Calgary |#8%

AGENDA

STRATEGIC MEETING OF COUNCIL

February 1, 2021, 9:30 AM
IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER

SPECIAL NOTES:
Public are encouraged to follow Council and Committee meetings using the live stream Calgary.ca/WatchLive

Council Members may be participating remotely.

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. OPENING REMARKS

3. QUESTION PERIOD

4. CONFIRMATION OF AGENDA

5. ITEMS FROM OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES

5.1. COVID-19 Update (Verbal) - C2021-0172
5.2. General Considerations - Vote on a Question - C2021-0173

5.3. Supplemental Report on Neighbourhood Speed Limits and Vote on a Question - C2021-
0146

5.4. Fiscal Framework - Vote on a Question - C2021-0175

5.5. Reintroduction of Fluoridation to the Water treatment Process - Vote on a Question - C2021-
0170

6. CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS

6.1. ITEMS FROM OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES
None

7. ADJOURNMENT



https://video.isilive.ca/calgary/live.html
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General Considerations - Vote on a Question

RECOMMENDATION(S):
That Council receive this report for the Corporate Record.

HIGHLIGHTS

e This Report outlines general information and considerations related to a vote on a
guestion the electors held in conjunction with the 2021 October 18 General Election.
Reports related to each question(s) submitted by Council are included under separate
cover.

¢ What does this mean to Calgarians? Should Council direct question(s) for a vote of the
electors, eligible electors will have a direct choice on the matter(s) asked. This means
that electors and candidates will need to become informed about the matter(s) asked.

¢ Why does this matter? The outcome of the vote is not binding and can be considered by
the elected Council.

o The parameters and context of the question(s) should be considered by Council.

e Question(s) for a vote of the electors must be clear, direct and neutral. As well, they
must be answered with a “yes” or “no” or “for” or “against”. Electors may choose not to
respond to the question(s).

e A vote on a question may be conducted conjunction with the 2021 October 18 General
Election. To accommodate sufficient time for planning and logistics, Council’s approved
guestion(s) must be submitted to the Returning Officer by the end of Q2, 2021.

e Should Council direct a vote on a question, the Returning Officer recommends $50,000
as contingency within the election program budget to accommodate design and printing
of a larger ballot and associated vote tabulator programming and testing support
(currently unfunded).

e On 2020 November 02, Council directed that potential questions for a vote of the
electors in the 2021 General Election related to Report TT2020-1036 (Neighbourhood
Speed Limit) and other potential questions be considered at the 2021 February 01
Strategic Meeting of Council.

e Strategic Alignment to Council’s Citizen Priorities: A well-run city

DISCUSSION

Background
Sec. 236 of the Municipal Government Act provides that “a council may provide for the

submission of a question to be voted on by the electors on any matter over which the
municipality has jurisdiction”. The outcome of the vote is not binding on Council. Where a vote
on a question is directed by Council, it is conducted in keeping with the Local Authorities
Elections Act (LAEA). A vote on a question may be held on its own (e.g., 2018 Olympic vote of
the electors) or in concert with a General Election or by-election.

Approval: Jeremy Fraser concurs with this report. Author: Andrew Brouwer
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General Considerations - Vote on a Question

To vote on a question, a person must be an elector in the city of Calgary. An elector is, as of
Election Day (2021 October 18) a person who is:

- At least 18 years old;

- A Canadian Citizen; and

- Aresident of the city of Calgary.

The City has had a long tradition of submitting questions for a vote of the electors (recent
examples include the 2018 Olympic, 1998 flouridation and video lottery terminals).

In addition to the election of mayoral, councillor and school board candidates, the 2021 October
18 General Election will likely include a Senate election administered under the Alberta Senate
Election Act and potentially a number of non-constitutional provincial referendum questions
administered under the Referendum Act (e.g., federal equalization payments, creation of a
provincial police force, removal of Alberta’s participation in the Canada Pension Plan and from
observing daylight savings time).

Given the range and complexity of matters likely to be voted on, including any questions
determined by Council, candidates will likely prepare positions on these matters in their
campaigns, and electors will need additional time and information to consider their choices and
vote on their choices.

Proposed Council Member question(s)

In support of Council’s 2020 November 02 direction for potential questions be considered at the
2021 February 01 Strategic Meeting of Council, the Returning Officer requested Council
Members to identify potential questions or issues which could be sumitted as a question for a
vote of the electors by 2021 January 08. Based on Council Members’ submissions, the
Returning Officer worked with lead business units with support from Law and Customer Service
and Communications to provide guidance. Reports related to each question are included in this
2021 February 01 Strategic Council Meeting agenda for Council’s consideration.

General considerations

e The subject of a question must relate to a matter over which The City has jurisdiction.

e A question must be simple, clear, direct and concise.

o Electors should be able to understand the context of a question (e.g., timing, scope and
application). This is supported by the requirement for the Returning Officer to publish a
notice setting out the text or a reasonably complete summary of the question.

¢ A question must be capable of being answered with a “yes” or “no” or “for” or “against”.
Electors may choose not to respond to a question.

e A question should be as neutral and impartial as possible, and not suggest a ‘correct’ or
desired outcome.

e Electors should be informed about what the vote outcome will mean.

Implementation

To accommodate sufficient time for planning and logistics, Council’s approved question(s) must
be submitted to the Returning Officer by the end of Q2, 2021. Upon receipt of approved
guestion(s), impartial communications will be prepared to inform electors and candidates about
the question(s) and the effect of voting “yes” or “no,” or “for” or “against”.

Approval: Jeremy Fraser concurs with this report. Author: Andrew Brouwer
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION (EXTERNAL)

O Public Engagement was undertaken
X Public Communication or Engagement was not required
L] Public/Stakeholders were informed

O] Stakeholder or customer dialogue/relations were undertaken
IMPLICATIONS

Social

Not applicable.

Environmental

Not applicable.

Economic

Not applicable.

Service and Financial Implications

Existing operating funding - Base
$50,000

Additional communications will be required to support voter information about the questions
(including voter information guides, paid social media, signage/displays and advertisements).
The cost of these communications are incidental and can be accommodated within the current
draft communications budget for the election. Additional staff time will be required to engage
with “yes/no” scrutineers, which can be accommodated within existing resources, provided
Council makes a decision on the question(s) by the end of the second quarter. Should Council
wish to include question(s) for a vote of the electors, the Returning Officer recommends $50,000
as contingency within the election program budget to accommodate design and printing of a
larger ballot and associated vote tabulator programming and testing support (currently
unfunded).

RISKS

An improperly worded question, or a question on a matter that is outside The City’s jurisdiction
could be legally challenged.

Given the known complexities associated with the 2021 General Election (e.g., COVID safety
measures, provincial matters to be voted on), the addition of Council-directed questions will
impact the efficiency of voting stations and length of time required to vote. Elections Calgary
continues to evolve its mitigation plans to address such complexities, supporting a safe and
efficient election.

ATTACHMENTS
Not applicable.

Approval: Jeremy Fraser concurs with this report. Author: Andrew Brouwer
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Supplemental Report on Neighbourhood Speed Limits and Vote on a Question

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That Council:

1. Give three readings to proposed Bylaw 1H2020, the City of Calgary Standard Speed
Limit Bylaw, to change the unposted limit from 50 km/h to 40 km/h within the city limits,
with an implementation date of March 1, 2022.

2. Direct Administration to post 50 km/h speed limit signs on existing Collector roadways
unless or until a credible environment for a slower speed limit is provided.

3. Direct Administration to develop an implementation plan, including communications and
the development of an evaluation process for Collector roadways as above, returning to
Council as a briefing no later than Q4 2021.

HIGHLIGHTS

¢ Administration has reviewed options for a potential vote on a question in relation to the
Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review and does not recommend using this tool on this
specific issue.

e As aresult, Administration recommends that Council adopt the two outstanding
recommendations from the Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review report (TT2020-1036),
with implementation dates updated.

¢ What does this mean to Calgarians? Council will choose whether or not to direct a vote
on a question regarding neighbourhood speed limits as part of the October 18, 2021
General Election.

¢ Why does this matter? There are significant risks to putting this question to a vote of
electors.

e Council has already given direction to improve design standards for roadways in
neighbourhoods for both new construction and retrofit contexts (see Attachment 1).
Changing the default speed limit supports these changes and allows a broader impact to
be achieved more quickly in established communities.

e Four potential questions were reviewed. The potential questions were evaluated against
clarity, directness, and relevance (see Attachment 2).

e Administration has completed technical safety analysis (Attachment 3) and
recommends a change to speed limits to improve safety.

e Elections Calgary recommends a $50K contingency be added to the election budget
should Council wish to direct a question(s) for a vote of the electors.

e Strategic Alignment to Council’s Citizen Priorities: A city of safe and inspiring
neighbourhoods

DISCUSSION

Administration has reviewed potential questions for a vote on a question to support a Council
decision on changing the unposted speed limit. As a vote on a question is non-binding, it can
only serve to inform a future Council debate on this issue.

Attachment 2 provides four versions of a potential question. These options were evaluated for
alignment with the Municipal Government Act and Local Authorities Election Act, clarity (can be

Approval: Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan; Churchill, Tony
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understood), directness (asks voters a question about what council should do), and relevance
(giving information that could be relied on to make a decision).

There are many risks associated with running a vote on a question on this issue, as outlined in
the risk section below. The most significant risk is that Council has already endorsed revising
design standards. Changing the unposted speed limit supports these updated standards and
allows a broader impact to be achieved more quickly in established communities. Keeping the
current unposted limit does not change The City’s overall goal of reducing operating speeds in
neighbourhoods to reduce the frequency and severity of collisions. Voters are likely to be
confused about the impact of their vote.

