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Recommendation:
1. That staff be directed to proceed with the implementation of the
recommendations outlined in Report # PS-2019-02 “Guelph Transit Business
Service Review Final Report” dated January 29, 2019.

2. That the 2019 operating impact of $498,000 be referred to the operating
budget deliberation on March 5, 2019.

Special Resolutions

Adjournment
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To City Council

Service Area Public Services

Date Tuesday, January 29, 2019

Subject Guelph Transit Business Service Review Final Report

Report Number PS-2019-02

Recommendation

1. That staff be directed to proceed with the implementation of the recommendations
outlined in Report # PS-2019-02 “Guelph Transit Business Service Review Final
Report” dated January 29, 2019.

2. That the 2019 operating impact of $498,000 be referred to the operating budget
deliberation on March 5, 2019.

Executive Summary

Purpose of Report

This final report will provide an overview of the process, findings and recommendations of
the Guelph Transit business service review.

Key Findings

Guelph Transit is the last of the pilot business service reviews for the implementation of
the Council-approved Business Service Review framework (CS-2016-61).

Third-party engagement activity indicates that overall satisfaction with Guelph Transit
service is 69 per cent, which is higher than most comparator results. Guelph Transit is on
par and competitive with the service levels and performance of the other applicable
municipalities included in the scope of the review. Analysis indicates that Guelph Transit’s
net cost to provide service is on par with comparator municipalities; however, expenses
are on the rise.

Guelph has some of the highest ridership and revenue of the comparator municipalities,
which offset the cost of service provision. Analysis identified concerns related to reliability
of service with an average of 3.6 per cent of all runs dropped or missed. The review,
benchmarking, and research identify no obvious advantages or savings to using alternate
service delivery models compared with the municipally delivered service approach used
by Guelph.

There are twelve recommendations resulting from the business service review. These
recommendations include options around staffing and service level changes, service
standards, funding and fare pricing guidelines, and investigating the viability and
feasibility of new technology options.




Financial Implications

Estimated 2019 operating budget impacts of the recommendations equate to $498,626.
This includes cost reductions related to service changes and increased revenue from
contract renewal, as well as compensation and contract costs to stabilize the workforce,
provide increased capacity and capability for service management and administration,
conduct an operational route review, and service expansion planning for the Community
Bus service. There is a proposed 2019 capital impact of $2.7 million for the Community
Bus service expansion.

Third party support was utilized to conduct this business service review, including
consulting support and community engagement, with total expenditures of $85,000.

Report

Backaround
Guelph Transit provides fixed route conventional, on-demand mobility, and specialized

service to support Guelph residents, business and visitors. These services provide
transportation for over 6.2 million riders (unique revenue passenger trips) or 6.9 million
boardings annually.

The review followed the methodology outlined in the Council-approved Business Service
Review Framework (CS-2016-61). A business service review looks at what we do well and
what needs to change. It studies the effectiveness and efficiency of our services to make
sure these services are the best for the City and our citizens, while supporting long-term
financial sustainability.

Input into the business service included staff feedback, public input, research on Guelph’s
current services, and benchmarking from other municipalities. Output of the review
includes definition of the current service, service levels and performance, and potential
recommendations for consideration. Refer to ATT-1 for the detailed report on the
approach and recommendations.

Review Scope
The scope of the review or the specific elements of Guelph Transit services reviewed
included:
- Operations (the provision of the service)
o Conventional services
0 Mobility services
0 Specialty services

- Administration processes
o0 Planning and scheduling
o Customer service
o Fare review process
0 Route review process

The following elements of Guelph Transit services were not included in the scope of the
review.

- Route review
. Fare and fee rate review
- Fleet maintenance and repair operations

- Amalgamation and interregional service




Third-Party Technical Expertise Support
The City of Guelph worked with Dillon Consulting (Dillon) — an impartial, technical expert

— to support the benchmarking and data analysis areas of the Guelph Transit business
service review. This partnership provided technical expertise and added objective third-
party examination of the review results.

