1.275 billion.  

Funding for TransLink comes from taxes, transit fares and other revenue, Golden Ears Bridge Tolls, 

senior government capital and operating grants, interest and real estate sales.  

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ 

articulated in Transport 2040, a broad 30-year regional strategy to meet transportation 

requirements and manage demand that was developed through a consultative process in 2008.  The 

specific program investments, including costs and expected revenues, intended to achieve the 

Transport 2040 Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ мл-year transportation service and financial plan.    

2010 10-YEAR BASE PLAN AND FUNDING STABILIZATION PLAN 

Under the Act, TransLink is required to 

identify investments needed to 

maintain and enhance the 

transportation system over the next ten 

years.  ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ мл-year plan 

consists of a three-year plan specifying 

the services and investments that are 

proposed to be undertaken and 

indicating how they will be funded as 

well as a seven year outlook offering a 

more general outline of what is 

proposed in these subsequent years.   

Lƴ нллфΣ ǘƘŜ aŀȅƻǊΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ мл-year plan to maintain the 

general level of existing service and the 

good repair of the system.  However, at 

that time, the 10-year plan was 

projected to result in annual deficits 

FIGURE 2-1 2010 10-YEAR BASE PLAN 

2010 10-Year Base Plan 
Expenditures projected to exceed revenues and deplete 

accumulated funding surplus in two years. 

 
Drastic service cuts needed to comply with Act. 

TRANSLINK ECONOMIES 

Reduce Cost/Hour 

V Cut administration costs. 

V Operations & scheduling 
efficiencies. 

Increase Revenue 

V Increase ridership. 

V Reduce fare evasion. 

V Evaluate pass program. 

FUNDING STABILIZATION PLAN 
Ҧ Maintain existing service levels. 

Ҧ Eliminate deficit & comply with Act. 

$130 MILLION IN NEW REVENUES 

V Add $0.03 per litre to 
fuel tax in January 2010. 

V Fare increases 7% over 
permitted limit in 2010 
& 2013. 

V Increase parking sales 
tax from 7% to 21% in 
January 2010. 
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that would have depleted the cumulated funding surplus within two years.  To comply with the Act, 

TransLink would have had to significantly cut services levels and programs.   

¢ƻ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘŜŦƛŎƛǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ aŀȅƻǊΩǎ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŀ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ {ǘŀōƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ 

fuel taxes, parking taxes and fares in 2010 through 2013 that exceeded the annual inflationary 

increase allowed in the Act.  The currently proposed fare increase forms part of this plan.  At the 

same time, TransLink embarked on a program to increase service and overhead efficiency, lower 

costs and increase revenues.  Both increased funding and TransLink economies were considered 

needed to generally maintain existing services levels and ensure compliance with the Act. 
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3.  T RANS L INK 'S F INANCIAL P LAN AND  P ERFORMANCE  

Lƴ нлммΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǿŀǎ $1.275 million, which represented an increase of 9.6% over 

actual 2010 expenditures.  However, actual spending in 2011 came in $57 million under budget and 

overall there was a positive budget variance of $25 million.  Table 3-м ōŜƭƻǿ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

total actual revenue and expenditures between 2006 and 2011. 

TABLE 3-1: TRANSLINK ACTUAL REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES 2006 TO 2011 ($MILLION) 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
% CHANGE 

2006-11 

ACTUAL REVENUES        

Transit  $309.6 $327.8 $359.9 $366.7 $437.9 $444.7 43.6% 

Taxation $553.9 $568.6 $560.1 $575.8 $689.8 $682.4 23.2% 

Golden Ear Bridge (GEB) Tolls $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $11.3 $29.6 $33.7 n/a 

Real Estate  $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 n/a 

Interest Income $7.3 $8.0 $6.5 $1.7 $2.1 $3.9 -46.6% 

Senior Gov't Contributions $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $7.5 $19.3 $19.3 n/a 

TOTAL REVENUES $870.8 $904.4 $926.5 $963.0 $1,178.7 $1,184.0 36.0% 

Year to Year % Change   3.8% 2.4% 3.9% 22.4% 0.4%   

EXPENDITURES        

Roads & Bridges $35.2 $35.8 $37.5 $43.6 $44.6 $46.5 32.2% 

Transit               

Bus $440.4 $475.6 $534.3 $567.7 $583.5 $574.6 30.5% 

Rail  $88.0 $91.8 $99.1 $134.6 $188.9 $208.3 136.7% 

Property tax, rentals fare 
media & insurance 

$27.7 $27.2 $28.6 $30.6 $36.5 $32.9 18.8% 

Total Transit $556.1 $594.5 $662.0 $732.9 $808.9 $815.7 46.7% 

TransLink $35.3 $34.4 $53.2 $51.4 $58.5 $68.0 92.8% 

Police $12.8 $17.9 $22.1 $26.8 $27.2 $27.1 111.0% 

Contingency $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 n/a 

Sub-Total Operations Cost $639.3 $682.6 $774.7 $854.7 $939.3 $957.3 49.7% 

Year to Year % Change   6.8% 13.5% 10.3% 9.9% 1.9%   

Debt Repayment (incl. GEB)* $120.2 $137.0 $143.6 $175.7 $223.8 $260.7 116.9% 

Year to Year % Change   14.0% 4.8% 22.3% 27.4% 16.5%   

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES $759.6 $819.7 $918.3 $1,030.3 $1,163.1 $1,218.0 60.3% 

Year to Year % Change   7.9% 12.0% 12.2% 12.9% 4.7%   

Annual Surplus/(Deficit)  $111.3 $84.7 $8.2 -$67.3 $15.6 -$34.0   

PSAB adj. re: Empl. Future Ben.            -$5.9  

CUMULATIVE FUNDED SURPLUS $286.7 $371.5 $379.6 $312.3 $327.9 $288.0 0.5% 

Source: TransLink  * also includes interest expense, depreciation and gain/loss on disposal of capital assets.  
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE GROWTH 

Revenue Growth 

Between 2006 and 2011, revenues 

grew by 36.0% from $871 to $1,184 

million, which is well above growth 

in population (9.3%) and inflation 

(9.5%) over this period.  Transit 

fares and taxation made up 

approximately 98% of these 

revenues.  Fare revenue has seen 

the largest growth (43.6%) due to 

increases in both ridership and fares 

but accounted for almost the same 

percentage of total revenue (within 

0.2 percentage points) as in 2006.   

Expenditures increased by 60.3% 

from $760 to $1,218 million over 

the six year period.  This much higher rate of growth compared to revenue growth in part explains 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ƻƴ-going need for additional funding.   

With the exception of 2009 and 2011, the net balance of revenues and expenditures was positive, 

resulting in a surplus being added to the cumulated funded surplus (CFS).  The 2009 shortfall 

resulted from a combination of lower than projected  revenues (fares, taxes and Golden Ears Bridge 

tolls) and higher debt service costs; both areas beyond the immediate control of management.  

Operations expenditures that year came in 6.5% under budget.  In 2011, a deficit of $59.1 million 

was originally projected.  Despite lower than expected revenue from taxes, Golden Ears Bridge tolls 

and real estate proceeds, lower than budgeted spending in operations and debt repayment of $55.2 

and $2.4 million respectively, cut the deficit to $34 million. 

Expenditure Growth 

Approximately 79% ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ нлмм ǿŜǊŜ ƻƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘions; the remainder 

were on debt repayment.  This was down from 2006 when operations represented 84% of total 

costs.  This shift reflects a higher rate of growth in debt repayment (116.9%) over the last six years 

than in operations (49.7%).  

Within operations, transit is the largest area of expenditure and made up 85.2% of total spending in 

2010.  These expenditures are divided into two divisions, bus and rail.  In 2011, bus expenditures 

represented about 70% of transit spending, down 10% from 2006 as a result of rail expansion 

(Canada Line).  Bus costs increased by 30.5% over the six years, while rail cost went up 136.7%. 

Source: TransLink 

FIGURE 3-1: TRANSLINK,  
REVENUES, 2006 - 2011 
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TransLink corporate costs 

accounted for 7% of total operation 

costs in 2011, up from 5.5% in 2006.  

Between 2006 and 2011, corporate 

costs increased by 92.8%.  However, 

it should be noted that in 2010 

Information Services (IT) and some 

human resource functions were 

transferred from CMBC to 

TransLink.  This shift added $18.3 

million in cost to TransLink and 

reduced CMBC costs by an equal 

amount.  If this cost addition is 

excluded, the six year increase in 

TransLink cost would be reduced to 

40.8%, whereas the increase in bus 

division and, in turn, transit spending, would increase to 34.6% and 50.0% respectively. 