If Council wishes to direct a vote on a question on this issue, a number of subsequent steps
would be required:

¢ Identify the preferred question or identify a process to finalize the question;

o Direct a vote on a question as part of the upcoming General Election; and

e Refer the outstanding recommendations in TT2020-1036 to a future meeting of Council
(Q1 2022).

Alternatively, the outstanding recommendations in TT2020-1036 are included in this report and
can be considered for decision as part of today’s meeting. The proposed bylaw is included as
Attachment 4 of this report.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION (EXTERNAL)

L] Public Engagement was undertaken

X Public Communication or Engagement was not required

Ll Public/Stakeholders were informed

O] Stakeholder or customer dialogue/relations were undertaken
Social

A vote on a question requests guidance for Council from the electors. Some groups of Calgary
residents who are exposed to the risks associated with the transportation system are not
represented by the voting population (e.g., youth, employees/customers of Calgary businesses
that reside outside the city limits) or are under-represented among voters (e.g., newcomer
Canadians, people with physical or mental disabilities). Making a public safety decision on the
basis of a vote on a question may diminish the value of some of these perspectives.

Environmental

Holding a vote of electors as part of the General Election has no significant environmental
impacts.

Economic

Holding a vote of electors as part of the General Election has no significant economic impacts.

Approval: Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan; Churchill, Tony
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Service and Financial Implications

Existing operating funding - One-time

Additional communications will be required to support voter information about the questions
(including voter information guides, paid social media, signage/displays and advertisements).
The cost of these communications are incidental and can be accommodated within the current,
draft communications budget for the election. Additional staff time will be required to engage
with “yes/no” scrutineers, which can be accommodated within existing resources, provided
Council makes a decision on the question(s) by the end of the second quarter.

Should Council wish to include question(s) for a vote of the electors, the Returning Officer
recommends $50,000 as contingency within the election program budget to accommodate
design and printing of a larger ballot and associated vote tabulator programming and testing
support (currently unfunded).

In terms of opportunity costs associated with holding a vote on a question on this topic, subject
matter expertise that would be required to support the election communications would otherwise
be allocated to other safety and community liveability projects.

Should council ultimately decide to advance a change in the unposted speed limit, a vote on a
guestion (or other deferral of decision on this issue) will extend the time where the current
unposted speed limit is in effect. Relative to implementation, this delay has opportunity costs for
The City (emergency response), other orders of government (health care costs), and the public
(personal/societal effects of collisions).

RISK
The risks associated with holding a vote on a question on this subject include:

¢ Under-informed voters: Due to the technical and policy complexity of this issue, voters
may need to do additional research to be able to make an informed choice.
Administration would be required to remain neutral, and communications to electors to
explain this issue would be limited.

e Confusion: Due to the evolving and dynamic nature of social media, it may be difficult for
voters to discern accurate and factual information about this technically complex issue
from that which is not. Misinformation may create public apprehension or resistance to
implementing changes, should the result of a vote support that outcome.

o Polarization: Political action committees may form, without the transparency required
from municipal election candidates, to influence the vote result on behalf of those that
benefit from the status quo or who would expect to benefit from a change.

e Precedent: There may be a reduced willingness of future councils to make public health
and safety decisions without undertaking a vote on a question.

e Consistency: Council has already given direction to improve design standards for
roadways in neighbourhoods to reduce the frequency and severity of collisions. If a vote
on this issue supports the status quo as far as speed limits in established communities
are concerned, there may be a lack of consistency and coherence to speed limits across
the City, and The City’s commitment to public safety for all citizens may be called into
guestion.

Approval: Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan; Churchill, Tony
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ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Previous Council Direction

2. Potential Questions for a Vote on a Question
3. TT2020-1036

4. Proposed Bylaw 1H2020

5. Public Submission

Department Circulation

General Manager Department Approve/Consult/Inform

Doug Morgan Transportation Approve

Approval: Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan; Churchill, Tony



C2021-0146
Attachment 1

Supplemental Report on Neighbourhood Speed Limits and Vote
on a Question

Summary of Previous Council Direction

At the Combined Meeting of Council on November 2, 2020 (Item 8.2.2), Council approved the following:

That Council:

1. Refer this item to Administration to consider a potential Vote of the Electors during the 2021
Municipal Election;

2. Develop potential questions to be placed to the electors; and

3. Return to the 2021 February 01 Strategic Meeting of Council to discuss this and other potential
guestions for a Vote of the Electors in the 2021 Municipal Election.

And,
That with respect to Report TT2020-1036, the following Motion Arising be adopted:
Direct Administration to work with industry partners to revise Collector standards to
support 40 km/h roadways and to revise Residential standards to support 30 km/h

roadways, and to apply those standards in new communities and for retrofit projects on
existing city roadways.

Page 1 of 1
ISC:UNRESTRICTED


https://pub-calgary.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=e949d625-ada3-4950-8571-7175c76bd5cf&Agenda=PostMinutes&lang=English
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on a Question

Potential Questions on Neighbourhood Speed Limits for a Vote on a Question

Administration reviewed potential questions for a vote on a question against the requirements outlined in
the Municipal Government Act and Local Authorities Election Act. Questions that were deemed in
compliance were evaluated against the following three factors:

1. Clarity — Can the question be easily understood by a broad majority of voters, including those with
language barriers or a lack of technical expertise?

2. Directness — Does the answer to the question provide Council with a clear course of action,
should Council choose to follow the outcome of the (non-binding) vote?

3. Relevance — Does the answer to the question provide information that can be relied on to inform
Council’s decision?

For simplicity, each potential question is evaluated by a score of 1-3 as follows:

1. Question is not effective on the basis of this consideration.
2. Question is adequate on the basis of this consideration.
3. Question is strong on the basis of this consideration.

Page 1 of 2
ISC:UNRESTRICTED
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Score | Evaluation

1 Question is not effective on the basis of this consideration.

2 Question is adequate on the basis of this consideration.

3 Question is strong on the basis of this consideration.

ISC:UNRESTRICTED
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Transportation Report to ISC: UNRESTRICTED
SPC on Transportation and Transit TT2020-1036

2020 September 30

Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Calgarians want neighbourhoods and public spaces that are safe, accessible and inclusive for all
residents, including children, seniors and people with disabilities. The City of Calgary is actively
engaged in maintaining and enhancing the safety and liveability of neighbourhoods through the
management of our transportation networks.

Collisions, particularly those involving injuries or fatalities, are a serious concern in Calgary.
Recently, there have been an average of 9,100 collisions per year on streets inside Calgary
neighbourhoods (with an average of 550 of them resulting in serious injury or death), representing
25 per cent of all collisions in Calgary. Many residents have also expressed feelings of fear or
discomfort due to the speed of vehicles travelling along their street.

Based on previous Council direction, the Safer Mobility Plan 2019-2023 (and the embedded
Vision Zero approach) aims to improve road safety for Calgarians, bringing us closer towards a
transportation network free of fatalities and major injuries. A key step toward a Vision Zero
approach is achieving operating speeds that reduce the likelihood of fatality or serious injury for
all users by reducing impact energy.

In the long run, Administration recommends that The City move towards a 40 km/h speed limit
on Collectors and a 30 km/h speed limit on Residential roadways.

Unfortunately, many of the roads in neighbourhoods do not currently provide an environment
where these speed limits would be credible to most drivers. It is not feasible to revise the
environment on all City roadways in a short period of time. Without that supporting
environment, Administration expects that compliance with these recommended limits would be
low. As aresult, Administration has prepared a strategy to support incremental change that will
lead towards the desired long-term state of safer neighbourhoods while considering the reality
of the road network and environments that have been built to date in Calgary.

After careful review (as outlined in this report and its attachments), Administration has concluded
that changing the unposted speed limit to 40 km/h while posting (for the time being) most Collector
roadways at 50 km/h represents an important first step towards reducing the frequency and
severity of collisions and enhancing the liveability of our neighbourhoods. Under the City Charter,
Council can make this change through bylaw.

In order to continue to make progress towards the desired long-term state, Administration will
work with industry partners to revise road standards to ensure that the construction of future
roadways and retrofits of existing roadways (including through our existing traffic calming
program) result in environments where the recommended long-term speed limits would be
credible to most drivers. Administration will then apply its existing authority to post (or rely on
unposted limits, as appropriate) these roadways to speed limits in alignment with their new
environment and our long-term vision for safe and comfortable roadways in neighbourhoods.

Approval(s): Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan;Churchill, Tony

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 1 of 52
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Item #
Transportation Report to ISC: UNRESTRICTED
SPC on Transportation and Transit TT2020-1036

2020 September 30

Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION:

That the SPC on Transportation and Transit recommends that this report be brought to the
November 2, 2020 Combined Meeting of Council, to the Public Hearing portion of the agenda,
and that Council:

1. Give three readings to the proposed City of Calgary Standard Speed Limit Bylaw to
change the unposted speed limit from 50 km/h to 40 km/h within the city limits.

2. Direct Administration to post 50 km/h speed limit signs on existing Collector roadways
unless or until a credible environment for a slower speed limit is provided.

3. Direct Administration to work with industry partners to revise Collector standards to
support 40 km/h roadways and to revise Residential standards to support 30 km/h
roadways, and to apply those standards in new communities and for retrofit projects on
existing city roadways.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION / POLICY

Neighbourhood speed limits and vehicle operating speeds have been explored several times in
Calgary. Attachment 1 of this report summarizes these efforts going back to 1980.