Benchmarking
Dillon, as part of the benchmarking analysis, contacted the five municipalities listed

below. These comparators met the service review rationale! and represented the desired

mix to conduct a fair comparison to the City of Guelph:

City of Barrie (Barrie Transit)

City of Greater Sudbury (Greater Sudbury Transit)
City of Kingston (Kingston Transit)

City of St. Catharines (St. Catharines Transit)

City of Windsor (Transit Windsor)

Five additional municipalities were added to test findings from the original comparator
group related to specific performance indicators for both conventional and specialized
services:

City of Brantford (Brantford Transit)

City of Burlington (Burlington Transit)

City of Cornwall (Cornwall Transit)

Town of Oakville (Oakville Transit)

City of Thunder Bay (Thunder Bay Transit)

The rationale for selecting the comparators included the following:

Dillon conducted data validation with City staff as well as reviewing other available online

Being part of the Council-approved municipal comparator list
Delivery approaches that meet those defined by the scope of the service review
(i.e., in-house, not-for-profit, and private service provision)

Relevant level of service and/or technology used to operate their transit systems in

the same way as Guelph, and are of a similar scale

data to confirm findings, such as the Canadian Urban Transit Association (CUTA) annual
reporting?. Key indicators used in the comparison included:

Service level
Ridership
Utilization
o Passengers per capita
o Passengers per revenue hour
Cost Effectiveness
o Cost per passenger
Cost Efficiency
0 Net cost per total vehicle operation hour
o0 Operating revenue to cost ratio

1 Dillon Consulting Benchmarking and Data Analysis Report (November 2018)
22016 and 2017 CUTA annual report (Canadian Conventional Transit Statistics, Canadian Specialized Transit Statistics)



Engagement Activity

Engagement activity undertaken to inform Figure 1: Overall system satisfaction level
the business service review included . . . .
measuring customer satisfaction with the Transit Service Satisfaction Level

current transit service®. The overall
satisfaction rate for Guelph Transit is 69
per cent. This is in line with the
satisfaction rate reported from the 2017
Citizen Satisfaction survey, which
identified the overall satisfaction rate at 71
per cent*.

When this rate is compared to comparator reported satisfaction rates®, Guelph Transit
satisfaction rating performance is higher than most of the comparator municipalities.

Figure 2: Municipal benchmark satisfaction rate

Overall Transit System Satisfaction Rates
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70% 69%
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50% 45%
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10%
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Satisfaction Rate

Initial conclusion

The business service review focused on the current transit operations
(conventional, mobility, specialty services) and administration processes. This
review did not include conducting a detailed operational route or fare review,
developing strategic long-term objectives or fleet maintenance and repair
operations.

3 Amalgamated satisfaction rate of conventional and mobility service.
42017 Citizen Survey did not focus on Transit riders but community as a whole.
5 Publicly reported satisfaction ratings from citizen and community surveys over the last three years.



The review, benchmarking, and research Figure 3: Benchmark performance level

all indicated that Guelph Transit performs
on par and is competitive with
comparators in key performance
indicators. No obvious advantages,
disadvantages or savings to using an
alternate service delivery model to the
City’s municipally delivered service
approach were identified during the
review.

Transit Service Overall

Performance level to peers

Below

Par

Better|

Ridership

Hours of operation

Fare rates

Utilization

Passengers per capita

Passengers per revenue hour

Cost effectiveness

Operating cost per passenger

Cost efficiency

Net cost per total vehicle hour

Operating revenue to cost ratio

Even though there is no indication of a need for a service delivery method change,

areas of issue or opportunity were identified, including service reliability, growth,

technology and administration. These areas of improvement have been identified to
ensure efficient and effective delivery of transit service.

Recommendations

There are 12 recommendations, identified below, resulting from the business

service review. These recommendations are detailed in ATT-1.

e Service standards

1. Set a funding and fare pricing policy based on a revenue-to-cost

performance range.

e Service expansion and growth

2. Expand and rebrand the Community Bus service.
3. Conduct an operational route review, looking at both holistic system
changes as well as individual route modification.
4. Develop a Guelph Transit strategic plan within the context of the
Transportation Master Plan, to provide direction for conventional,
mobility, and specialized transit service to 2040.

e Service reduction

5. Discontinue morning shuttle service (pilot project) to Guelph Central

Station.

e Service administration

6. Review and renew the CoFare contract.

7. Develop an operator recertification program to support service

reliability, safety, and consistency.
8. Implement staffing adjustments to increase capacity for return to
work, wellness, recruitment, and retention challenges, and to support

the efficient and effective management and administration of core

business.

9. Improve reporting methods related to vehicle maintenance.
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Technology growth

10. Implement the new fare box program with the capability for reusable
tap and go passes (smart cards).

11. Develop a pilot program to test the service gains (improved
scheduling and increased capacity) from Intelligent On-Demand
Transit software with the Mobility Service, and assess feasibility for
low-density and low utilization applications.