Roads and bridges and TransLink police each made up about 5% and 3% of total operations costs in 

2011.  Operational spending on roads and bridges increased by 32.2% from 2006 to 2011 , whereas 

spending on police rose 111%. 

Budget to Actual Performance 

Comparing budget to actual performance, revenues have exceeded expectations in three out of six 

years and have ranged from plus 3% to minus 4% of the budget estimate.  With the possible 

exception of real estate proceeds, revenues are driven by market forces, that are beyond the control 

of TransLink management.  Some revenue expectations, such as property taxes, are fairly stable and 

more easily forecast, while others, such as fuel taxes and fares, are prone to broader economic 

forces. 

Operations costs have met or been under budget in all six years.  The variance between budget and 

actual expenditures has ranged from 0% to 6.6% under budget.  Since the fuel price shocks of 2008, 

operating expenditures have been under budget by an average of $52 million per year.  At the same 

time, service hour targets have been slightly exceeded every year except 2009 due to the custom 

transit strike.  As a result, service cuts do not explain this under spending.  Expected spending on 

debt repayment has also fallen short in all six years.   

There are various possible explanations for under spending on operations, including TransLink 

management initiatives to defer or reduce costs in order to balance the annual budget, 

overestimations in budget forecasting (e.g., fuel consumption and costs) based on prior year 

experience and conservatism in budgeting.  Under spending on debt service results from later than 

Source: TransLink 

FIGURE 3-2: TRANSLINK,  
EXPENDITURES, 2006 - 2011 
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expected completion of projects.  Each of these factors will be examined in more detail later in this 

section.   

Targeted Efficiency Initiatives  

Between 2007 and 2010, TransLink implemented a series of initiatives to contain cost growth during 

the course of the year.  This included leaving vacant positions unfilled, deferring or reducing hiring 

of new personnel, reducing outside service, fuel cost adjustments and various other cuts in 

expenses.  In reviewing the reductions, it is also unclear how many are permanent and how many 

are temporary in nature.  

TABLE 3-2: ANNUAL EFFICIENCY INITIATIVES, 2007 TO 2010 ($MILLION) 

 2007 2008* 2009 2010 

TransLink Corporate $2.6 -- $2.9 $7.3 

Bus $4.9 -- $15.8 $20.0 

Rail $0.4 -- $0.4 $2.9 

Police $0.0 -- $0.1 $1.1 

TOTAL $7.9 -- $19.3 $31.3 

Source: TransLink  * Vacancies and other cost reductions implemented in 2007 held over. 

Cumulative Funded Surplus 

The cumulated funded surplus (CFS) is a reserve that can be used to offset planned or unplanned 

ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŘŜŦƛŎƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎŜǊǾŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƘŜŘƎŜ ŦƻǊ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǊƛǎƪǎΦ  Lƴ ŦƻǳǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǎƛȄ 

years, the net balance between revenues and expenditures has allowed the CFS to grow.  At the end 

of 2011, the CFS was $288.0 million, 0.5% higher than in 2006.  Despite $67.3 and $39.58 million 

draw downs in 2009 and 2011, the current CFS is 22% of total TransLink spending in 2011.   

Until recently, the Board had a policy that the CFS be maintained at a minimum level of 10% of 

funded expenditures with any surplus to be used to pay down debt.  This policy was aimed to ensure 

ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ άŎƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ ŦǳƴŘέ ǿŀǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŀƴŘ to ƳŜŜǘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

legislative obligation to meet its financial requirements and not carry a negative CFS.  In December 

2011, the Board changed this policy to require that the CFS be maintained at a minimum level of 

12% of funded expenditure. 

                                                           
8
 $34 million for the annual deficit and $5.9 million for employee future benefits.   
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CAPITAL PROJECTS 

In addition to operating revenue and expenditures, TransLink manages a large a capital program 

within a set capital envelope determined by its borrowing limit.  The capital program increased 

28.3% from $1.8 to $2.3 billion between 2006 and 2008 and then scaled back 12.3% to $2.0 billion in 

2010. 

Variance in Project Cost 

Each year, a capital program, identifying new projects, is developed ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ мл-

Year Plan.  The order of priority for projects is 1) to maintain existing service, 2) keep assets in a 

state of good repair, and 3) upgrades and expansion.  Once prioritized, candidate projects are 

evaluated based on impact to safety, service, reputation, and financial impact.  As such, cost 

reduction and productivity gains are not the primary focus. 

If approved in principle (AIP), projects are then taken to functional and/or preliminary design.  

Project managers are also required to develop a workplan and cash flow projections.  Once these 

steps are completed, projects are again reviewed for specific project approval (SPA) prior to 

proceeding.  Management advised that projects with a positive return on investment can be 

brought forward at any time. 

Management report that large or unique projects are costed by outside firms with specialized 

expertise in the field of interest and/or cost estimating.  Others are costed by the design consultant 

in conjunction with TransLink staff.  Budgets include contingency that should be set based on risk, 

either on the project as whole or the various project components, to address unexpected cost or 

scope changes due to unforeseen conditions only.  This allows standard aspects of a project that are 

less prone to variability to have lower contingency than others elements with high variability.  

TransLink advised that the capital project program generally complies with this approach.   

In all but one year (2007), the SPA budgets increased as compared to the original budget submitted 

and, while the average program increase was minimal in 2006 and 2007 (about 1.5%), this jump was 

higher in 2009 and 2010 (6.8% and 4.4% respectively).  The analysis has shown a consistent increase 

in budget between AIP and SPA.   
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TABLE 3-3: CAPITAL PROJECTS 2006 TO 2010 ($000S) 

 

TOTAL 

ACTIVE 

PROJECT 

VALUE 

% 

CHANGE 
# OF 

PROJECTS 
AIP 

SPA 
BUDGET 

FORECAST 
COMPLETE 

FORECAST 
VS SPA 

FORECAST 
VS AIP 

SPA VS 
ORIGINAL 

2005 $1,512.25   118 $1,489.62 $1,512.25 $1,499.31 -0.9% 0.7% 1.5% 

2006 $1,822.40 20.5% 128 $1,796.62 $1,822.43 $1,814.27 -0.4% 1.0% 1.4% 

2007 $1,821.81 0.0% 139 $1,918.82 $1,821.81 $1,805.38 -0.9% -5.9% -5.1% 

2008 $2,338.39 28.4% 149 $2,188.71 $2,338.39 $2,311.90 -1.1% 5.6% 6.8% 

2009 $2,155.16 -7.8% 118 $2,065.19 $2,155.16 $2,060.29 -4.4% -0.2% 4.4% 

2010 $2,048.85 -4.9% 111 n/a $2,048.85 $1,975.48 -3.6%     

Avg   7.2%         -2.1% 0.2% 1.8% 

Source: TransLink  

The scope and time limitations of this assignment precluded investigation as to the reasons for this 

increase.  However, as a rule of thumb in project management, project cost should go down as 

project scope becomes better defined and the need for contingency is lower.  This assumes that the 

project scope is unchanged and the initial project cost estimate is well formulated.  

Comparing annual forecast project cost to complete9 against the SPA indicated that on average 

projects were consistently under budget.  A comparison against AIP budget indicates mixed results 

but over five years, the forecast to complete cost averaged less than a 1% variance to the original 

project budget.  Reports on project variance in 2010 were reviewed and, while many factors 

contributed to projects coming in under budget, unused contingency was the most common.   

While the project outcomes are positive, this raises questions about whether contingency allocation 

is excessive and how it is managed or drawn down through the project process.  TransLink 

management advised that reductions in contingency are considered as part of a quarterly project 

review and that they plan an overall review of contingency use in 2012.   

Cash Flow Variance 

Throughout the project process, costs are accumulated and financed through a combination of 

senior government programs, short term (commercial paper) and long term debt.  Interest during 

construction (IDC) is applied to that portion of project spending financed by debt at blended short 

and long term borrowing rates.  A component of SPA is the development of a statement of expected 

cash flows over the life of the project.  Management advise that expected debt service in the annual 

budget is driven by cash flow projections of the capital program.   

The analysis of budget versus actual cash flow between 2006 and 2011 shows that TransLink has 

been consistently under budget over the six year period.  This shortfall has ranged from 31.5% to 
                                                           
9
 Cost upon project closure are not reported on in annual reports. 
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57.2%.  The net result is under spending of approximately $200 to $300 million per year over the 

review period and a maximum cash flow throughput capacity of just under $500 million per year.  