At the 2018 September 24 Meeting of Council, Council approved the Notice of Motion on Street
Safety and Neighbourhood Speed Limits (C2018-0960) directing Administration to provide a
recommendation on whether the reduced speed limit should be 30 km/h and/or 40 km/h, as well
as to what extent Collector classification streets should receive reduced speed limits, as part of
an interim report as well as an engagement plan through the Standing Policy Committee on
Transportation and Transit no later than Q2 2019.

At the 2019 October 23 meeting of SPC on Transportation and Transit, the committee reviewed
TT2019-1300 Street Safety and Neighbourhood Speed Limits Update. After review of the report
committee forwarded the following amended recommendations:

1. To engage with Calgarians and business stakeholders on the subject of reducing or
maintaining neighbourhood speed limits and report the findings and a recommendation
to Council through the SPC on Transportation and Transit no later than June 2020.

2. To further develop the Neighbourhood Speed Limits business case to include all costs
related to the program, including but not limited to cost of engagement, cost of City
operations due to collisions, cost of temporary vs. permanent measures for each
scenario.

In the 2019 November 29 Budget adjustment deliberations, Council approved:

RECONSIDER its decision made November 18, 2019 regarding Street Safety and
Neighbourhood Speed Limits Update, TT2019-1300, in order for the $200,000 in one
time funds committed to engage Calgarians on the subject of reducing or maintaining
neighbourhood speed limits instead be re-allocated as one-time bridge funding for the
Downtown Outreach Addictions Partnership (DOAP team) serving to reduce the impact
of substance abuse issues and public intoxication.

Approval(s): Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan;Churchill, Tony

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 2 of 52
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Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review

BACKGROUND

Traffic collisions can cause life-altering consequences for everyone involved. Each year an
average of 36,600 motor vehicle collisions occur on Calgary streets. About a quarter — an
average of 9,100 — of these collisions occur in neighbourhoods, where there are more people
walking and wheeling, many of whom are children and seniors.

Of those 9,100 collisions, more than 500 each year result in a serious injury or death. More than
half of these serious injuries are experienced by drivers and passengers inside vehicles. Streets
in neighbourhoods serve as meeting places, as places to play and exercise, and as connectors
to the local amenities that enhance liveability for all Calgarians. Our residents report that the
fear of collisions impacts their choices to get out for a bike ride or to allow their children to walk
to school.

The City of Calgary has several programs that work to enhance safety on our transportation
network. Corridor studies, major intersection rehabilitation, spot improvements and new
pathways and interchanges all serve to target high collision locations with capital investments to
reduce the risk on our roadways. For collisions occurring in neighbourhoods, these spot
treatment approaches are not efficient, as the risks are broadly distributed. At the direction of
Council, this report investigates the potential impact of reducing speed limits in neighbourhoods
to reduce the harm experienced by our residents.

As shown in the Technical Analysis Report (Attachment 2), a sampling of speed data on
objectively selected roadways (not collected on a complaint basis) suggests that most people
drive near or below the current speed limits when driving in neighbourhoods.

Unfortunately, the current speed limit leaves little margin for error. A number of studies have
demonstrated that driving at 50 km/h in neighbourhoods is risky for everyone on the road. Small
reductions in driving speed can reduce the chance of collisions. Travelling at a slower speed
gives the driver more time to react, broadens their field of vision, and reduces how severe
crashes are when they happen; it also gives others, including cyclist and pedestrians, more time
to react to the approaching vehicle. (See Attachment 2 for details.)

Other cities across Canada, North America, and globally, have found that reducing driving
speeds in neighbourhoods has reduced the frequency and severity of collisions. (See
Attachment 2 for details.)

Collisions have a significant financial cost to Calgary. The impact to society of our current
collision patterns is estimated at over one billion dollars per year. This includes costs faced by
all Calgarians through provincial taxes (medical treatment and rehabilitation), costs faced by
businesses through lost efficiency and benefit programs, and costs to The City for collision
response and clean-up. (See Attachment 2 for details.)

The City reviewed the options available under the new City Charter to reduce the unposted
speed limit in Calgary through a bylaw.

INVESTIGATION: ALTERNATIVES AND ANALYSIS

There are two primary types of roadways within Neighbourhoods. Residential streets are typical
streets that provide access to homes. Collector streets provide access to some homes, but also
serve a circulation function within the area, support transit service, provide access for school

Approval(s): Morgan, Doug concurs with this report. Author: Chapman, Jonathan;Churchill, Tony
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sites, local shops and parks, and connect to the larger network of roadways that run between
communities.

Administration investigated six potential scenarios in response to Council requests and
discussion. Each scenario represents a selection of an unposted speed limit which would apply
to Residential class roadways, and options for setting the speed limit (either posted or
unposted) on Collector class roadways in the neighbourhood setting.

Attachment 2 of this report provides the data, analysis, and outcomes of this investigation,
including cost-benefit analysis for each scenario. The recommendations presented in this report
arise from the following key considerations:

Credibility

Research has shown that drivers will generally comply with posted speed limits when those
limits match with the level of comfort provided by the road environment. In Calgary, the typical
environment on Residential class roadways (short segments with narrower travel lanes and on-
street parking) means that limits of 40 km/h are generally credible, with 30 km/h appropriate in
some places. Compliance with the 30 km/h speed limit in playground zones is relatively high but
we know that as zones get longer compliance decreases. So, although Calgarians who are
driving respect the space near parks and schools, the credibility of 30 km/h on longer stretches
of collector or residential roads as they are currently built is generally low.

Unfortunately, many of the larger roads in neighbourhoods (classified as Collectors by The City)
do not currently provide an environment where a 40 km/h speed limit would be credible to most
drivers. As a result, physical changes to the roadway would be necessary for most drivers to
comply with a slower limit on these roadways.

Cost

The cost of each scenario was investigated. The capital costs for retrofitting the entire Collector
network to make 30 km/h or 40 km/h credible are significant. Although the cost-benefit ratios of
scenarios that include significant traffic calming are favourable, it is not feasible to deliver such a
significant change to all Collectors in a short time-frame. As a result, Administration reviewed
options to take an incremental approach where speed limits on specific roadways are reduced
to align with these long-term goals as the appropriate environment can be established.

Administration also investigated the impact of each scenario without traffic calming in order to
identify a high value approach for short term action that would support achieving the desired
long-term state over time.

Costs to residents and city operations were also considered. Travel time analysis confirms
findings from other jurisdictions that these changes have little impact on a typical driving trip.
Impacts to Calgary Transit and other city operations vary by scenario and are discussed in more
detail in Attachment 2. The recommended approach has minimal impact to city operations,
citizens and businesses in the short-term while being an important move toward safer mobility.

Alignment with the City of Edmonton

The City of Edmonton is currently moving forward on a similar project to reduce their unposted
speed limit. At their Council’s direction, Edmonton is preparing a bylaw and implementation plan
to deliver a 40 km/h unposted limit. For The City of Calgary, bylaw consistency with Edmonton
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is expected to improve compliance in both cities due to the number of people who routinely, or
occasionally, travel between our two jurisdictions.

Patrticipation in Review by the Calgary Police Service

The Calgary Police Service was engaged as a key stakeholder and contributed information and
guidance at the project team and advisory level. Credibility was a significant concern for CPS,
as enforcement of speed limits that do not match the environment drivers experience is
expected to be challenging.

Results

In the long term, considering the layout of existing communities and other factors, an approach
that achieves 30 km/h on Residential roadways and 40 km/h on Collector roadways is expected
to provide a high value for residents, assuming roadway environments are credible for those
speed limits.

In order to realize this desired state, Administration recommends updating The City’s design
standards for Residential and Collector roadways in order to ensure that future roadways are
constructed to create this environment, and any retrofit projects undertaken on existing
roadways bring those roads into alignment with this goal.

For most existing neighbourhood roadways in Calgary, these speed limits would not be credible.
The City of Calgary does not currently have the capacity to retrofit all roadways to create a
credible environment.

As a result, Administration recommends setting the unposted limit to 40 km/h (aligning with the
current environment on most Residential Streets) and posting most Collector roadways (for the
time being) at 50 km/h. On its own, this action is expected to reduce the number of collisions in
neighbourhoods by about 300 per year. It is low cost (~$2.3M), is consistent with the legal
approach being taken by the City of Edmonton, and is expected to have relatively high
compliance.

Over time, and in combination with other safety projects, these changes will move the City
closer to our goal of eliminating deaths and serious injuries in our Transportation network.

Stakeholder Engagement, Research and Communication

At Council’s direction, Administration did not conduct engagement with the public on the specific
recommendation presented in this report. Previous engagement activities supporting the
pedestrian strategy, local growth initiatives, ward safety meetings, and Council feedback on
their own citizen engagement indicate that driving speeds (even though they are generally in
compliance with posted limits) remain a significant concern for many Calgarians.

Administration has maintained a project website with information on project goals and progress
for the public, including a link to an external resource that estimates travel time impacts
associated with different speed limit scenarios: ETAtool.com

The Calgary Police Service (CPS) was consulted as a key stakeholder in traffic safety in the
City of Calgary and provided a written statement summarizing their key concerns, as shown in
Attachment 5.
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The project team has continued to monitor results of similar efforts in other jurisdictions. The
latest information is included in Attachment 2 of this report.

Strategic Alignment

Improving the safety of neighbourhood streets in Calgary directly supports the Calgary
Transportation Plan (CTP) and its associated policy (TP011). Goal #2 of the CTP is “promote
safety for all transportation system users.” Additionally, Council Directive M1 from the One
Calgary service plan and budget identifies safety as a primary priority for transportation.