Service reliability
12. Stabilize the workforce levels to ensure sustainable provision of
current level of service and reduction of overtime, through a base
staffing increase of 19 drivers. To be phased in over six years.

Key impacts of the recommendations include:

Improved conventional service reliability

Increase service levels in the Community Bus service

Greater accuracy of data leading to improved controls in performance
management and reporting

Reduced service reliability risks related to safe driving, reinforced defensive
driving, customer service and safe work practices

Potential for increased capacity (ridership and availability), and levels of
service for mobility and on-demand customers, as well as increased revenue
potential and/or decreased costs

Service standards to support consistent decision-making related to service
levels and delivery

Additional Opportunities

The review scope did not include conducting a full operational route review;
however, average ridership demand and service performance was looked at in
conjunction with other aspects of the review. The following items were identified as
priorities to be addressed, along with the review recommendations:

Recommend service frequency reinstatement of routes 11 and 14 to 30
minute service. These routes currently receive 40 minute service after 8:15
pm. This recommendation has been identified to improve transfer times at
Guelph Central Station and reduce non-revenue generating layover time,
gaining service efficiency.

Recommend that as part of the operational route review, alternative service
options or efficiencies within the current route, for route 3, be identified to
maintain the current service frequency (30/20/30 minute service). The
current level of service and delivery model is proposed to be funded until July
20109.

The Guelph Transit business service review final report constitutes the final
deliverable for the review and hand off to the department for implementation.
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Financial Implications

Estimated 2019 operating budget impacts of the recommendations equate to
$498,626. This includes cost reductions related to service changes and increased
revenue from contract renewal, as well as costs to implement the
recommendations. Table 1 below provides a breakdown of the 2019 budget
impacts.

Table 1: 2019 financial impact breakdown

Recommendation

2019 Budget Impact

Revenue/Cost Ratio Target (funding and fare

1 policy) $0
2 Community Bus Expansion $7,000
3 Operational Route Review $100,000
4 Transit Strategy $0
5 Discontinuation of the morning shuttle service ($12,000)
6 Renewal CoFare Contract ($5,000)
7 Driver Recertification Program $17,626
8 Staffing Structure change $115,000
9 Improved Maintenance Reporting $0
10 | Smart Card assessment
11 | On-demand service pilot $0
12 | Staffing stabilization $260,000
Additional opportunity impact

| Route 11 and 14 reinstatement $16,000
Total 2019 budget impact $498,626

There is a proposed 2019 capital impact of $2.7 million for the Community Bus
service expansion.

Third-party support was utilized to conduct this business service review, including
consulting support and community engagement, with total expenditures of
$85,000.

Consultations

Executive Team

Transit Business Service Review Steering Committee

Transit Management Staff
Finance

Corporate Communications
Human Resources

Dillon Consulting
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Corporate Administrative Plan

Overarching Goals
Service Excellence

Service Area Operational Work Plans
Our Services - Municipal services that make lives better

Attachments

ATT-1 Guelph Transit Business Service Review Final Report

Report Author

Katherine Gray, Program Manager, Business Process Management

bt s
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Approved By

Robin Gerus

General Manager
Transit Services
519-822-1260 ext. 3321
robin.gerus@gquelph.ca

Recommended By
Colleen Clack

Deputy CAO

Public Services
519-822-1260 ext. 2588
colleen.clack@quelph.ca
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Guelph Transit

Business Service Review

Final Report
Executive summary

Key Findings Benchmarking
Guelph Transit service is on par with service levels and performance of the Standard Below | Par | Better
comparator municipalities, and has some of the highest ridership and revenue of the - :
comparator municipalities. Ridership d
Analysis of revenue to cost (R/C) performance shows a stable average performance Service Level PS
range between 40 and 45 per cent over the last three years. I
Engagement activity indicates that overall there is a fairly high level of satisfaction Utilization
with service. Passengers o
Engagement identified the desire for increased reliability in conventional service, the per Capita
value of the community bus service, and the desire for online trip scheduling and Passenger per
increasing service to allow same-day booking options, in mobility service. Revenue Hour ¢
Analysis indicates that the Guelph Transit’s net cost to provide service is on par with Cost Effectiveness
comparator municipalities however, expenses are on the rise, these rising costs are :
offset by high ridership and revenues. 85:’{?32?9 .
Analysis of internal performance data and community engagement for conventional Passenger
service identified concerns related to reliability of service. An average of 3.6 per cent —
of all runs are dropped or missed. Cost Efficiency
Annually there is an average of 10 to 14 FTEs on extended leave (STD/LTD) and an Net Cost per
annual absenteeism rate of 9 days per person. These vacancies and absenteeism Total Vehicle °
rates have a significant impact on the available hours of work and service reliability. Hours
There is opportunity to explore service improvements and growth through new R/C Ratio °

technology including on-demand ride sharing software and smart cards.