TABLE 3-4: BUDGETED VS. ACTUAL CASH FLOWS, 2006 TO 2011 ($) 

 BUDGET ACTUAL VARIANCE 

2006 $624,000 $427,600 -31.5% 

2007 $732,308 $471,010 -35.7% 

2008 $698,752 $486,794 -30.3% 

2009 $747,352 $473,877 -36.6% 

2010 $373,399 $184,711 -50.5% 

2011 $321,880 $137,877 -57.2% 

Source: TransLink 

In probing the reasons for this under spending, various reasons were identified by management.  

These include longer than expected times for project approval or execution by third parties, 

production and delivery delays by manufacturers and project management capacity issues, 

particularly in the context of shifting program priorities.   

A capital pǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀǎ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŀǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǊŜƭȅ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 

expertise.  In 2011, management confirmed that 80% of project managers are in-house or subsidiary 

staff and 20% are either contracted individuals or companies.  The latter group oversaw 

approximately 20 out of 158 active projects (AIP to almost complete) at the end of 2011.   

Unfortunately, late completion of projects and the underlying reasons for this are not unique to 

TransLink.  In fact, this is quite common in the public sector.  While having projects consistently 

come in under budget is positive, under expenditure in cash flow does have a negative financial 

impact.  More project management costs and IDC accrue on project expenditures spent as a result.   

In addition, lower than expected cash flow affects debt service budgeting as project deferrals push 

debt service costs to subsequent years.  As a result, annual debt service requirements are 

overstated in the long term forecasts.  Capital project deferral may also have significant operational 

impacts depending on the nature of the project.  For instance, late completion of a transit depot 

would have significant impacts on operational planning, scheduling and service delivery.   All of 

these factors result in higher costs than necessary.    

2012 BUDGET 

Economic Assumptions 

The basis for developing the 2012 budget partly lies with its underlying  economic assumptions.  

TransLink has drawn from several authoritative sources in developing these assumptions, principally 

the BC Budget and Fiscal Plan.  Industry-specific assumptions, such as diesel fuel price forecasts, 
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have been drawn from petroleum industry analysts and economists.  Others  have referred to 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘǎ ōȅ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǎŜǾŜƴ ƳŀƧƻǊ ōŀƴƪǎ.  All of these assumptions seem reasonable.  In 

addition, TransLink  uses its own projections of ridership and fuel consumption, which again is 

reasonable providing that there are not major changes in how service is delivered (e.g., fleet 

composition).     

TABLE 3-5: ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS USED IN BUDGETING 

FACTOR 2012 2013 2014 2015-21 SOURCE 

Economic & Demographic Indicators           

Real GDP growth 2.6% 2.7% 2.8% 2.0% BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Employment 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% 1.6%-1.3% BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Population  1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%-1.5% BC Stats 

Inflation      

Goods & Services Inflation 2.0% 2.1% 2.1% 2.0% BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Construction (excl. roads) Inflation 3.0% 3.0% 2.5% 2.5% BTY Group 

Road Construction Inflation 3.2% 2.6% 2.6% 2.6% 
US Nat'l Highway 
Construction Cost Index 

Energy Prices & Consumption      

Hydro Cost 9.0% 9.7% 3.9% 2.0% BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Gas Cost (per litre) $1.45 $1.51 $1.55 $1.60-$1.82 
US Energy Information 
Administration 

Diesel Cost (per litre)  $1.33 $1.36 $1.40 $1.43-$1.72 
US Energy Information 
Administration 

Regional Gas Consumption (million litres) 1,854 1,873 1,892 1,969-2,123 BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Regional Diesel Consumption (million litres) 335 342 345 342-356 BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Interest Rates      

Short Termτ3 months 2.7% 3.8% 4.8% 5.2% 
2012: mid point avg 
forecasts of 7 banks 

Long TermτNew Debt (20 yrs) 4.9% 5.4% 6.4% 6.8% 
plus assumed credit 
spread for TransLink 

Long TermτRefinancing (10 yrs) 4.7% 5.1% 6.1% 6.5% 
(TransLink Treasury); After 
2012 - 

Interest during construction 4.5% 5.1% 6.1% 6.5% BC Budget & Fiscal Plan 

Ridership      

Total Revenue Passengers (million) 225.6 227.8 233.2 237.3-257.4 TransLink 

% change year over year  4.6% 0.9% 2.4% 1.3%-1.8% TransLink 

Source: TransLink 
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Annual Budget Process  

In the 3rd quarter of each year, a base budget for the next year is established.  Since 2010, the 2nd 

quarter forecast of expenditures at year-end rather than the current ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ has been used as 

the starting point for budget development.  The intention of this approach was to capture any 

forecast savings and prevent cost base build-up.  Current year strategic initiatives, such as 

technology investments and one-time costs, are then deducted to establish the core base budget.   

From there, known labour and contract increases are factored in, and then other cost areas are 

reviewed to determine if the inflation rates defined in the budget assumptions should be applied.  

Since 2011, the core budget increase is targeted to be no more than the 2nd quarter forecast of year-

end expenditures plus inflation.  In 2011, the Board, based on a TransLink staff recommendation, 

passed a corporate policy requiring a minimum contingency level of 1% of annual funded operating 

expenditures be added to the core budget as a contingency to offset budget risks.  Additional 

funding is then added to advance strategic initiatives. 

Budget instructions to ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ specify the budget-building 

guidelines.  Each division and department then develops their budgets, including proposed strategic 

initiatives.  These are then reviewed by the TransLink executive.  The roll-up of the division and 

departmental budgets and initiatives must fall within the 2012 budget envelope. 

Review of 2012 Budget 

TransLinkΩǎ budget is based on the 2012 Transportation and Financial Base Plan and Outlook, which 

is the second annual update of the 2010 Funding Stabilization Plan.  Table 3-6 compares the 2012 

budget with 2010 actual costs, 2011 budget, the 2nd quarter forecast cost at year-end (Q2) and 2011 

actual costs.  
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TABLE 3-6: TRANSLINK 2012 BUDGET VS. 2010 ACTUAL, 2011 BUDGET, 2011 Q2 YEAR-END FORECAST 

& 2011 ACTUAL ($M) 

 
2010 

ACTUAL 
2011 

BUDGET 
2011 Q2 

FORECAST 
2011 

ACTUAL 
2012 

BUDGET 
% CHANGE TO 

2011 ACTUAL 
% CHANGE 

TO Q2 

REVENUES        

Transit  $437.9 $432.5 $439.6 $444.7 $453.9 2.1% 3.3% 

Taxation $689.8 $689.4 $684.2 $682.4 $677.9 -0.7% -0.9% 

Golden Ear Bridge Tolls $29.6 $37.8 $35.1 $33.7 $39.0 15.7% 11.1% 

Interest Income $2.2 $2.6 $2.7 $3.9 $1.7 -56.4% -37.0% 

Senior Gov't Contributions $19.3 $19.3 $19.3 $19.3 $19.3 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Revenues $1,178.8 $1,181.6 $1,180.9 $1,184.0 $1,191.8 0.7% 0.9% 

% Change       0.4%       

EXPENDITURES               

Roads & Bridges $44.6 $47.4 $47.5 $46.5 $49.1 5.6% 3.4% 

Bus $583.5 $594.4 $587.8 $574.6 $598.7 4.2% 1.9% 

Rail  $188.9 $213.8 $213.7 $208.3 $226.9 8.9% 6.2% 

Property tax, rentals fare 
media & insurance 

$36.5 $41.3 $36.7 $32.9 $36.5 10.9% -0.5% 

Total Transit $808.9 $849.5 $838.2 $815.7 $862.1 5.7% 2.9% 

TransLink (incl. Studies & one-
time costs) $58.6 $77.3 $74.8 $68.0 $81.1 19.3% 8.4% 

Police $27.2 $28.7 $29.1 $27.1 $29.6 9.2% 1.7% 

Prov. for Contg.& Reinvests. $0.0 $9.7 $10.1 $0.0 $10.0 100.0% 100.0% 

Sub-Total Operations Cost $939.3 $1,012.6 $999.7 $957.3 $1,031.9 7.8% 3.2% 

2011 Actual vs. 2010 Actual       1.9%       

Debt Repayment (incl. GEB) $219.2 $263.1 $256.4 $259.5 $271.7 4.7% 6.0% 

Other $4.7 $0.0 $0.0 $1.2 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0% 

Sub-Total Debt Capital Cost $223.8 $263.1 $256.4 $260.7 $271.7 4.2% 6.0% 

2011 Actual vs. 2010 Actual       16.5%       

Total Operating Expenditures $1,163.2 $1,275.7 $1,256.1 $1,218.0 $1,303.6 7.0% 3.8% 

2011 Actual vs. 2010 Actual       4.7%       

Real Estate Disposal   $35.0 $35.0 $0.0 $55.9 100.0% 100.0% 

2011 Actual vs. 2010 Actual       0.0%       

Annual Surplus/(Deficit)  $15.6 -$59.1 -$40.2 -$34.0 -$55.9     

PSAB adj. re: Empl Future Ben.     -$5.9    

CUMULATIVE FUNDED SURPLUS $327.9 $226.8 $287.7 $288.0 $231.9     

Source: TransLink 
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Revenues 

2012 operating revenues are forecast to increase by 0.9% over Q2 forecast but are 0.7% over the 

2011 actual.  This reduction reflects lower than expected transit revenues between Q2 and year-end 

but it is not substantial and have not varied apart from transit revenues.   