Social, Environmental, Economic (External)

Social: Reduced speed limits in neighbourhoods leads to fewer collisions, injuries and fatalities,
contributing significant social benefit to the community. Additional social benefits include
reduced traffic noise and a greater sense of safety and comfort for people walking, wheeling
and playing outdoors in their neighbourhoods.

Environmental: Reduced speed limits in neighbourhoods are expected to have negligible
environmental impact in terms of emissions and energy use. A reduction in noise pollution in
neighbourhoods is expected.

Economic: Collisions cost Calgarians over 1 billion dollars annually, including 274 million dollars
annually on neighbourhood roadways. They represent a significant efficiency loss to the local
economy and reducing collisions will provide considerable economic benefit.

Financial Capacity
Current and Future Operating Budget:

Operating costs for the current budget cycle: Education and awareness efforts to support the
implementation of the recommended approach will be conducted through existing
communication channels (e.g. City social media accounts, variable message signage, media
relations team). Based on the recommended approach, minimal operational impacts are
expected for City business units.

Current and Future Capital Budget:

Capital costs for the current budget cycle: $2.3M (see Attachment 3) for signage. Funding
would be sourced from existing capital budgets.

Risk Assessment
Risks associated with pursuing the recommended option:

o |If legislative changes are not supported with appropriate education, enforcement, and
design, credibility of speed limits can be undermined.

¢ Results of recommended approach will be gradual. Risk that public or political support
for the measure will depend on unrealistic timelines or rate of improvement.

¢ Recommended option does not align with international best practice on speed limits for
Vision Zero results (30km/h preferred). Risk that pace of change may not be sufficient to
ensure support from communities and advocates.
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Risks associated with not pursuing the recommended option:

e Current collision rates in Calgary are gradually decreasing due to ongoing efforts to
improve safety, but not at a rate that aligns with the targets established in the Safer
Mobility Plan for the medium- or long-term. Failure to take action risks continuing that
trend.

e Other approaches to reducing the frequency and severity of collisions (e.g.
reconstructing major intersections, prohibiting heavy personal vehicles, no right turn on
red regulations) have higher capital, operating, or political costs.

REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION(S):

Of the available options, the recommendations represent the most effective means available at
this time given budgets and current road designs to achieving the goal of reducing the number
and severity of collisions in neighbourhood areas. The proposed bylaw aligns with City of
Edmonton and is anticipated to have relatively high compliance.

ATTACHMENT(S)

1.
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Attachment 1 — Summary of Previous Council Direction, Policy, and Neighbourhood Speed
Limit Changes

Attachment 2 — Technical Analysis for Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review
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Neighbourhood Speed Limits Update Report
Summary of Previous Council Direction, Policy and Neighbourhood Speed Limit Changes

Calgary City Council has considered lower speed limits in neighbourhood settings on various
occasions in the past in different contexts and under different legislation. Approaches ranging
from city-wide changes to one-off street speed limit changes have been explored or
implemented. The following summarizes the history of this issue since 1980.

1982 Feasibility Report:

In 1981 Administration was directed to investigate the feasibility of implementing a 40 km/h
speed limit on all residential streets within the city and report back through the SPC on
Operations and Development. This motion was made in response to the large number of
complaints made about speeding vehicles in residential neighbourhoods. At the 1982 February
22 Meeting of Council a report was presented discussing the feasibility of this (OD82-11).

The feasibility report focused on the legal complications that the then governing Highway Traffic
Act of 1975 presented. Specifically, urban areas were permitted to adopt lower maximum speed
limits, however the amount of sighage needed to complete this was considered quite expensive
and work intensive. Furthermore, as most complaints at the time focused on excessive
speeding above 50 km/h it was thought that police resources could first focus on these
violations. A recommendation that the Province of Alberta be requested to change the unposted
speed limit on residential streets in urban areas was made at Committee but lost on a tie at
Council.

1992 Riverdale Avenue Report:

After the 1982 feasibility report, there were several cases where communities asked for a speed
limit change on individual streets. In 1992 Administration was requested through Council to
investigate Riverdale Avenue SW where a recent petition had circulated on reducing the speed
limit on that roadway. A large majority of residents were in favour of a reduced speed limit and
were concerned with speeding traffic in their neighbourhood. Administration and Calgary Police
Service conducted speed and traffic studies, ultimately recommending various signage
improvements, but no speed limit change. At the SPC on Transportation Transit and Parking on
1992 May 26 these recommendations were carried, and two further amendments were made to
1) reduce the speed on Riverdale Avenue to 40km/h, and 2) to study reducing speeds on all
neighbourhood streets in Calgary, specifically addressing a city-wide speed reduction. At
Council, this final recommendation was amended to not address city-wide speed changes but a
report addressing speed in general was undertaken.

1992 Speed Reduction Report:

Following the Riverdale Avenue report, Administration prepared a report analyzing speed
reduction strategies for all neighbourhoods in the city. This report found that neighbourhood
speed issues were being investigated one-by-one as complaints were raised by Council or
communities. Addressing each in isolation was becoming inefficient and was causing other
downstream effects on other nearby streets. The report explored various means for reducing
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speeds and the relative compliance of each of these strategies. In general, it concluded that
speed changes are better achieved through environmental changes such as traffic calming and
narrower roadways than simply changing speed limits on existing roadways. The report
introduced various traffic calming features like speed humps, speed buttons and rumble strips,
and recommended piloting these to confirm their intended effects. The report introduced a
method for determining where and when speed issues would warrant intervention and a
procedure for consulting communities, planning and implementing any traffic calming changes.
This recommendations in this report were approved at the 1992 November 30 meeting of
Council

As in the 1982 report, the Highway Traffic Act at the time was seen as a significant barrier,
adding considerable cost to a city-wide speed limit change. A recommendation was made that
The City work with the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (AUMA) to approach the
Province to change the Highway Traffic Act to allow for a lower unposted speed in urban areas.
Calgary alone approached the Province for this change. Without the broader support of more
communities, the Province chose to not incorporate this change into the proposed Traffic Safety
Act when that was drafted between 1999 and 2001.

2000 Feasibility Report

In the 1990s following Riverdale Avenue speed limit change to 40km/h many other communities
began to advocate for speed limit changes. In parallel with the traffic calming program used at
the time, many other streets were changed to 40 km/h per hour. Examples of neighbourhood
streets with signed 40km/h speed limits can still be seen in many communities.

In 1999 a Council motion directed Administration to again comprehensively review the feasibility
of introducing a 40km/h speed limit for local streets in all neighbourhoods. Communities across
the city had continued to request lower speeds on their streets and at the time, other Canadian
cities were just beginning the trend of lower neighbourhood speed limits which renewed interest.
At the 2000 February 15 meeting of the SPC on Transportation, Transit and Parking a report
was presented again concluding that The City should approach the Province through AUMA to
amend legislation to lower unposted speed limits in urban areas. This report again concluded
that the cost constraints imposed by the Highway Traffic Act were the most significant barrier to
introducing a citywide change.

Traffic Calming Policy:

Following the 2000 report, the traffic calming program was formalized into Council Policy TP002
Traffic Calming Policy. This document contains a process and several implementation tactics for
making neighbourhoods safer for all travel modes.

Step Forward Pedestrian Strategy:

At the 2016 May 2 Meeting of Council, Council adopted the Step Forward pedestrian strategy
(TT2016-0250). This strategy includes 49 actions all aimed at improving the safety and quality
of walking in Calgary. One of the actions in this plan was to work with the Province of Alberta,
through the development of the City Charter, to enable reduced unposted speed limits for

residential areas. After Step Forward was approved, the ability to set our own unposted speed
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limit for Calgary entered City Charter negotiations. Progress continued throughout 2016 and
2017 and this item was included in the City Charter when presented to the legislature.

City Charter:

In 2018 the City of Calgary Charter Regulation (City Charter) was enacted by the Province. It
includes the ability to set an unposted (default) speed limit for Calgary through The City’s Traffic
Bylaw. This provision significantly reduces the effort and cost needed to make large-scale
changes to speed limits than under previous legislation.

Following this action from Step Forward being completed, at the 2018 September 10 Meeting of
Council a Notice of Motion on Street Safety and Neighbourhood Speed Limits (C2018-0960)
was presented to implement the new Charter authority. The Notice of Motion directed
Administration to endorse and implement a reduced speed limit on neighbourhood streets,
following recent international and Canadian best practice and the conclusions of Step Forward,
and report through Council with a recommended plan. This work is currently underway.
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Chapter 1: Key Terms

The purpose of this chapter is to define some key terms that will be used throughout the report.

Neighbourhoods and Road Types

Neighbourhood: These are the areas where people live. Although the land use is often referred
to as residential we will be reserving the use of residential in this report for references to
the road type described below. Neighbourhoods consist primarily of residences for
Calgarians but also include parks, schools, community centres, strip malls and in some
cases services such as fire or police stations. Neighbourhoods are accessed using
Residential Streets and Collector Streets.

Residential Street: Lower volume roads for access to residences. Generally narrower than
collector roads and serve a limited function for circulation within the community or
access out of the community.

Collector Street: Higher volume roads in residential areas with higher traffic and providing
access to schools, parks, community centres but may also have residences along their
length. These are generally larger roads and often have bus routes, snow routes, and in
many cases have a painted centreline or median.

Activity Centre Street, Neighbourhood Boulevard: These are other street types that sometimes
occur in the neighbourhood context. They provide different cross sections to support
higher levels of walking, commercial activity, and social activity in community hub areas.
For the purposes of this report, collisions occurring on these streets were bundled with
Collector Streets.