The review, benchmarking and research identify no obvious advantages or savings
to using alternate service delivery models compared with the municipally delivered
service approach used by Guelph.
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Guelph Transit
Business Service Review
Final Report

Recommendations

Key Impacts

10.

11.

12.

Recommend setting a funding and fare pricing policy based on a target net revenue
to cost (R/C) ratio range of between 40 and 45 per cent to support service and
ongoing service improvements while reducing the potential financial impacts to
customers

Recommend the expansion and rebranding of the Community Bus program from the
current two-bus service to six buses by 2020.

Recommend conducting an operational level route review in 2019/2020 internally
by hiring a contract route planning position.

Recommend developing a Transit Strategic Plan to provide direction for conventional
and mobility service to 2041.

Recommend to discontinue morning shuttle service effective Q2 2019.
Recommend the review and renewal of the CoFare contract in 2019.

Recommend the development and implementation of an operator recertification
program with dedicated training hours to improve reliability and reduce risk.

Recommend adjusting the staffing structure to provide a dedicated Human
Resources staff position to better support Guelph Transit return to work and wellness
initiatives as well as address ongoing recruitment and retention challenges, and
better align the management structure to support efficient and effective
management of the core business and be in line with industry standards.

Recommend vehicle maintenance cost reporting be separated into two line items,
one that reports asset specific maintenance costs and one that reports the remaining
costs associated with internal fleet services.

Recommend implementing the new fare box program with the capability for reusable
tap and go passes (smart cards).

Recommend the development of a pilot program to test the feasibility and potential
capacity gains from on-demand transit software with the Mobility Service and assess
feasibility for low-density and low utilization applications.

Recommend to stabilize the workforce to ensure sustainable provision of current
level of service through base staffing increase by increasing total number of drivers
by 19.

Improved service reliability
Decreased overtime

Increased labour costs (2019 =
$261,000)

Increase service levels in the
Community Bus service.
Recommendations have a net
operating impact of $498,000 in
2019 and capital impact of $2.7
million.

Reduced service reliability risks.
Potential for increased capacity
and levels of service for mobility
and on-demand customers as well
as increased revenue potential
and/or decreased costs.

Service standards to support
consistent decision-making
related to service levels and
delivery.

Greater accuracy of data leading
to improved controls in
performance management and
reporting.
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Business service review introduction

The purpose of this report is to summarize the work completed during the business
service review of Guelph Transit and to provide recommendations for improvements.

Guelph Transit provides public transportation services to over 6.2 million riders (unique
revenue passenger trips) annually. Guelph Transit was selected as one of the pilot
reviews identified in the Business Service Review Framework Implementation Report!.

This business service review was conducted using the Council-approved business service
review framework? and examined the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of Guelph
Transit services to ensure resources are allocated to achieve the best outcomes for the
City and to support long-term sustainability.

The overall goal of the business service review was to better understand the processes
and services provided by Guelph Transit and to assist management and Council in making
informed, strategic choices regarding the services.

The business service review focused on the following Guelph Transit services and
processes:
o Operations (the provision of the service)
o Conventional services;
o Mobility services; and
o Specialty services
. Administration processes

The following aspects of Guelph Transit services were not part of this review:

o Route review (including origin and destination analysis);
. Fare and fee rate review;

° Fleet maintenance and repair operations; and

o Proposal development, assessment of specific third-party

amalgamation/interregional transit services (e.g. GO Transit, Metrolinx, Grand
River Transit)

Review activities included research, process mapping, data analysis, stakeholder
engagement and municipal benchmarking.

Refer to Appendix A: Business service review methodology for an overview of the
approach.

1 CS-2016-82 Business Service Review Framework Implementation Report (November 2016)
2 CS-2016-61 Business Service Review Framework (October 2016)
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Guelph Transit
Business Service Review
Final Report

This final report and recommendations, which were developed by City staff, constitutes
the final deliverable for the review and transition to service management for
implementation and next steps.

Overview of Guelph Transit

Guelph Transit provides fixed route conventional, on-demand mobility and specialized
charter service to support Guelph residents, businesses and visitors. These services
provide transportation for over 6.2 million riders (unique revenue passenger trips) or 6.9
million boardings annually.