Fare revenues are forecast to increase 3.3% over the Q2 forecast and 2.1% over actual.  This forecast 

excludes the currently proposed fare increase, which is to take effect in January 2013.  Taxation, the 

ƻǘƘŜǊ Ƴŀƛƴǎǘŀȅ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳΣ ƛǎ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ slightly (less than 1%), primarily 

due to the on-going erosion of fuel tax revenues.  This decline reflects lower purchases in face of 

rising fuel costs.  While 2011 actual declined further than the Q2 forecast, the 2012 budget figure is 

consistent with the trend line established by 2010 and 2011 actual and therefore should not present 

a concern.  The $0.02 per litre fuel tax increase is not included in tax revenues as this is a component 

of the 2012 supplement, The Moving Forward Plan. 

Property tax is limited to a 3% increase over 2011 actual set by legislation.  The hydro levy is fixed at 

$1.90 per household and increases only through residential growth.  Parking tax is budgeted 

conservatively at less than 2011 actual and the replacement tax, which is set by legislation, is within 

1% of 2011 actual.   

Golden Ears Bridge Tolls are budgeted at 11% over the Q2 forecast and 16% over actual.  There is 

ǎƻƳŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ tƻǊǘ aŀƴƴ .ǊƛŘƎŜ ƛǎ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǇŜƴ ƛƴ άǿƛƴǘŜǊ 

нлмнκнлмоέΦ  Consequently, Port Mann tolling will not begin until late 2012 at the earliest.  

Remaining forecast revenues consist of interest income, which is relatively minor, and amortized 

amounts of previously received senior government operating contributions, to which there is no 

risk. 

Revenue gained from real estate disposal has been moved from the revenue category in the 2012 

budget, as it is not an ordinary source of revenue.  Nevertheless, it boosts the increase in total 

revenue expected in 2012 compared to 2011 actual to 5.4%.  Some of the real estate transactions 

were originally budgeted in 2011 but are now expected to be completed in 2012.  No detail is 

provided, owing to the confidential nature of the transactions.  Given past experience, this 

component of forecast revenue seems to have some risk attached but should largely be within 

TransLink management control.   

Operating Expenditures 

Total operating expenditures are forecast to increase 3.8% over Q2 forecast but are 7.0% over actual 

results.  The difference between the two reference points  is $38 million.  This disparity is consistent 

throughout.  Operations expenditures are budgeted 3.2% higher than the Q2 forecast but are 7.8% 

higher than 2011 actual.   

Spending on transit service, which is the largest component of operations expenditures, is forecast 

to be 2.9% higher than Q2, whereas it is 5.7% to actual.  The bus and rail division costs are budgeted 



TransLink Efficiency Review 

TransLink's Financial Plan and Performance  16 

1.9% and 6.2% over Q2, whereas their increases to actual are 4.2% and 8.9%.  2012 property tax, 

rentals, fare media and Insurance also show a significant increase relative to 2011 actual 

expenditures (10.9%) rather than a slight decline (-0.5%) based on the Q2 forecast. 

Within the 2012 budget, bus division service hours increase 0.1% from 5.523 million hours to 5.531 

million in 2012 with no change in service composition.  Rail Division service hours increase 1.3% 

from 1.391 million in 2011 to 1.409 in 2012.  Based on these forecasts, cost per hour will increase 

4.0% and 7.6% respectively, exceeding what has been specified as a 2% lift.  The Rail Division 

includes a $7.1 million contractual increase in concessionaire payments in 2012.  Adjusting for this, 

the cost per hour increases 4%. 

TransLink corporate costs, including studies and one-time costs, increase 8.4% over Q2 forecast and 

19.3% to actual.  Included is $3.6 million in strategic initiatives focusing on the Compass Card, 

communications with government and stakeholders  to obtain funds to replace the temporary 

property tax, human resource and internal communications and technology.  A general discussion of 

the initiatives is included in the budget document.  Identified risks include hiring delays and the 

inability to secure the appropriate resources to execute the work program.   

Expenditures for roads and bridges principally represent contributions to municipalities for road 

works together with staff costs for managing this program.  The increase in this area is 3.4% over Q2 

forecast and 5.6% over actual.  The rate paid per kilometre in the budget is limited to a 2% lift - an 

inflation-based increase as per 2012 TransLink budget directives.   

Transit police increases 1.7% over Q2 forecast and 9.2% over actual.  There is no explanation for the 

significant variance in actual results relative to Q2 forecast. 

Provision for contingencies represents  an operating contingency based on the Board policy adopted 

December, 2011.  This amount is 3% higher than what was budgeted in 2011, which was unused at 

year-end.  The basis for its inclusion in the budget was a report to the Board by management that 

outlined potential cost risks but without quantitative analysis supporting this amount.   

Debt Service  

Debt service is budgeted 6.0% over Q2, whereas they are 4.1% higher than actual.  Debt service 

payments, including those for Golden Ears Bridge (GEB) capital payments, are relatively stable and 

predictable.  Included is the forecast cost of interest on both the $500 million Term Commercial 

Paper program and $150 million in long term debt issues anticipated to occur in 2012.   
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Risk Factors 

hƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǎƛŘŜΣ ǘŀȄŜǎ ŀǊŜ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ όрт҈ ƛƴ нлмнύ ŀƴŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

exception of gas tax, represent little or no risk.  Fares, the other main component of TransLink 

revenues, representing 38% of total revenuŜ ƛƴ нлмнΣ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ 

ridership forecasts.  This modelling is historically based and has exceeded forecasts in every year 

since 2006 other than 2009 when the economic downturn impacted fare purchases.   

Labour cost is the lŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƛƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎΦ  Lƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ŀ 

collective agreement is in place, cost risk is nil.  However, нлмн ƛǎ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ ǿƘŜƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

agreements are up for renewal.  TransLink has budgeted no salary or wage increases, which may be 

reasonable but this does have some risk.  TransLink advise that every 1% increase in labour costs 

translates into approximately $6 million per year in additional costs.  

Financing, petroleum price and petroleum consumption forecasts have been drawn from reputable 

sources and are reasonable.  That said, recent years have seen fuel price volatility due to economic 

and geopolitical factors.  !ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǎƻƳŜ ōǳŘƎŜǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ōǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ǝŀǎ ǘŀȄ 

revenue estimates in terƳǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ōǳȅƛƴƎΦ  Lǘ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

expenditures as 75% of this expenditure is locked in 12 months in advance (see Section 5 - Energy).  

Debt service is also relatively low risk as all but short term rates for IDC, cash investments or capital 

costs that are newly termed out have been locked in. 

hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǘŜǊƳ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘΦ  ²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ нлмн ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀ 

range of variance (sensitivity analysis) on individual economic assumptions is included.  However, a 

comprehensive analysis of risk, that addresses the probability of risk occurrence and outcome, such 

as Monte Carlo simulation,10 is absent.   

Cumulative Funded Surplus 

Recently, TransLink's Board of Directors passed a policy directing that the CFS be maintained at a 

minimum level of 12% of funded expenditures.  Based on the 2012 Base Plan budget, this equates to 

a minimum CFS of $156.4 million compared to the $288 million on hand.  The CFS at the end of 2011 

is $288 million or 22% of budgeted expenditures in 2012.  This is ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ǘƘŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

amount for this contingency reserve.  

                                                           
10

 Monte Carlo analysis addresses both the probability and range of outcomes associated with different inputs.  This is based on 
the premise that given a range of factors, it is equally unlikely that all will go right or wrong.  The analysis also allows decision-
makers to decide what degree of risk they are willing to take.   
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2012 Bus Division Budget 

Labour costs, including salaries, wages and benefits, comprise ƻǾŜǊ тл҈ ƻŦ /a./Ωǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ budget. 