Streets outside neighbourhoods: There are a number of other street types that are defined by
The City of Calgary which do not typically occur in the neighbourhood context. Arterial
Roads, Urban Boulevards, Skeletal Roads and Parkways provide connections between
neighbourhoods and industrial/employment areas. Industrial Streets and Industrial
Arterials are road types designed to serve industrial areas and the larger vehicles that
more regularly need to access these land uses.

Speeds and Statistics
Average Speed: The numerical average, or mean, of a sample of vehicle speed measured.

85" Percentile Speed: The speed at which 85% of drivers are travelling at or below This
measure is commonly used in engineering processes to incicate an upper boundary of
‘normal’ behaviour.

Design Speed: This refers to a vehicle speed that a given roadway has been designed to
accommodate, such that a driver travelling down the road at that speed should be able
to maintain control of their vehicle, remain in their designated lane, and stop in time to
avoid hazards or yield right-of-way as required.

Speeding: Any driver driving in excess of the posted or unposted speed limit is speeding.
While speeding is sometimes considered a factor in collisions from a liability perspective,
for the purposes of this study, whether or not someone is speeding is less relevant than
the physics at play relative to the speed of vehicles and the design environment.
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Cost and Benefit Terms

Capital: Funds that are available for constructing assets such as roadways, buildings, LRT lines
and bridges. Funds to cover the cost of these assets are normally provided through
ongoing programs or one-time grants from the provincial and federal governments.

Operating: Funds approved by council through The City’s budget and business plan process,
the operating budget provides the funds that are available on an annual basis to cover
the costs of operating a program. The operating budget includes funds for staff
salaries/wages, maintenance of vehicles, buildings and other infrastructure.

Direct Costs: These are the largely tangible and clearly understood costs that can be directly
linked to the collision, including property damage costs, emergency services, medical
expenses, legal costs, travel delay costs and the costs associated with lost time from the
workplace. Often, the data required to accurately determine the direct costs of collisions
are readily available. (CRISP, 2018).

Societal Disbenefit: This it the total negative impact of collisions including direct costs as well as
costs that are associated with the future net production that is lost to a society as a result
of a collision. This value represents a measure of the ‘value’ of that person to society.
Disbenefit reflects the costs that a society is willing to pay to prevent or reduce the risks
associated with the occurrence of collisions, particularly collisions that involve injury and
death. This method involves surveying a representative sample in order to understand
the tradeoff between collision risk and economic resources available to the population.
The values used in this report are based on values presented in the Capital Region
Intersection Safety Partnership review that was published in 2018 based on work in the
Edmonton Region. Calgary operates in the same economic, regulatory and health
system and the study findings are therefore more comparable than other provincial or
national values reviewed.
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Chapter 2: Collision Data

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize available collision data to establish the scale of the
issue of vehicle collisions in neighbourhoods and to provide baseline information for comparing
various speed limit scenarios in terms of their potential safety benefits.

Throughout this analysis, “casualties” is used as a term which combines fatal collisions with
injury collisions, where injury collisions are those collisions that required one or more individuals
to be treated by paramedics at the scene or transported to hospital for medical assessment and
treatment.

It is important to note that although pedestrians and cyclists are separated in some tables (since
they are at greater risk during collisions due to their relative lack of protection) the majority of
transportation-related injuries and fatalaties that occur in the neighbourhood context involve
motor vehicle occupants (drivers or passengers).

What Causes Collisions?

The data source used for these summaries is police reported collision data. This data is
primarily collected to summarize the location and nature of the collision, and to note any special
conditions (e.g. intoxication) which may influence the legal outcomes of the event.

Although contributing factors may be noted in the collision reports, it is important to note that no
one thing results in a collision. Every collision is the result of decisions and reactions made by
multiple parties, and those decisions and reactions are influenced by the environment through
which people are moving as well as the information available to them leading up to the event. In
this sense, the driving speed of each vehicle involved in a crash is always a factor in the
collision and the severity of the outcome.

Speed influences the likelihood of a collision in several ways. The speed of a vehicle
determines how much ground it covers during the time while the driver is recognizing a danger
and deciding how to react to that danger. Speed also determines how much ground each
vehicle covers while braking and how maneuverable the vehicle will be to deviate from a
collision path (TAC, 2016).

Also, the speed of a vehicle influences where the driver looks in order to effectively operate the
vehicle and anticipate downstream risks. This “cone of vision” effect means that at higher
speeds drivers are less likely to be able to see hazards, including people and vehicles that are
not already directly in their path. Many reports of people “jumping out” in front of a moving
vehicle are the result of people behaving in normal ways which the driver fails to recognize
because they are outside the driver’s active field of vision.

Furthermore, it is important to note that regardless of what factors contribute to a collision (of
which inappropriate speed may be a contribution), the speed at which the impact takes place
determines the severity of the injury. For pedestrians and cyclists, the difference between being
struck by a vehicle moving 30 km/h and a vehicle moving 50 km/h represents as much as a five-
fold increase in the risk of serious injury or death, while risks to drivers and passengers also
increase with an increase in the speed of either vehicle.

How Many Collisions Occur in Neighbourhoods in Calgary?

The project team evaluated all collisions noted in Calgary Police Service data for the years
2013-2019, and categorized collisions by the type of roadway where they occurred. Collisions
that occurred at intersections of two roadways were attributed to the higher class roadway.

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 2.doc Page 4 of 32
ISC: Unrestricted

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 14 of 52



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Technical Analysis for Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review

Table 2.1 summarizes the number of collisions by road type. Table 2.2 summarizes the number
of casualty collisions by road type. Table 2.3 summarizes the number of collisions involving one
or more pedestrians, bicyclists, or motorcyclists, who are all more vulnerable to serious injury
than people inside automobiles if they are involved in a collision.

Table 2.1: Collision Data by Roadway Classification 2013-2019

Total Motor Year
Vehicle
Collision Data
Road

e - 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 | Annual Average
Classification
Residential 4921 | 5,623 | 4,903 | 3,930 | 3,779 | 4,090 | 4,251 4,500
Collector 4,663 5,002 4,698 4,129 4,412 | 4,459 | 4,637 4,571
Arterial 7,348 7,564 7,273 7,894 8,339 | 8,291 | 8,214 7,846
Urban
Boulevards 2,936 3,055 3,097 3,034 3,045 | 2,876 | 2,698 2,963
Skeletal 6,345 5,765 6,106 7,788 8,171 | 7,862 | 7,779 7,117
Other 7,085 | 10,257 | 11,140 8,861 | 10,353 | 9,912 | 9,993 9,657
Total 33,298 | 37,266 | 37,217 | 35,636 | 38,099 | 37,490 | 37,572 36,654

Collisions on neighbourhood roadways (Residential, Collector, and Neighbourhood Boulevard, highlighted
green) account for 23% of all Motor Vehicle Collision (MVCs) on average.

Table 2.2: Casualty Collision Data by Roadway Classification 2013-2019

Casualty
(In]ut:yand Year
Fatality)
Motor Vehicle
Collision Data
Road

I 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 | Annual Average
Classification
Residential 192 195 200 190 170 194 206 192
Collector 403 381 355 356 339 331 366 362
Arterial 776 801 699 779 779 738 703 754
Urban
Boulevards 286 297 253 236 289 267 195 260
Skeletal 619 556 550 653 708 619 576 612
Other 312 512 504 245 378 374 339 381
Total 2,588 2,742 2,561 2,459 2,663 | 2,523 | 2,385 2,560

Collisions on neighbourhood roadways (Residential, Collector, and Neighbourhood Boulevard highlighted
green) account for 22% of all MV Cs casualties (injury and fatality) on average.
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Table 2.3: Pedestrian, Cyclist, and Motorcyclist Collision Data by Road Class 2013-2019

Pedestrian,
Cyclist and
Motorcyclist
Casualty Year
Motor
Vehicle
Collision
Data
Road
ipe e 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 | Annual Average
Classification
Residential 84 68 74 76 52 64 63 69
Collector 142 126 125 147 128 107 117 127
Remainder
of City 421 397 401 454 328 261 251 359
Network
Total 647 591 600 677 508 432 431 555
Notes:
e Casualty collisions include both fatal and injury traffic collisions.
e Reported collisions used in this study occurred on The City of Calgary road network.
e Collisions on private property and in parking lots are excluded.
e "Collector" includes Collector, Primary Collector, Activity Centre Street, and Neighbourhood Boulevard CTP

road classes.
e "Other" includes all Calgary Transportation Plan roadway classifications not otherwise included in this study.

As shown in Tables 1.1 to 1.3, there have been an average of over 9,000 collisions per year on
roads within neighbourhoods over the study period. Of these, an average of 550 of these
collisions resulted in a serious injury or fatality.

In terms of fatalities, 35 of the 160 traffic fatalities reported from 2013 to 2019 occurred on
roadways in neighbourhoods. Of those 35, 18 were people walking or cycling at the time of the
collision.

Where are Neighbourhood Collisions Occurring?

In order to better understand the geographic distribution of the collisions happening in Calgary
neighbourhoods, the project team analyzed the data and mapped the number of collisions
occurring on Residential and Collector road types in each neighbourhood. Figure 2.1 displays
the number of casualty (injury and fatality) collisions sorted geographically.

As shown, people are being harmed as a result of traffic collisions in neighbourhoods across
Calgary. There are some neighbourhoods which are significantly over-represented in this data.
These areas would be logical places to prioritize if physical measures (traffic calming) were
implemented as part of an overall safety program.