Guelph Transit is an integrated family of services (Figure 2) with different service levels
and costs, but taken together, they strive to provide a public transportation system as a
viable alternative to personal automobile. Guelph Transit strives to provide services that
improve the quality of life of residents who do not have access to an automobile as well
as those who choose to use public transit and to meet travel demands generated by
various markets in employment, academic, commercial, medial and service industries.?

Service history

Over the years, there have been multiple service-level changes including the introduction
of a para-transit (mobility) service, introduction and removal of services, route changes,
expansions and frequency changes. The following graphic (Figure 1) provides a high-level
timeline of changes at Guelph Transit.

Figure 1: Guelph Transit service history timeline
1939 1977 1992 2001 2007 2010 2011 2012 2016 2017 2018

- 1. ® ® ® ® -

» Transit = Mobility services = Next Bus = Holiday service + GO Shuttle = Business service
operations assumed by City. program reinstated service pilot review
transferred from launched undertaken undertaken
Ontario Hydro to » Holiday Service
City of Guelph started

* Third party para- » Addition of + Transit Growth * Route review * Route
transit service Sunday services Strategy completed realignment
started by Guelph developed changes conducted and
Mobility Services + 30 minute service implemented implemented
(not-for-profit) started + Guelph Central » Addition of 99
+ Holiday service Station open mainline
removed

3 Transit Growth Strategy 2010

Page 8 of 62



Guelph Transit
Business Service Review
Final Report

Figure 2: Guelph Transit Service Graphic
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Organizational structure

At the time of the business service review, there were 212 full-time equivalent positions
(FTE) within Guelph Transit to provide the current level of service. The chart in Figure 3
illustrates the current staffing structure.*

Figure 3: Current Guelph Transit organizational structure

Route Performance &
Scheduling Specialist

Supervisor
—] Scheduling & —
Service Planning

Transit Data
Coordinator

Project Manager
— QA & Continuous
Improvement

Transit
Maintenance Utility

Transit Business
Services Specialist

Deputy CAO General Manager | |
Public Services Guelph Transit Sales & Market
Development

Coordinator _
| Transit Operators
(167 FTE)
Clerical Assistant IIT
(2 FTE)
| Route Supervisor Mobility Operator
(13 FTE) (6 FTE)
Coin Room Clerks
(2 part-time)
| Slip Clerk Operator Mobility Extra Board
(2 FTE) Operator (8 FTE)

Manager Transit
Operations

Slip Assistant
Operator

Mobility Dispatch
(3 FTE)

Key industry terminology and performance measures

Common performance measures, used to identify trends in service performance and
trigger the need for change, within the transit industry include:

Boardings: The number of vehicle entries made by riders. Boardings will always be equal
to or greater than ridership because all trips begin with vehicle entry and all transfers
count as an additional boarding.

Cost per passenger: The relationship between cost of service and ridership measuring
cost effectiveness. The expense or cost (not including revenue) to provide service for
each passenger that utilizes the service.

4 November 2018 data as provided by Human Resources, compensation information. Where not noted
specifically the FTE count is one.
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Dropped or cancelled runs: When partial or entire runs are cancelled; typically occurs
when buses are significantly delayed or a mechanical breakdown forces buses out of
service. It can also occur if there are insufficient staff on hand to provide the service.

Dropped or cancelled runs is a service reliability measure. Dropped runs have a negative
impact on the perceived reliability of the service. These occurences can be mitigated by
ensuring appropriate resourcing.

Municipal subsidy: Funding provided from municipal property taxes to support the
provision of transit services. Municipal subsidy is the difference between operating cost,
revenue and other recoveries.

Net cost: The total annual cost to provide transit services. It includes all operating and
maintenance, debt financing, capital and revenue.

Net operating cost: The operating costs incurred to provide transit service. This includes
salary and wages as well as purchased goods and services. Operating cost does not
include capital costs or debt financing.

Net operating cost per hour of operation: Calculated by comparing the net direct
operating costs against the total hours of operation.

For the purposes of this review, net operating cost, within the specific service breakdown,
includes all operating costs with the exclusion of vehicle maintenance. There is no
capability to separate the vehicle maintenance data by specific service stream. However,
vehicle maintenance is included in the overall Guelph Transit system performance
analysis.

Off-peak service: Non-rush periods of the day when travel activity is generally lower
and less transit service is scheduled.