While no general salary or wage increases have been assumed, the budget does include provision 

for normal step and merit rate increases, as staff move through the ranks.  Provision is also made for 

employer-paid benefit rate increases as well as the accrual of future benefit costs. 

The blended cost per hour increases from $104.04 per the 2011 actual to $108.24 under the 2012 

Base Plan budget, with no significant change in service composition by mode.  This exceeds the 

target rate of inflation by approximately 2%.  At the same time, the bus division has been 

consistently under budget since the fuel price shocks of 2008, suggesting that conservatism has 

been built into it budget.  In 2010 and 2011, actual costs were $17.4 and $19.9 million under budget.  

Intuitively, a 2% lift for general inflation seems excessive, particularly given the assumption of no 

salary and wage rate increases.  However, as previously noted, this does not cover step or 

progression increases or benefit rate lifts.  In addition, some cost factors, including insurance and 

fuel, have lifts that exceed 2%.  These skew the average lift upwards.  On this basis, the budgeted 

1.9% increase over Q2 seems reasonable but when compared to 2011 actual expenditures, 4.2% is 

likely excessive.  

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The analysis shows a consistent pattern of under spending in both operating expenditures and debt 

service over the last six years.  Examination of the 2012 budget reveals that while the method of 

budget development seems sound in principle, basing the budget on the Q2 forecast of year-end 

cost has resulted in an inflated forecast compared to year-end actual.  As a result, the objective to 

increase core cost by no more than inflation (2%) is not met.    

This outcome is not altogether surprising as releasing spending room so early in the year impacts 

both current year expenditure flexibility and the subsequent year's cost base.  Consequently, 

budgets and forecasts tend to be conservative.  It should be added that there is no indication of 

significant one-time savings in the 2011 year-end actual that would skew the 2012 cost base. 
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4.  T RANSIT S YSTEM P ERFORMANCE  

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ includes a mix of automated light rail (SkyTrain), commuter rail (West 

Coast Express), bus and ferry (SeaBus) services.  Bus services include both conventional transit and 

custom or door-to-door transit catering to persons with disabilities who are unable to use 

conventional transit.   

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ мΣулл ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ƪƛƭƻƳŜǘǊŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘǿƻ ǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ 

/ŀƴŀŘŀΩs five other largest cities, and its service area population is the second largest in Canada.  

5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƛǘǎ ǎƛȊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƪƛƴ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

density to Calgary and Edmonton than to Toronto or Montreal.  

TABLE 4-1: 2010 COMPARISON OF CANADAΩS AND ./ΩS LARGEST TRANSIT SYSTEMS 

CITY (TRANSIT AGENCY) POPULATION SERVED 
AREA SERVED 

(SQ. KM) 
POPULATION DENSITY 

(POP/AREA SERVED) 

Toronto (TTC) 2,503,281 632.0 3,960.9 

Vancouver (TransLink) 2,391,300 1,800.0 1,328.5 

Montreal (STM) 1,934,082 500.5 3,864.3 

Calgary (Calgary Transit) 1,071,515 848.0 1,263.6 

Ottawa (OC Transpo) 800,300 454.9 1,759.3 

Edmonton (Edmonton Transit) 793,000 700.0 1,132.9 

Victoria (BC Transit) 356,200 614.0 580.1 

Source: Canadian Urban Transit Association, Canadian Transit Fact Books ς 2006 to 2010. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ 

transit services between 2006 and 2010 and then compares this with that of the Toronto (Toronto 

Transit Commission), Calgary, Edmonton and Victoria transit systems.  These four systems were 

chosen as comparators for the following reasons: 

¶ With the exception of Victoria, all have fully integrated multi-modal transit systems like 

TransLink that include both rail and bus service. 

¶ ¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻΩǎ ¢¢/ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎƭƻǎŜǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪ ōǳǘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

densities and usage per capita.  For much of the past 50 years, the TTC has been considered 

ƻƴŜ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ 

¶ While Calgary and Edmonton have less than half the population of Metro Vancouver, their  

population densities and overall levels of transit use per capita are similar to TransLink.   

Calgary, like Vancouver, has also experienced rapid growth over the past two decades. 

¶ Although Victoria is considerably smaller than Vancouver and does not operate rail service, it 

was part of the same transit organization (BC Transit) until 1999.  Because of this history, 
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there are many similarities in the operations of the two systems, including the organizational 

culture, conventional bus fleet, dispersed transit service area and collective agreements 

governing the majority of employees. 

¶ All systems also operate custom transit service for persons with disabilities.     

DESCRIPTION OF COMPARATOR SYSTEMS 

Calgary ƛǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŦƛŦǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ мΦн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ όнлмлύΦ  /ƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ 

area of 848 square kms, the region is characterized by a high density city centre surrounded by low density, 

ǎǇǊŀǿƭƛƴƎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  CƻǊ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘǿƻ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΣ /ŀƭƎŀǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŦŀǎǘŜǎǘ 

growing urban region.  Public transit service is provided by Calgary Transit, a wholly owned business unit of the City 

of Calgary.  With more than 94 million annual trips, it ranks as the fifth largest in Canada. The backbone of the 

system is a 45 km light rail transit system that first opened in 1981 and has seen a number of extensions over the 

past 30 years.  In addition, the City provides an extensive bus system that operates both standard and articulated 

buses as well as a Community Shuttle service using small buses in lower density suburban neighbourhoods.  Buses 

are designed to feed the LRT system and fares are fully integrated between the various modes. The Access Calgary 

Division manages a door-to-door transit system for people with disabilities who are unable to use the conventional 

transit system.  Services are provided by using small buses and vans as well as accessible taxis. Operations are 

contracted out to a non-profit company and small private company. 

Edmonton ƛǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǎƛȄǘƘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƘȅ ƻŦ мΦн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ όнлмлύΦ  The region, 

which comprises the City of Edmonton and 25 suburban cities, towns, villages and counties, features the lowest 

ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ŘƳƻƴǘƻƴ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ тл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ 

population.  Public transit is provided by a number of municipal entities with the ETS (Edmonton Transit System) 

being the largest.  ETS is wholly owned and operated by the City of Edmonton, serving the city and a number of 

suburban jurisdictions under contractual arrangements.  Ridership in 2010 topped 76 million.  The transit system 

features a 21 km light rail system that first opened in 1978 and has been since been extended.  In addition, ETS 

operates an extensive bus service, including standard and articulated bus services as well as Community buses in 

low density areas.  Electric trolley bus service was discontinued in 2007.  ETS also operates the DATS (Disabled 

Accessible Transit Service) for people with disabilities who are unable to use conventional transit and contracts 

with a private company for  accessible sedan and minivan services. 

Toronto, ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ нΦр ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ƛǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǇǊŀǿƭƛƴƎ ǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

more than 5.7 million.  The City itself has a densely populated core and is surrounded by medium density former 

inner suburbs that are now part of the amalgamated city.  The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) operates public 

transit in the City of Toronto, while a number of municipal and regional operators provide service in the suburbs 

thaǘ ǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ¢¢/ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ птт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊǎ ǇŜǊ 

year (2010) and has the highest per capita transit usage rates in North America.  TTC operates a 70 km rapid 

transit network (mostly underground), along with an extensive surface system comprising streetcars and standard 

buses as well as a large system of door-to-door transportation for people with disabilities. 

Victoria, with a regional population of 358,000,  is a sixth of the size of Metro Vancouver.  The dense inner city is 

surrounded by a sprawling low density suburban area.  The region has experienced relatively slow rates of growth 

in recent years.  Transit service is provided by BC Transit, a crown corporation using standard, double decker and 

small Community Buses It also provides custom transit service for the disabled through a contracted operator.  

Transit ridership was 25 million in 2010 and rides per capita are about two thirds those in Metro Vancouver. 
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PERFORMANCE INDICATORS USED 

The transit industry uses a number of performance indicators to measure service efficiency and 

effectiveness. 

 

COST EFFICIENCY = Operating cost per revenue service hour and revenue kilometre. 

COST EFFECTIVENESS = Operating cost per revenue passenger. 

SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS = Revenue passengers per revenue service hour. 

COST RECOVERY RATIO = Percentage of operating costs covered by fare revenue. 

ADMINISTRATION COST RATIO = Percentage of administration cost to operating cost. 

 

CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT SERVICES 

TransLink operates a fully integrated, multi-modal transit system comprising automated light rail 

transit (SkyTrain), commuter rail (West Coast Express), passenger ferries (SeaBus) and a variety of 

bus services.  During the past five years, the system has experienced rapid growth, including a major 

expansion of the SkyTrain with the opening of a third line in 2009 and increased capacity on the 

other two lines as well as the West Coast Express  A new SeaBus vessel  was introduced and the bus 

system was expanded with increased capacity and new services.   