The benefit of speed limit reduction is that it is a measure which targets all neighbourhoods and
can reduce the frequency of those broadly distributed collisions which are inefficient to target
through spot improvements at a street-by-street or intersection-by-intersection level.
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Figure 2.1: Spatial Analysis of Neighbourhood Casualty Collisions 2013-2019
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Chapter 3: Speed Data

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the available speed data to better understand what
behaviour is correlated with current collision patterns and to establish a baseline to assess the
effectiveness of efforts to reduce driving speeds in neighbourhoods.

Results of Baseline Data Collection

While the City of Calgary routinely collects speed profile data (studies which observe the speed

of every vehicle passing a specific point over a twenty-four hour period), these resources have
traditionally been focused on higher volume roadways. In the neighbourhood context, speed

studies have been collected mainly on a complaint basis, to validate reports of localized traffic
calming or safety concerns.

For the Neighbourhood Speed Limit review, a new data set was collected in 2019, with locations
selected based on objective criteria. A total of 88 sites were selected across the City to obtain a
data set of speeds on typical roads with a variety of conditions including age and layout of
community, width of road, and traffic volume. This allows for an unbiased look at speed

behaviour across the city on roads in Neighbourhoods.

The locations of the baseline speed studies are illustrated in Figure 3.1.

The results of the baseline studies (conducted in both the spring and fall of 2019) are
summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Results of Baseline Speed Studies

Spring 2019 Baseline Speed Studies Summary
85th
Road To_tal Percentile High Low Average High Low
L Vehicles . . Speed

Classification speed 85%ile 85%ile Average | Average

Measured (km/h)

(km/h)
Arterial Street
(60 km/h limit) 138568 67 71 58 58 63 50
Collector
(50 km/h limit) 155582 52 59 43 42 50 35
Residential
Street 23398 45 52 33 35 42 25
(50 km/h limit)
Fall 2019 Baseline Speed Studies Summary
85th .
Total . High Low Average .

Road e Vehicles Percentile 85th 85th Speed High Low
Classification speed . . Average | Average

Measured (km/h) percentile | percentile | (km/h)
Arterial Street
(60 km/h limit) 140099 68 70 58 58 62 52
Collector
(50 km/h limit) 78537 53 59 40 43 50 34
Residential
Street 26640 46 54 34 36 44 26
(50 km/h limit)

The location by location speed data collected for this analysis is available by request and the
location of the speed studies are illustrated in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1: Baseline Speed Study Locations
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In general, this dataset illustrates that operating speeds on most Collector roads are generally
consistent with a speed limit of 50 km/h. That said, there is still a lot of room for improvement
on those roads that are higher than average: recording an 85" percentile speed that is slightly
higher than the posted speed limit means that more than 15% of motorists are still not compliant
with the speed limit. Similarly, observed behaviours on Residential roads demonstrate that the
vast majority of drivers complying with the existing speed limit.

As a result, it is important to note that the current collision rates observed in Calgary
neighbourhoods are the result of the challenges all drivers face safely operating in these
environments at the current speed limits.

It is also worth noting that this is a new glimpse into behavior in Neighbourhoods. Speed
information for higher order streets typically shows average speeds at or slightly above the
posted limit, with 85" percentile speeds 6-10 km/h above the limit.

If Driving Speeds Are In Line With the Speed Limit, Why Do People Complain About Speeding?

Previous complaint-based speed studies in neighbourhood areas showed average speeds and
85" percentile speeds a few km/h higher than those observed in the 2019 baseline study. While
this indicates that residents are sensitive to behaviour on specific streets that reflects higher
driving speeds compared to typical, the City of Calgary receives many concerns about
“speeding” on streets that are not validated by objective data.

This reinforces that the experiences of residents on their streets do not align with the current
speed limits. What may feel quite comfortable and safe for a driver does not appear to feel
comfortable and safe for people walking and playing in the vicinity of that road. One unfortunate
outcome of our current speed limits is that residents who express concern about driving speeds
on their street have limited recourse if speed data collected does not show systematic speeding
relative to the legal speed limit. Although a serious collision may not have already occurred on
that specific street, the number of collisions observed in neighbourhoods and the random nature
of where they occur (see Chapter 2) suggests more can be done to align the City’s safety goals
with the liveability requested by residents.

How Much Does Driving Speed Vary Seasonally?

One of the tools used as part of the baseline speed assessment was a small selection of
locations observed by permanent count stations. These continuous count locations helped to
verify that the one day studies collected in neighbourhoods are accurate representations of
typical behaviour experienced on Calgary streets.

One byproduct of this review is a new look at how much seasonal variation there is in driving
speeds. Figure 3.2 illustrates the results at one of the permanent count locations.
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Figure 3.2: Time variation of speeds at Quarry Way and snow events
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As shown, 85" percentile speeds remained fairly consistent from July through October of 2019,
before dropping by about 5% through November and December. While individual snow events
have an immediate impact on speeds, it is clear that speeds are also depressed in between
these events.

Do Lower Speed Limits Result in Reduced Driving Speeds?

A growing number of international studies have demonstrated that lowering speed limits in
neighbourhoods does lead to fewer serious collisions, as outlined in Chapter 4 of this report.

As part of preliminary investigation into the potential impact of reducing neighbourhood speed
limits, speed observations were collected in August of 2018 in both Calgary and the nearby City
of Airdrie.

The City of Airdrie has had neighbourhood speed limits of 30 km/h in place on Residential and
Collector roads since the 1980’s. Although Airdrie is significantly smaller than Calgary,
neighbourhood population densities are similar, and scale of community layout is generally the
same in terms of Collector roadway and Arterial roadway spacing. In Airdrie, speed limits on
higher class roadways (Arterial and above) align with speed limit setting practices in Calgary.
Road design standards are very similar between the two cities, and they share a similar fleet of
private vehicles in terms of the number of trucks and SUVs used by residents.

Collector roads in Airdrie and Calgary (NW) with comparable roadway width and traffic volume
were selected for a comparative study. Speeds were collected during the week of August 27,
2018 in both Airdrie and Calgary using conventional pneumatic tube counters.

Average speeds on the observed Collector roads in Airdrie vary between 32 km/h and 36.4
km/h and are significantly lower than the observed speeds on Collectors in Calgary which varied
from 40.7 km/h to 49.4 km/h. A similar relationship exists for 85" percentile speeds with the
highest observed value in Airdrie being 43.4 km/h while the lowest observed value in Calgary
was 48.6 km/h. Detailed results from these observations are available on request.

These observations indicate that operating speeds on Collector roads in Airdrie are significantly
lower than on Collector roads in Calgary. Given that many other factors are similar, this points to
the importance of developing a driving culture that prioritizes low driving speeds in
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neighbourhood contexts. However, it is important to recongnize that changes in driving culture
can be slow and take years or decades.

What Impact Does Driving Speed Have on Travel Time?

One of the questions raised by Calgary residents with respect to potential changes to the speed
limits in neighbourhoods was how these changes would affect the amount of time they spend
driving on their daily commute, running a typical errand, or other trips they were accustomed to
making by personal automobile.

In May 2018, the City of Calgary hosted a Hackathon event, where project teams were provided
access to City data and concerns, and invited to prototype solutions over a 24 hour period. One
of the project teams developed a prototype of a web application to help residents understand
the impact of potential speed limit changes on their travel time.

After further refinement and work with the City, the team released ETAtool.com, a resource that
allows residents to select an origin, destination, and time of day, and compare realistic travel
times (based on the Google Maps data and engine) for current speed limits with three scenarios
that the project team evaluated. See Figure 3.3 for a screen shot sample output.

As shown, due to the relatively short portions of a typical commute spent on Residential and
Collector Roads, the travel time impacts of these changes are relatively minor (in the order of 1-
2 minutes in most cases).

To better understand the context of this change, The City conducted a study of travel times and
travel time reliability on four residential commutes. These typical commutes were found to vary
by more than 2 minutes per day, with standard deviation in each trip ranging between 3.1 and
5.5 minutes per trip. (Analysis details from this study are available on request.)

This demonstrates that the changes arising from changing speed limits in neighbourhoods will
be less than the day-to-day variation experienced by drivers due to daily variation in traffic
volumes, traffic signal phasing, and collisions along the route. In fact, reducing collisions in
neighbourhoods would be expected to slightly improve overall travel time reliability, though the
effect would be hard for the typical commuter to notice.

There are a limited group of road users who would experience more significant impact due to
changes to speed limits in neighbourhoods, depending on the exact approach taken. Calgary
Transit, for example, spends a significant percentage of their total operating hours on Collector
roadways, so changes to travel speeds on those roadways could impact their performance. For
further analysis on the operational impacts of various scenarios, see the cost analysis provided
in Chapter 5.
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Figure 3.3: Travel Time Estimator Snapshot
Distance: 22.9 km
Duration for current speeds: 25.8 min.
ETA for scenario 1: 26.6 min with 1.6 km impacted.
ETA for scenario 2: 26.1 min with 0.4 km impacted.
ETA for scenario 3: 26.2 min with 1.6 km impacted.
SAGE HILL
i EVANSTON 5
d 132 Tuscany Ridge Cresc v/ ] -
COVEN v wrsrmiel§
[ 800 Macleod Trail Southe v/ ] e
=3 PANORAMA HILLS
e
[ 03/14/2020 1:59 PM v ’ @) HARVEST HILLS
ROTKY RTDGE _ ROYAL OAK HAMPTONS COUNTRY HILLS
: New calculation
(B
?} ARBOUR LAKE
TUSCANY
RANCHLANDS EDGEMONT HUNTINGTON
SCENIC ACRES HILLS
SILVER SPRINGS Nose HI” Park
Bowmont Park THORNCLIFFE
Bowness Park %4, AEENIRO2S
\ AR SN HIGHLAND PARK
- DROWHESS Universj
0 S WinSport of Calga
emporarily closed
I
3 BARFEGTRAIL MT PLEASANT
N
ey Prince's
75, STHEleH TS Island Park
WEST SPRINGS
OWRfve(
EAU CLAIRE 9
ASPEN WOODS SHAGANAPP y 3 9
ROSSCARROCK Fort Ca

| 9901BS
I SE

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 2.doc Page 13 of 32
ISC: Unrestricted
Page 23 of 52

ISC: UNRESTRICTED



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Technical Analysis for Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review

Chapter 4: Results from Other Jurisdictions

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize recent developments and reported results for
speed limit reductions enacted in other jurisdictions.