On-time performance: Is a measure of service reliability and is defined as; the bus
being at the stop between zero minutes early and five minutes late relative to the
scheduled time. On-time performance is only measured for bus routes that are in
operation; it does not take into consideration any cancelled or dropped runs.

Operating hours: The total time a bus is in use, including non-revenue generating travel
time, such as travelling to and from the depot.

Passengers per revenue hour: The number of unique riders that utilize transit per hour
of revenue generating activity.

A measure to quantify transit utilization and service efficiency and to help determine the
need to modify service.

Peak service: Is the time of the day or season during which demand for service is at its
highest.
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Revenue hour: The time a bus is on route transporting passengers to and from
destinations. Revenue hours does not include time spent travelling to and from the depot
or any other non-passenger moving time.

Revenue to cost ratio (R/C): The Operating revenue to cost ratio
relationship between the total revenue (R/C): The relationship between the
(service revenue and recoveries, such as total revenue generated through

the gas tax) generated through operations to the total operating costs
operations to the total costs (operating related to service delivery.

and capital) related to service delivery.

R/C is a measure of cost effiency. The more balanced the ratio, the greater the cost
efficiency of the service.

Ridership: Ridership is the number of unique revenue passenger trips; one-way trips
from origin to final destination, regardless of the number of transfers used. A rider is one
trip made with one fare purchase.

Review analysis and findings

The business service review looked at the operations and performance for each segment
of the services both individually and as an integrated whole.

Analysis at an organizational level

Level of service

Benchmarking data determined that the Figure 4: Transit service overall performance to peer
City is on par with the service performance m:r::fllfrarl'llg:ze level to peers Below| Par |Better
of the comparator municipalities in all key Ridership °
performance indicators?, as illustrated in — |Hours of operation ®
figure 4, with the current methods of £ |Fare rates o
service delivery. & |Utilization

. . 3| Passengers per capita
The review, benchmarking and research all 5 Passengers per revenue hour
identify no obvious advantages, Eh': Cost effectiveness
disadvantages or savings to using an @ | Operating cost per passenger .
alternate service delivery model compared |i_'1 Cost efficiency
with the municipally delivered service Net cost per total vehicle hour .
approach used by Guelph for either Operating revenue to cost ratio °

conventional or mobility service.

Refer to Appendix B: Benchmark peer review summary and Appendix C: Dillon
Consulting report for further information on the peer comparison results.

5 Dillon report dated November 2018
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Key performance indicators

Ridership and revenue hours has remained stable over the last three years illustrating a
stable customer base and service delivery model, as illustrated in Figure 5 Figure 6. In
comparison to the peer municipalities, Guelph’s ridership is higher than the average
performance.

Figure 5: Overall ridership and revenue hours® Figure 6: Benchmark ridership and revenue hours
Guelph Transit Service Ridership Transit Service Ridership and Revenue
and Revenue Hours Hours
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w o
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5 500 2502 E._ 150 £
2 " —3.00 3
E 4.00 200 3 a 100 2
23.00 150 o 5 150 I B g
5 - 80.00 oo 2
2 2.00 100 9 o e & =
g g FESESEN S &
1.00 50 &€ (,0*._@%5@6’06 o R \\Q;\,bo &
0.00 0 &,5@5 N
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 * 596&
mmm Total Ridership =—Conventional Revenue Hours

mmm Ridership =———Revenue Hours

Figure 7 Figure 8 illustrate Guelph Transit’s utilization (passengers per revenue hour) has
improved an average of 22 per cent over the last two years with the hours of required
service remaining stable. In comparison to the peer group, Guelph is performing better in
this efficiency metric.

Figure 7: Passengers per revenue hour Figure 8: Benchmark passengers per revenue hour
Guelph Transit Service Passengers Transit Service Average Passengers per
per Revenue Hour of Operation Revenue Hour of Operation
35.0 _ 35.00
§ 30.0 29.0 S 30.00
T 25.8 24.8 5 25.00
& 25.0 @ 20.00
o 21.3 =
@ 19.8 2
9 20.0 £ 15.00
g # 10.00
g 120 & 5.00
o @
100 2 0.00
CEES ' O & @
§ 5.0 = & \@ & 0,49 $ @ & N Qq
/§_<\’b {6 \)ob *_\ﬂ‘ & Oé e 0\\
0.0 < N &
oy 2
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 * &

6 2018 pro-rated performance and planned hours of operation. The year end results of inputs may change the
result
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Growing ridership demand with consistent, stable revenue hour requirements will
continue to improve utilization and efficiency rates; however, it can also contribute to
schedule reliability issues associated with increased busload demand (when demand
exceeds busload capacity).