Other bus services were redesigned to integrate with the new rapid transit line.  The period saw a 

major renewal and expansion of the bus fleet including replacement of the electric trolley fleets 

with new vehicles as well as introduction of Hybrid and CNG buses and increased diesel buses.  New 

technologies were added to better manage the system and improve customer information.  

Conventional transit services are operated by Coast Mountain Bus Company and BC Rapid Transit 

Company, two wholly owned subsidiary companies and a through a variety of contracted service 

providers.    
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Five-Year Trend 

The following table presents the key measures of service performance between 2006 and 2010 for 

Trŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ 

TABLE 4-2: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL SERVICE STATISTICS, 2006 TO 2010 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
% CHANGE 

2006-10 

Total Operating Costs (million) $550.34 $592.73 $674.05 $747.49 $829.52 50.7% 

Revenue Hours (million) 5.12 5.33 5.59 5.99 6.38 24.7% 

Revenue Kilometres (million) 116.13 119.94 125.37 135.17 151.43 30.4% 

Revenue Passengers (million) 165.07 172.07 178.80 187.91 211.35 28.0% 

Total Operating Revenue (million) $308.19 $325.57 $355.33 $362.34 $435.47 41.3% 

Administration Cost (million) $73.99 $79.45 $105.44 $116.19 $116.63 57.6% 

Source: Canadian Urban Transit Association, Canadian Transit Fact Books ς 2006 to 2010. 

Growth in cost outpaced service expansion 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ operating expenditures for conventional transit service increased by 50.7% from $550.3 

million in 2006 to $829.5 million in 2010.  This was an increase of $279.2 million over five years and 

is the equivalent of adding a system the size of Calgary Transit to the TransLink system.   

Much of this growth was due to bus and SkyTrain expansion over this period.  Service levels, as 

defined by annual revenue service hours and kilometres, increased 24.7% and 30.4% respectively.  

These increases were more than 

three times the population growth 

in the region. The higher rate of 

growth in kilometres reflects the 

major expansion of SkyTrain (mostly 

due to the addition of Canada Line) 

where the average operating speed 

is more than double that of bus 

services.   

At the same time, the cost of 

providing service also grew as the 

top operator wage rate increased 

from $25.94 to $29.20 per hour, an 

increase of 12.6% as compared to Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books and Statistics Canada 

FIGURE 4-1: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT, 
OPERATING COST VS. SERVICE HRS & KMS, 2006 - 2010 
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inflation growth of 6.4%11 .  The increase in the top mechanic wage was even higher (23.5% to reach 

$37.87 per hour in 2010), reflecting the tight labour market for skilled trades people.   

Administration also rose from $74.0 million in 2006 to $116.6 million in 2010; an increase of 57.6 %, 

whereas ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ C¢9Ωǎ went up by 25.2%.  Implementation of the new governance structure 

in 2008 appears to have contributed to this cost increase, as there was a noticeable jump in 

administration costs from 13.4% of total operating costs in 2006 and 2007 to 15.6% in 2008 and 

2009.  Growth in administration spending tempered in 2010 as a result of cost cuts and deferrals 

implemented by TransLink management.  This combined with a higher increase in total operating 

cost allowed the percentage of administration to operating cost to drop back to 14.1% in 2010.  

Ridership and revenue increased but the gap with cost widened  

Ridership (revenue passengers) 

increased 28% between 2006 and 

2010.  Annual ridership growth was 

between 3% and 4% during the first 

three years and then increased to 

5.1% in 2009 before jumping 12.5% 

in 2010.  This recent growth spurt 

reflects the first full year Canada 

Line operation as well as the 

Olympic Games.  Preliminary 

reports indicate ridership increased 

again in 2011. 

Transit revenues (fares) also grew 

from $308.2 million in 2006 to 

$435.5 million in 2010 or 41.3% as a 

result of higher ridership and fare increases in 2008 and 2010.  Still, the gap between operating 

expenditures and revenues grew by $151.9 million over the five years, requiring increased subsidy 

to make up the difference.  

                                                           
11

 Statistics Canada, CPI Vancouver Annual Growth, 2006 to 2010. 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-2: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT, COST  PER 
HOUR VS. RIDERSHIP & REVENUE, 2006 -2010 
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System Performance  

Service cost efficiency has declined 

The cost per revenue hour of 

providing transit service increased 

by 20.9% from $107.55 in 2006 to 

$129.98 in 2010.  This five year 

increase, which was more than 

triple the rate of inflation (6.4%), 

was driven by higher increases in 

labour, overhead and fuel or energy 

costs.  Collective agreements 

negotiated for this period provided 

increases of 3% per year (12% 

overall).  Administrative costs grew 

by 57.6% and fuel and electricity 

costs went up by 15%. 

Cost per revenue kilometre also increased  but at a lower rate (15.6%) than cost per revenue hour.  

This comparatively better performance reflects the rising average speed of the system as faster rail 

services  now comprise a larger share of total conventional transit system.  In fact, overall system 

speed increased 5.6% over the five year period from 22.7 kph to 23.6 kph.  

Service and cost effectiveness has improved slightly since 2009 

The cost per revenue passenger 

climbed from $3.33 to $3.92 per 

hour between 2006 and 2010, 

representing a 17.7% increase.  This 

peaked in 2009 and then declined 

slightly in 2010.  The reversal was 

likely due to the jump in revenue 

passengers from the Olympic 

Games and the full year impact of 

the Canada Line.  Revenue 

passengers per hour decreased 

slightly from 32.3 in 2006 to 31.4 in 

2009, before bouncing back to 33.1 

in 2010.  Revenue passengers per 

kilometre also declined slightly from 

1.42 to 1.40 per km or -1.8% over the five years.   

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books and Statistics Canada 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books and Statistics Canada 

FIGURE 4-3: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT, COST  

PER HOUR & KILOMETRE, 2006-2010 

FIGURE 4-4: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT,  COST 

PER PASSENGER, PASSENGERS PER HR & KM, 2006-2010 
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Cost recovery from fares has declined 

The average fare paid on the system 

rose 11.9% from $1.83 in 2006 to 

$2.04 in 2010, largely as a result of 

fare increases over this period.  

Nevertheless, cost recovery 

(revenue to cost ratio) declined 

from 56% in 2006 to 52.5% in 2010, 

as growth in operating costs 

outstripped increases in operating 

revenue.  TransLink has tried to 

maintain at least a 50% revenue to 

cost ratio since 1999. 

 

Hƻǿ ŘƻŜǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ Compare to its Peers? 

Figure 4-6 ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ performance indicator to the average of 

the other comparators in 2010. 

 

 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books and Statistics Canada 

FIGURE 4-5: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT, 
AVERAGE FARE & COST RECOVERY, 2006-2010 

FIGURE 4-6: TRANSLINK 2010 PERFORMANCE VS. PEERS 
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High growth but at a higher cost 

TransLinkΩǎ conventional services 

experienced more growth than any 

of its peers during the past five 

years.  It had the highest growth in 

operating costs, passenger revenue 

and total operating revenue and the 

second highest growth in revenue 

hours and kilometres of service, 

boarded and revenue passengers, 

employees and administration 

costs.   

±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀ ǎǳǊǇŀǎǎŜŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

growth rate in both revenue hours 

and kilometres of service as well as 

employees but with a more moderate increase in operating cost (38.7% versus 50.7%).  Edmonton 

saw higher growth in boarded passengers and revenue passengers and the second highest growth in 

passenger and operating revenue.  Like Victoria, Edmonton achieved this with a lower rate of 

ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ όпмΦм҈ύ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǊƛǎŜ ƛƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ǿŀƎŜΦ  9ŘƳƻƴǘƻƴΩǎ 

gains resulted from the opening of extensions to its LRT system in 2006 and 2010 and introduced a 

U-Pass at the University of Alberta served by the LRT system.  

Overall, these ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ service expansion and resultant strong ridership 

growth has come at a higher cost than its peers.   

Cost efficiency is now second lowest 

Between 2006 and 2010, 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘ ǇŜǊ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ 

hour increased by 20.9% from 

$107.55 to $129.98 per hour.  This 

increase was second only to 

Edmonton (21.9%) and more than 

double that of Victoria, which 

recorded the lowest cost increase in 

the peer group (7.7%).  As a result, 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘ ǇŜǊ ƘƻǳǊ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ 

from third to second highest over 

the five year period and was $13.91 

higher than the comparator average 

in 2010.  Only Toronto was higher at 

$75

$100

$125

$150

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

C
o

st
 p

e
r 

 R
e

ve
n

u
e

 H
r 

($
)

Toronto

Calgary

Edmonton

Victoria

TransLink

Average

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-7: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, REVENUE HRS & OPERATING COSTS, 2006-10 

FIGURE 4-8: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, COST PER HOUR, 2006-2010 
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$141.73 per hour as a result of higher wage rates and administration costs as well as the additional 

cost of maintaining its much older rail infrastructure.  