Does Reducing Speed Limits in Neighbourhoods Work?

Speed limit changes have been made in many cities over a long period of time. In 2019 alone
Ville de Montréal approved a 30/40 km/h speed limit scenario citywide and the City of
Vancouver approved a 30 km/h change for select neighbourhood streets. As recently as May
2019 the City of Edmonton took steps to lower speed limits citywide with a 40 km/h speed limit
scenario approved, with an implementation plan to be confirmed in the coming months. A recent
review of speed limits of 30 km/h in Toronto showed significant collision reductions.

Across Canada and internationally, different communities have approached the issue with
different tactics and they have seen different levels of success. Reviewing these practices will
allow Calgary to determine the best means to realize our desired outcomes, and avoid missteps
others have made. The following table summarizes the details, decisions and outcomes in other

cities:

International Cities:

City

London, UK

Approach Taken

More than 400 neighbourhood zones
have been established using blanket
20 mph (~30 km/h) limits. Traffic
calming infrastructure accompanies
each zone.

Results Achieved

Serious injuries and fatalities have
been reduced by 46%

New York, USA

Vision Zero campaign launched
including a speed reduction to 25 mph
(~40 km/h) for neighbourhood streets.
Traffic calming investments and
increased enforcement accompanied
the change.

Serious injuries and fatalities have
been reduced by 44%. In areas where
safety infrastructure investments were
made, fatalities have fallen by 34%.

Boston, USA

Speed limits were lowered from 30 to
25 mph (~50 to 40 km/h) in 2017
without extensive traffic calming.

Speeding over 10 mph above the new
limit (over ~55 km/h) was reduced by
29%. Studies on injuries and fatalities
have not yet been conducted, though
fatalities appear to have dropped by
half.

Boston is now considering a further
reduction to 20 mph (30 km/h) to
reduce speeds even further.

Seattle, USA

All local neighbourhood streets were
lowered to 20 mph (~30 km/h) and
collector roadways to 25 mph (~40
km/h) in a 2016 citywide initiative. A
spot improvement traffic calming
budget accompanied the rollout.

Updated data on the impact of the 25
mph projects on Collector Roadways —
implemented with signage only, no
additional enforcement or calming.
Collisions reduced by 22%, injuries by
18%, and high end speeders (40mph+)
reduced by 52%.
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Canadian Cities:

Approach Taken Results Achieved

Toronto, ON Toronto reduced speed limits in Updated results: 27% reduction in
residential areas to 30km/h in 2015 collisions with pedestrians, and a 67%

and 2016. Comparisons with adjacent | reduction in serious injury and fatal
Scarboro which held speed limits at 40 | collisions (all types) on roads with the
km/h. 30 km/h treatment.

Ottawa, ON Ottawa is in the process of In progress
designating area speed limits at 40
km/h. This is a blanket speed
reduction on a neighbourhood-by-
neighbourhood basis that will begin
rolling out in late 2019.

Vancouver, BC Vancouver passed a 30km/h speed In progress
limit for all neighbourhood streets in
pilot communities earlier in 2019.
Administration is currently working
towards an implementation plan.

Montréal, QC In 2019 Montréal approved a 30 km/h | In progress
speed limit for all local neighbourhood
streets and a 40 km/h limit for main
streets. Public consultation plans and
implementation details are currently

underway.

Edmonton, AB In 2010 some pilot neighbourhoods Some of the pilot neighbourhoods
were changed to 40 km/h to test remain in place, but others with public
speed limit changes. opposition were removed. This pilot

involved speed limit signs on every
block of each street, and aesthetics

) were one of the factors cited in
In 2019 Council approved a 30 km/h opposition to the pilots.

change for inner-city neighbourhoods
and 40 km/h for all other

neighbourhoods citywide. As the need for safer streets has not

Administration is preparing an d]mlqlshed, interest in lowering speed

implementation plan for this citywide has remained and the new

throughout 2019. city-wide initiative is in progress.
Hamilton, ON Reducing residential streets to 40 Update: Project installed in ~40

km/h and school zones to 30 km/h communities, work ongoing.

between Mar 2020 and Mar 2021

As shown, these approaches are relatively new to Canada, and data on Canadian outcomes is
limited. International results demonstrate that changing neighbourhood speed limits is an
important tool in an overall program to enhance road safety.

How Did Other Cities Get There?

Helsinki currently boasts extremely low collision rates and serious injuries/fatality rates, on a
network which is designed to support 30 km/h of travel on most residential roads, with select
roads/areas still operating at 40 km/h and arterial roadways designed for higher speeds.
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As shown in Figure 4.1, this environment did not emerge over night. Speed limits were initially
reduced in some areas in the 1980s, and then in more areas and more stringently over a long
time period. This evolution of design philosophy was accompanied by changes in driver
behaviour and expectations.

Figure 4.1: Speed Limits in Helsinki (1973-2019)

B 30km/h

40 km/h
BN 50km/h
HEl >60km/h

Based on similar incremental success in other high-performing jurisdictions, the project team
has identified that maintaining credibility of speed limits and working to change Calgary’s driving
culture over time is an effective strategy to achieving significant reductions in collisions.

What Does the Scientific Literature Say About Speed and Collisions?

In addition to these direct reports from various jurisdictions about the nature and outcome of
their speed reduction programs, the project team reviewed the extensive scientific literature
around the relationship between speed limits, speeds, frequency and severity of collisions, and
road design. This section lists some of the most significant resources on this issue, with a brief
summary of their scope and high level findings.
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Scientific Literature:

Author,
Publication

Reference

Findings / Results

Transportation
Association of
Canada, 2016

Speed Management Guide: A
Book in the Canadian Road
Safety Engineering Handbook
(CRaSH)

Human Factors (perception reaction time etc.),
credibility of speed limits, vehicle dymamics,
risk factors, breaking distance, avoidance
manouvers, measurement methods, design
speed vs. speed limit vs. operating speed vs.
target speed, methods for setting speed limits,
road environment and traffic control to
influence speeds.

International
Transportation
Forum of OECD,
2018

Speed and Crash Risk Research
Report

Safe Systems approach to setting speed limits;
speed and crash risk relationship; impact
severity; braking distance; Nilsson’s Power
Model; case studies of speed limit changes;
observed changes in driving speed and
change in collisions; clear findings that
decreases in mean speed result in decreases
in collisions and severity, increases in speed
result in increase in collisions and severity.

Elvik,
Christensen,
Amundsen, TOI,
2004

Speed and Road Accidents: An
evaluation of the Power Model.
Report 740/2004

Detailed review of Nilsson’s Power Model,
theory, validity, meta analysis of applications
with sensititvity analysis, speed as a risk factor,
need for regulating speed, control of speed,
setting speed limits, enforcement of speed
limits. Power model holds and a 10% reduction
in mean speed found to reduce fatal collisions
by 37.8% with additional details in report.

Tjandra, Shimko,
2011

Selecting Communities for
Piloting the New Reduced
Speed Limit on Residential
Roads in the City of Edmonton,
Transportation Association of
Canada 2011 conference
proceeedings

Reference to relatiohship between impact
speed and probability of death, study design
and selection of communities for speed limit
reduction pilot. Part of series evaluating speed
limit pilot in Edmonton.

El-Bassyouny, El-
Bassiouni, 2013

Modeling and analysing traffic
safety Perceptions: An
application to the speed limit
reduction pilot in Edmonton,
Alberta: Accident Analysis and
Prevention 51 (2013) 156-167

Before and after review of public perception of
speed limit change and safety. Overall
improvement in perceptions of safety in
community. Part of series evaluating speed
limit pilot in Edmonton.

Islam, El-
Basyouny,
lbrahim, 2014

The impact of lowered
residential speed limits on
vehicle speed behaviour: Safety
Science 62 (2014) 483-494

Statistically significant reduction in mean free-
flow speeds and speed variance in all period
classifications. Effectiveness of speed limit
reduction improved over time. Part of series
evaluating speed limit pilot in Edmonton.
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Reference

Findings / Results

Islam, El-
Basyouny, 2015

Full Bayesian evaluation of the
safety effects of reducing the
posted speed limit in urban
residential area; Accident
Analysis and Prevention 80
(2015) 18-25

Various methodologies to evauate the

effectiveness of the posted speed limit
reduction to improve safety in terms of crash
(collision) reductions. Speed limit reduction
found to reduce crashes of all severities and
therefore recommended for improving safety
on residential and collector roadways. Part of
series evaluating speed limit pilot in Edmonton.