Figure 9 illustrates that Guelph Transit’s utilization per capita has remained stable with

minimal gains or losses over the last few years.

Figure 9: Ridership per capita

Passengers per Capita
[ N w ey w (o))
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o

Guelph Transit Service Utilization
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Figure 10: Benchmark ridership per capita
Transit Utilization Passengers per Capita
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When Guelph Transit’s performance is compared to the peer municipalities (Figure 10)
the utilization and effectiveness is performing better than the peer group average.

Figure 11: Net Operating cost per hour of

operation

Guelph Transit Service Net Operating Cost
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= $70
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Figure 12: Benchmark operating cost per hour of

operation
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Figure 11 and Figure 12 illustrate that Guelph Transit’s net cost per operating hour has
increased year over year but is estimated to remain fairly stable in 20187 from 2017.
When compared to the peer municipalities, Guelph is on par with the net cost per
operating hour. A significant impact to Guelph’s cost per hour is the overtime currently
required to meet service demands.

The net operating cost per operating hour performance measure can vary significantly
between transit systems. It is important to conduct internal analysis to look at system
performance over time to identify trends in performance.

Guelph Transit has an average operating R/C of 0.408 for the overall integrated family of
transit services. This operating R/C has remained stable over the past three years (figure
13) and is on par with the comparator municipalities (figure 14). The operating R/C ratio
indicates that $0.40 of every dollar spent to provide transit service is recovered in
revenue. Historically, a high R/C ratio has been an indicator of high performance and
efficiency, particularly if it remains stable year over year

Figure 13: Operating revenue to cost ratio Figure 14: Benchmark operating R/C ratio
Guelph Transit Service Overall
Operating Revenue to Cost Ratio Operating Revenue to Cost Ratio

100% for Transit Service
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=
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Engagement activity undertaken to inform the business service review, included
measuring customer satisfaction with the current transit service®. The overall satisfaction
rate for Guelph Transit is 69 per cent. This is inline with the satisfaction rate reported
from the 2017 Citizen Satisfaction survey, which identified the overall satisfaction rate at
71 per cent!®,

7 2018 pro-rated financial performance and planned hours of operation. The year end results of both inputs
may change the result

8 Operating R/C ratio measures operating revenues to operating costs only - it does not include capital costs
° Amalgamated satisfaction rate of conventional and mobility service.

10 2017 Citizen Survey did not focus on Transit riders but community as a whole.
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When this rate is compared to comparator reported satisfaction rates!, Guelph Transit
satisfaction rating performance is higher than most of the comparator municipalities
(figure 16).

Figure 15: Transit satisfaction level Figure 16: Transit system satisfaction rates
Transit Service Satisfaction Level Overall Transit System Satisfaction Rates

100%

00%

80%

70%

60%

77%
659%
55% 549,
Neither 50% 45%
Satisfied . 0%
nor Jo oy,
Dissatisfied N 2%
129 30%
20%
Satisfied,
659% 10%
0%

Thunder Guelph Burlington Qakville Barrie  Greater
Bay Sudbury

Dissatisfied
L 18%

Satisfaction Rate

Overall, the benchmarking activity and analysis indicates that the Guelph Transit is on par
and competitive with the service performance of the comparator municipalities in all key
performance indicators. There is no indication of a need for a service delivery method
change; however, areas of improvement are identified in the following sections of this
report to ensure efficient and effective delivery of service.

Business service review recommmendations

Recommendations are grouped by type and categorized by:

1. Recommendations that require follow-up
e These recommendations require further action and approvals (e.g. budget or
resourcing implications).
2. Operational recommendations
e These recommendations are operational in nature and require implementation
plans to be developed and carried out by Guelph Transit staff.
3. Recommendations underway
e These recommendations are either underway or are being initiated shortly.

11 publicly reported satisfaction ratings from citizen and community surveys over the last three years.
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Service standards recommendations

Recommendation 1: Recommend setting a funding and fare pricing policy based
on a target net revenue to cost (R/C) ratio range of between 40 and 45 per cent
to support service and ongoing service improvements while reducing the
potential financial impacts to customers

Category: Recommendation that requires follow-up

Background: The primary funding sources for Guelph Transit are revenues and municipal
subsidies, the proportions of which are in constant flux. Passenger revenue (i.e. fares) is
the largest component of revenue. Fare pricing can directly impact customer demand and
thus the funding available to support the service. Municipal (property tax) subsidy is the
other essential funding source that is required to support service delivery and
improvements that attract more riders, who generate more fare revenue to support the
improved service.