Interestingly, the cost per revenue hour (and kilometre) ranked in the same order as system size and 

population, with the two largest regions and systems being the more expensive to operate than the 

three smaller systems.  It appears that diseconomies of scale may result from the inherent 

complexities of operating larger systems, including the operation of some unique modes, such as 

higher cost streetcars in Toronto and the electric trolley bus system in Vancouver.  

Cost effectiveness remained the lowest in the group  

Under cost effectiveness, TransLink 

was the most expensive in the peer 

group with an operating cost per 

revenue passenger of $3.92 in 2010.  

This was a third higher than the 

comparator average ($2.94) and 

$0.92 more than the second highest 

ς Victoria.  TǊŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 2010 ranking 

was identical to that in 2006 even 

though its rate of increase in cost 

per passenger over the five year 

period was the second lowest in the 

group at 17.7%.  Only Edmonton 

had a lower increase (6.3%).  Both 

systems had major expansions of 

their rail systems during the period.  
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FIGURE 4-9: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, COST PER REVENUE PASSENGER, 2006-2010 
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Service productivity continues to lag despite better 5-Year performance than most peers 

In productivity as measured by 

revenue passengers per hour, 

TransLink improved slightly over the 

five year period, increasing by 2.7%.  

This improvement was thanks 

entirely to the bump in ridership in 

2010 that reversed a downward 

trend in the previous two years.  

This increase was substantially less 

than Edmonton (14.7%) but in 

contrast to losses of -4.0% to -15.4% 

experienced by the other peer 

systems.  

In 2010, TransLink was the second 

lowest in this indicator with 33.1 passengers per hour, which was 16.5% below the comparator 

average.  Toronto had by far the highest usage per hour due to its compact and dense service area 

and extensive subway and streetcar system that carry large volumes per unit of service.  TransLink 

ranked below Calgary and Edmonton, both sprawling low density regions with reasonable sized LRT 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ  hƴƭȅ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΩǎ ŀƭƭ ōǳǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪ and Victoria has the lowest 

density of the comparator group.  Very little change was recorded in this indicator over the five 

years, even after the major expansion of SkyTrain.  

In terms of revenue passengers per 

kilometre, TransLink declined from 

1.42 in 2006 to 1.40 in 2010, a 1.8% 

decrease.  It remained the lowest 

within the peer group in 2010 

unchanged from 2006, and was 

23.6% below the comparator 

average in 2010.  By comparison, 

the other four systems carried 

between 1.48 and 2.36 passengers 

per kilometre of service.  Between 

2006 and 2010, four out of five 

systems experienced declines in this 

indicator.  Only Edmonton showed 

an increase (11.3%) likely due to its 

LRT expansion and U-Pass program 

introduction. 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-10: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, REVENUE PASSENGERS PER HR, 2006-2010 

FIGURE 4-11: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, REVENUE PASSENGERS PER KM, 2006-2010 
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TǊŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ low ranking in service effectiveness stems from the relatively high cost of providing 

service and the low number of passengers carried per unit of service compared to its peers.  While 

ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀΣ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŘŜƴǎƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ 

support high transit usage, cost of service is also a factor.   

Cost recovery declined but less than most peers  

Between 2006 and 2010, ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

revenue to cost ratio declined, as it 

did in all the peer systems.  

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘ Ǌŀǘƛƻ ǿŜƴǘ Řƻǿƴ 

from 56.0% in 2006 to 52.5% in 

2010, a loss of 3.5 percentage 

points over this period.  This decline 

resulted from revenue growth not 

keeping pace with expenditures.  

Nevertheless, it was the second 

lowest reduction in the group due 

ǘƻ нлмлΩǎ ǊŜǾŜǊǎŀƭ ƻŦ ŀ ŘƻǿƴǿŀǊŘ 

decline that more than offset prior 

year losses.  As a result, TransLink 

continued to rank third highest in 

cost recovery unchanged from 2006. 

Lƴ нлмлΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ Ǌŀǘƛƻ was 1.2 percentage points below the comparator average.  

Toronto, with a revenue to cost ratio exceeding 70%, was the by far the leader in this indicator.  

TorontoΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ are more than offset by high ridership as well as high fare levels 

that have given it the best cost recovery ratio of any major system in North America.  Calgary also 

had a slightly higher cost recovery than TransLink, while both Victoria and Edmonton were lower.  

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-12: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, % OPERATING COST RECOVERY, 2006-2010 
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Average fare remained the highest in the peer group 

Between 2006 and 2010, 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŦŀǊŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ 

by 11.9%, which was the third 

highest gain within the peer group 

after Toronto (17.4%) and Calgary 

όмтΦо҈ύΦ  Lƴ нлмлΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

average fare was $2.04 compared 

to the comparator average of $1.50 

or 36.6% higher than the average.  

TransLink has consistently had the 

highest average fare over the five 

year period, largely because of its 

three zone system whereby an 

additional charge is applied if trips 

cross zone boundaries.  In contrast, the others have single zone fares and, in most instances, 

charged the same amount in 2010 as ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ single zone fare of $2.50.  Given that TransLink 

covers the largest service area in Canada, the zone system was implemented as a means of more 

equitably charging for service by distance.  

Administration cost ratio remained highest or second highest despite cut backs   

¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

administration costs to total 

operating costs was virtually the 

same in 2010 (0.6 percentage 

points higher) as in 2006.  This 

stability resulted from overall 

growth in administration keeping 

pace with that of total operating 

costs over this period, aided by 

2010 administration cost cuts and 

deferrals initiated by TransLink 

management.  

Although the proportion of 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ  

administration grew only slightly 

over the five year period, this contrasted with Edmonton, Calgary and Victoria, where reductions 

were recorded (1.7, 3.9 and 0.7 percentage points respectively).  Only Toronto increased its 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-13: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, AVERAGE FARE, 2006-2010 

FIGURE 4-14: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS,  ADMIN % OF OPERATING COSTS, 2006-2010 
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spending by 3.1 percentage points.  As a result, TransLink went from being the highest in the group 

in 2006 to second highest after Toronto in 2010.  

These ratios again indicate a 

disparity between the two large 

systems, Vancouver and Toronto, 

and the three smaller systems.  As 

the Edmonton system is a municipal 

department, some administrative 

costs were not fully captured in the 

CUTA statistics.  Nevertheless, 

comparing the combined average of 

Vancouver and Toronto with that of 

the three other systems, the 2010 

administrative cost ratios to 

operating cost and revenue are 

15.2% versus 7.7% and 24.6% 

versus 15.9%.  This again seems to 

support an argument of diseconomies rather than economies of scale in the larger systems.  

Labour costs continued to be higher than most peers   

Between 2006 and 2010, 

TransLinkΩǎ ǘƻǇ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊ ŀƴŘ 

mechanic wage rates increased by 

12.6% and 23.5% respectively, 

which were well in excess of 

inflation (6.4%).  Compared to its 

ǇŜŜǊǎΣ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩs increases were 

the second lowest for operators and 

the highest for mechanics.  The 

lowest increase in both the top 

operator and mechanic wage rate 

was Victoria (8.4%).  The increases 

in other systems ranged from 14.3% 

to 19.2% for the top operator wage 

rate and 12.8% to 19.2% for the top 

mechanic wage rate.   

The noticeably lower increases in Victoria result from BC Transit being a Crown Corporation that fell 

under provincial bargaining guidelines mandating zero increases.  In contrast, the other systems are 

either regionally or municipally governed and have less leverage to mandate settlements.   In 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-15: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, ADMIN % OF REVENUE, 2006-2010 

FIGURE 4-16: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, TOP OPERATOR WAGE, 2006-2010 
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addition, the tight labour market in Alberta between 2006 and 2010 has tended to push up both the 

Calgary and Edmonton wage rates.   

In 2010, TransLink had the second 

highest top operator wage behind 

Toronto, which was a reversal from 

2006.  It also had the second 

highest top mechanic wage rate 

after Edmonton.  Relative to the 

comparator average, ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ 

2010 top wage rates were 2.5% and 

10.2% higher respectively. 

 

 

 

Summary of Findings 

A major expansion in service between 2006 and 2010 has resulted in strong gains in TransLink 

ridership and operating revenue.  However, these gains have not improved ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ 

overall performance.  In fact, both cost per hour and kilometre are higher as is cost per passenger.  

Passengers per hour and kilometre have declined, although these declines would have been worse 

without the surge in ridership that occurred in 2010.  Direct operating costs have exceeded revenue 

growth, resulting in lower cost recovery and the need for increased subsidy.   

Relative to its peers, TransLink saw more overall growth over the five year period but costs grew 

faster.  It continues to lag other systems in cost efficiency, cost effectiveness and service 

productivity, ranking last or second to last in all indicators except for cost recovery (3rd highest ) and 

average fare (highest).  

In terms of five-year changes in the performance indicators, TransLink fared more positively.  It 

recorded the second lowest increase in cost per kilometre and revenue passenger and the second 

highest increase in passengers per hour and kilometre.  Its decrease in cost recovery and increase in 

average fare were also the third lowest in the group.      

While TransLink has disadvantages due to the geographic size of its service area, systems with 

similar population densities appear to be attracting more riders per unit of service than TransLink.  

This observation is relatively unchanged over the past five years in spite of the large increase in rail 

rapid transit.  Section 5 of this report will focus in on the main area of ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ transit service and 

expenditure, its bus system.  
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FIGURE 4-17: TRANSLINK CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT VS. 
COMPARATORS, TOP MECHANIC WAGE, 2006-2010 
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CUSTOM TRANSIT SERVICES 

Custom transit services cater to people with special needs who are generally unable to use 

conventional transit.  Eligibility to use custom transit is based on criteria determined by each transit 

agency.  In B.C., pǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǇǊŜŘŜŎŜǎǎƻǊΣ ./ ¢ǊŀƴǎƛǘΣ ōŜŎŀƳŜ 

involved in providing custom transit service in both Vancouver and Victoria in 1980.  This 

represented the first time that the BC government directly committed funds to transit operators for 

the delivery of transportation services for the disabled.  Previously, these specialized services were 

supplied by local service groups on a non-profit basis.  

The new custom transit service, using vans to provide door-to-door service (HandyDART), was 

expanded across Metro Vancouver but remained a separate and parallel service to the conventional 

transit system.  While regional in scope, the service was delivered under contract by seven non-

profit societies and private companies in eight service areas.  For cost efficiency, contractors used 

local taxi companies to supplement van service to transport some ambulatory passengers as well as 

serve trips made before and after core business hours.  BC Transit also introduced a taxi scrip 

program whereby registrants were eligible to pre-purchase taxi coupons good for on-demand taxi 

rides, with the costs shared 50:50 between the user and the transit authority.   

In 2008, TransLink restructured its custom transit services with the express intent of improving both 

the quality of customer service and operations management, and set out to reduce its service areas 

from eight to three.  After a competitive procurement process, a private company, MVT Canadian 

Bus, was awarded the contract for all three areas.  It should also be noted that a three month labour 

disruption occurred from October 2009 to January 2010 during which only medically necessary trips 

were accommodated by the contractor.  

Five-Year Trend 

The following table presents the key measure of service performance between 2006 and 2010 for 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ 

TABLE 4-3: CUSTOM TRANSIT SERVICE STATISTICS, 2006 TO 2010 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
% CHANGE 

2006-10 

Total Operating Cost (million)
1
 $25.5 $28.1 $33.9 $39.4 $44.2 73.2% 

Revenue Hours (million) .52 .55 .59 .52 .59 14.3% 

Revenue Kilometres (million) 8.45 8.80 9.36 8.67 9.87 16.8% 

Passengers (million) 1.36 1.42 1.49 1.34 1.47 7.4% 

Passenger Revenue (million)
12

 $1.17 $1.90 $1.88 $1.67 $2.06 75.9% 

Vehicles 292 337 337 362 338 15.8% 

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books, 2006 to 2010      1 Excludes Taxiscrip costs 

                                                           
12

 TransLink changed its method of fare allocation in 2007 to include pre-paid media that was not included in 2006. 
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Custom Transit costs have risen sharply 

¢Ǌŀƴǎ[ƛƴƪΩǎ ǊŜǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƳŜ ŀǘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ŎƻǎǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ Ŏƻǎǘ 

(HandyDART, non-dedicated supplemental taxi services and Taxi Scrip) increased during the past five 

years from $27.4 million in 2006 to $46.7 million in 2010 or by 70.4%.  By comparison, the total cost 

of operating conventional transit services increased 50.7% over the same period.    

Expenditures on operations increased by 72.4% over the five year period, while maintenance and 

fuel rose 53.8% and 23.4% respectively.  However, administration almost tripled, growing from $0.6 

million in 2006 to $2.4 million in 2010.  The big increase in administration costs occurred in 2008 and 

2009, reflecting the major changeover to the consolidated system and the introduction of new 

technologies.  However, administration costs were reduced in 2010 by more than $200,000.   

 

In discussions with management, roughly 40% of the cost increase is attributed to higher labour 

costs, including salaries, wages and benefits.  Another 35% is due to the establishment of new 

functions, such as the Access Transit office, the call centre, on-road supervision and the introduction 

of new technologies, including mobile data terminals, automated vehicle location systems, and 

advanced scheduling, dispatching and operations management software.  The remaining is due to 

service expansion.  

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 
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FIGURE 4-18: TRANSLINK CUSTOM TRANSIT, GROWTH IN OPERATING COSTS, 2006 AND 2010 
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Service and ridership grew moderately 

The level of custom transit service 

as measured by vehicle revenue 

hours available to customers grew 

by 14.3% between 2006 and 2010.  

Revenue passengers (HandyDART 

including non-dedicated 

supplemental taxis) carried 

increased at a lower rate of 8.8% 

from 1.2 million to 1.3 million over 

this period.  This latter increase may 

be somewhat understated due to 

the absence of non-essential trips 

for one week and after effects of 

the labour strike in 2010.  

Preliminary figures for 2011 indicate 

revenue passengers increased by 4% over 2010.  However, management also observed that the 

introduction of the new SkyTrain line between Richmond and Vancouver has attracted trips and 

resulted in a decline in service requests from this corridor. 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŀƎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ 

growing number of custom transit registrants.  Active registrants have remained basically the same 

at around 22,000 per year since 2006.   

Fare revenue and average fares have increased 

/¦¢!Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ тс҈ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нллс ŀƴŘ нлмлΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ 

due to a fare increase in 2008.  TransLink, however, advises that prior to 2008, they did not attribute 

any revenue to custom transit from pre-paid fare media accepted on HandyDART.  As a result, fare 

revenues in 2006 and 2007 were understated.  Using the new method of allocation, TransLink 

estimates the actual growth in revenue was 25%.  The revised average fare grew from $1.31 in 2006 

to $1.55 in 2010 or by 18%.    

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-19: TRANSLINK CUSTOM TRANSIT, 
RIDERSHIP, 2006-2010 
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Custom Transit Performance 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻŎǳǎŜǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀnce between 2006 and 2010 based 

on the five key performance indicators.  

Cost efficiency has declined 

Total operating cost per hour (excluding taxi scrip) increased significantly (51.5%) from $49.08 in 

2006 to $74.37 in 2010. The cost of labour was a major driver in pushing up costs.  This includes 

salaries, wages and benefits paid by 

the contractor as well as overhead 

costs at Coast Mountain Bus 

Company, which manages the 

custom transit service on behalf of 

TransLink.  

With operating costs increasing 

sharply and ridership growing 

slowly, cost per revenue passenger 

grew from $21.66 to $34.48 over 

the five year period.  This 

represented an increase of 59.2%, 

which is over nine times the rate of 

inflation (6.4%) over this period.   

Ridership is up but productivity has declined  

Passengers per hour, an important 

productivity measure, declined 

slightly from 2.27 to 2.16, even after 

the introduction of new technology.  

Door-to-door transportation by its 

nature has relatively low volumes as 

it is hard to group many rides.  The 

ǎǘǊƛƪŜΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ Ƴŀȅ 

have contributed to this decrease.  

Management reports that, while 

cross-boundary trips have increased 

as a result of the consolidation of 

operators, they remain a very small 

percentage of total trips and thus 

are unlikely to have an affect.   

Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-20: TRANSLINK CUSTOM TRANSIT, 
COST PER PASSENGER & HOUR, 2006-2010 
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Source: CUTA Canadian Transit Fact Books 

FIGURE 4-21: TRANSLINK CUSTOM TRANSIT, 
PASSENGERS PER HOUR, 2006-2010 










































































































