Subsidization through the municipal tax base is a generally accepted principle and
practice that supports the many social and environmental benefits provided by a Transit
system. Figure 17 illustrates the current funding structure for Guelph Transit.

Figure 17: Transit service funding
Cost of Service

Level of Service

(includes labour, Quality of Service (coverage, capacit
materials and (investments in span ang(l:l fre F:Jency'
expenses required to improvements) P 4 Y

A . of service)
deliver service)

Transit
Operation

Revenue/Cost Ratio

—M\ Fare Revenue
58.3%

40.3% ——— (passes, cash,

Property Tax
(municipal subsidy) 1.4%

tickets, UPass)

Other Revenue
(advertising,
charter service)

The cost of providing transit service is influenced by many factors and requires significant
resourcing (staffing, materials, equipment, facilities). When changes in the level or scope
of service occur, even a small change can have a significant impact on these costs.
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During the 2009 budget process, the Guelph Transit operating budget subsidy rate was
set at 55 per cent. A 55 per cent subsidy rate means that municipal subsidies fund 55 per
cent of the total operating costs. The remaining 45 per cent of the funding (i.e. R/C rate)
is generated by the various, external revenue sources (e.g. passenger fares, advertising
revenue, gas tax credits). This subsidy rate has not been reviewed or adjusted since that
time, and 55 per cent has remained the target for transit operations.

Historically, a high R/C ratio has been an indicator of high performance and efficiency,
particularly if it remains stable year over year. It is important to understand that a
fluctuating or lower R/C ratio can still be representative of positive performance or
change, such as service expansion or capital investment, since services rarely recover
new revenues at the same rate as expenses.

Guelph Transit has maintained a stable R/C year over year, with minimal fluctuation
(figures 18 and 19).

Figure 18: Year over year R/C performance Figure 19: Year over year municipal tax subsidy
Revenue to Cost Ratio Municipal Tax Subsidy Rate
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A funding strategy provides guidance on the appropriate mix of revenues to ensure
sufficient operating funds are available to deliver the required level of service. The R/C
ratio identifies the desired split between municipal subsidy (from property taxes) to fares
and other revenue sources.

Transit fare pricing
Transit fare pricing varies across Ontario. Guelph’s 2017/2018 fare structure is below.

Category Cash Price | Ticket Day Pass Monthly Pass Affordable
Price Price Pass
Adult $3.00 $2.80 $8.00 $80.00 $37.50
Student/Youth | $3.00 $2.25 $8.00 $68.00 $32.00
Senior $3.00 $2.25 $8.00 $68.00 $31.00
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It is common practice to price fares on a series of discounts related to media type and
customer category. Fare pricing should reflect the objectives established with the R/C
ratio and annual budgeting process. Pricing should also reflect the cost of collecting and
handling fares (cash handling requires the greatest resourcing), benefits for more
frequent transit use and discounts for those who are in need of subsidy and not able to
pay a full fare.

Passengers view fare increases, no matter how small, negatively, especially if they do not
perceive corresponding service improvements. However, fare increases are necessary to
keep up with rising costs of operating and maintaining!? a transit service. Small fare
increases should be considered during the annual budget process to assist in maintaining
the R/C target and to avoid large, on-time increases to ‘catch-up’. Larger fare increases
should only be considered in response to new service introduction or large service
change.

The average fare paid per transit passenger Figure 20: average fare paid per passenger

in 2017 was $1.80'3, which is in-line with Average Fare per Passenger Transit
the average of the benchmarked peers, as Service
illustrated in figure 20. .00
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It is recommended to set an R/C target range within which to work. For example, an R/C
target of 40 per cent to 45 per cent (equating to a subsidy rating of 55 per cent to 60 per
cent) would result in consideration of a fare increase if the R/C decreased below target, to
reset the funding balance. Alternately, if the R/C exceeds 45 per cent, fare increases can
be minimized or avoided while maintaining the funding balance. This funding strategy
utilizes the R/C as a mechanism to identify the requirement to analyze change
opportunities balancing expenses and revenues. Using an R/C guideline rather than a
subsidization guideline reflects the industry standard for benchmarking cost efficiency.

12 Operation and maintenance includes fuel, vehicle maintenance and repair, sa