Badeau, Fafard,
2012

Implantation du 40 km/h a
Montreal (in French);
Transportation Association of
Canada 2012 conference
proceeedings

Summary of speed limit change in Montreal.
Lowering limit of 50 km/h to 40 km/h largely
matched observed behaviour but still resulted
in a reduction of 2 km/h on observed roads.
Noted to allow for more uniform speeds in
neighbourhoods and allowed for traffic calming
and new design work to be done for 40 km/h.

Taylor, Lynam,
Baruya, 2000

The effects of drivers’ speed on
the frequency of road accidents;
Transport Research Laboratory
repor 421

Evauation of models linking various speed
metrics to collision outcomes based on data
from UK, Sweden and the Netherlands. Urban
and rural roads considered separately; on
urban roads increases and speed, Higher
average speeds and higher proportions of
vehicles speeding were both found to increase
collision frequency — severity not examined.
Key finding that even in an urban setting speed
reductions reduce collision outcomes for
pedestrians and motor vehicle occupants.
Good to focus engineering efforts where high
speeds and high collisions evident.

Cameron, Elvik,
2010

Nilsson’s Power Model
connecting speed and road
trauma: Applicability by road
type and alternative models for
urban roads; Accident Analysis
and Prevention 42 (2010) 1908-
1915

Review of Nilsson’s Power Model and
specifically the power estimates for collision
outcomes in an urban setting. Found that
relationship holds in an urban setting based on
available data sets but with lower power
estimates than for rural data. Noted that the
built environment is an important moderator.
Evaluation of alternative models to describe
relationship.

Sun, El-
Bassyouny,
Ibrahim, Kim,
2018

Are school zones effectice in
reducing speeds and improving
safety?; Canadian Journal of
Civil Engineering 45 (2018)
1084-1092

Review of effects of change in collisions
following posting zones in Edmonton
consistient with times established in Calgary.
Finding that observed reductions in speeds
and reductions in collisions were consistent
with expected recuctions using Nilsson’s
Power model (2004).
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Reference

Findings / Results

50 road segments were monitored before and

PIARC (2019)

Insurance Lowering the speed limit from 30

Institute for to 25 mph in Boston: effects on after speed limit change in Boston. No

Highway Safety, | vehicle speed. significant changes to built environment or

2018 enforcement were undertaken. Proportions of
vehicles speeding in various categories were
found to decrease but changes in mean
(average) speeds and 85%ile speeds were
zero or negligible. Effect on collisions not
included.

World Road Setting Credible Speed Limits — | Theory regarding importance of credibility in

Association, Case Studies Report setting speed limits, Hierachy of control in

setting speed limits, Measures to reduce
operating speeds and increase safe speeds:
Improving signage, built envirionment
modification, enforcement support, built
environment reconstruction. Global case
studies shared including selection from
Canada and developed nations as well as
developing nations globally.

Jurewucz,
Sobhani, Wolley,
Dutschke,
Corben (2016)

Exploration of vehichle impact
speed — injury severity
relationship for application in
safer road design;
Transportation Research
Procedia 14 (2016) 4247-4256

Review of Safe Systems approach and
relationship between impact speed and
probability of fatal or serious injury. 10%
threshold for serious injurt or death considered.
Vehicle occupants involved in side impact
collisions have 10% risk of serious injury at 30
km/h and similar risk for pedestrians struck at
20 km/h. Builds on research commonly
referenced by Wrambourg (2005). Importance
of built envirionment changes to reduce risk
noted.

Tefft (2011)

Impact Speed and a
Pedestrian’s Risk of Severe
Injury or Death; AAA Foundation
for Traffic Safety report

Report studies US Data from 1994 to 1998 to
estimate risk of severe injury or death for
pedestrians. Risks were standardized to
estimate average risk in 2007-2009. Findings
that risk of injury and death increase with
speed. 10% threshold for injury at 16 mph and
10% for death at 23 mph. Risks were also
stratified by age and older pedestrians found to
be at significantly higher risk.
Recommendation to limit speeds to reduce risk
of injury death where conflicts exist, separate
pedestrians where possible and improve
vehicle and built environment design. Different
form of speed/survivability curve found from
previous research but general relationship
holds.
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Author, Reference Findings / Results

Publication

Driving speed is an important factor in road
safety. Speed not only affects the severity of a
crash, but is also related to the risk of being
involved in a crash. Studies found evidence
that crash rate increases faster with an
increase in speed on minor roads than on
major roads.

Aarts, van Driving speed and the risk of
Schagen (2006) road crashes: A review; Accident
Analysis and Prevention 38
(2006) 215-224
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Chapter 5: Cost Benefit Analysis for Potential Approaches to Speed Limit Reduction

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the analysis conducted to evaluate different options
for how to achieve lower driving speeds in neighbourhoods through reductions in the unposted
speed limit.

What scenarios did the project consider?

Given that speed limits in Canada are posted at 10 km/h increments, the project team
considered the costs and benefits associated with reducing the unposted speed limit (currently
set at 50 km/h by Alberta’s Traffic Safety Act) to either 40 km/h or 30 km/h.

For each of these options, the project team then considered whether the unposted speed limit
would apply to Collector class roads, or whether some other speed limit would be established
on these roads through signage, as requested by council. Including options to retain current
limits, this resulted in six scenarios to asses, as summarized in Table 5.1.

In preliminary reporting, Administration presented outcomes based on the first three scenarios
outlined in Table 5.1. These scenarios were selected to provide the public with a simplified set
of options for a discussion of values and trade-offs. After discussion with Council, additional
scenarios (which were being analyzed as part of the ongoing technical review) were added to
the considerations presented in this report.

Table 5.1: Speed Limit Scenarios Reviewed

Scenario Speed Limit by Road Type
Residential Road Collector Road

Scenario 1 30 km/h 30 km/h
Scenario 2 30 km/h 50 km/h
Scenario 3 40 km/h 40 km/h
Scenario 4 30 km/h 40 km/h
Scenario 5 40 km/h 50 km/h
Scenario 6 50 km/h 50 km/h

How did the project estimate the benefit of each scenario?

The primary benefit associated with each scenario is the number of collisions avoided as a
result of the proposed change. In order to compare this benefit with potential costs of each
alternative, the collisions were converted to societal costs.

While this can seem impersonal, it does allow for a direct comparison between different options
and the costs to implement those options. The City of Calgary remains committed to reducing
harms to individuals from our transportation systems because we recognize that each collision
is more than a statistic, and represents physical, financial, and emotional suffering, and a
change in the trajectory of a person or families’ life.

Societal costs for collisions, based on the Capital Region Intersection Safety Partnership
(CRISP, 2018) study of societal costs of collisions in Alberta, are applied to the collision
reductions anticiptated for each scenario to obtain the estimated societal benefit in dollars of the
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collision change. The Societal cost of collisions used are as follows (adjusted to 2020 values
using Consumer Price Index data):

e Fatal Collision: $7,092,240
e Injury Collision: $211,755
¢ Property Damage collision: $14,388

There are a number of additional benefits of reducing driving speeds in heighbourhoods that are
difficult to quantify. Reduced noise levels have been associated with reduced stress for
residents. Increased feelings of comfort on neighbourhood streets encourages social
interaction which increases community resiliency, and encourages people to walk and play in
their neighbourhoods which can have physical health benefits. Children who walk or cycle to
school have been shown to perform better academically.

Because there are no readily available studies to quantify these benefits at the level of
resolution necessary to compare the scenarios under consideration, these benefits are not
reflected in the cost-benefit analysis presented in this report, and benefits are reported
exclusively on the basis of collision reduction projections.

How did the project estimate collision reductions for each scenario?

Changes in operating speeds are estimated for each scenario based on a literature review and
experience with speed change related projects in Calgary and Edmonton.

Research has shown that drivers will generally comply with posted speed limits when those
limits match with the level of comfort provided by the road environment. One of the main
influences on the speed that drivers choose to travel is the built environment of the roadway.
The majority of the information that drivers use to select a speed that they feel is safe and
reasonable are the roadway features (road width, intersection spacing, parking, paintlines,
signs, etc.).

If there is a mismatch between the physical features of the roadway and the posted or unposted
speed limit then drivers will not perceive the speed limit to be credible and as a result will often
drive to the speed that they feel is appropriate based on the roadway characteristics. If the
roadway features match with the speed limit, that is to say the speed limits are credible, then
compliance will be relatively high.

Threats of enforcement, social norms regarding speeding behaviour, and prevailing weather
conditions also influence choice of speed but to a lesser degree than the built environment of
the roadway. Results from some jurisdictions (e.g. Seattle) have shown that signage alone can
influence behaviour. Projections for collision reductions in these scenarios are more modest
than those which provide a credible environment for the proposed speed limit.

In Calgary, the typical environment on Residential class roadways (short segments with
narrower travel lanes and on-street parking) means that limits of 40 km/h are generally credible,
with 30 km/h appropriate in some places. Unfortunately, many Collector roadways do not
provide an environment where a 30 km/h or 40 km/h speed limit would be credible to most
drivers. As a result, physical changes to the roadway would be necessary for most drivers to
comply with a slower limit.

Based on these considerations, anticipated reductions in average driving speed were estimated
for each scenario, both with physical traffic calming to create a more credible environment and
by relying on bylaw changes and signage only. In Scenario 6, with existing speed limits, the
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impact of broad traffic calming on Collector roadways to make 50 km/h a consistently credible
speed limit were considered.

It is worth noting that individual roadways in Calgary have different designs and would benefit
differently depending on the physical design and speed profile of that specific roadway. The
calculations presented in this report are based on the anticipated overall impact of network-wide
changes.

Table 5.2: Anticipated Changes in Average Operating Speed by Scenario

Scenario Anticipated Change in Average Operating Speed

(Residential / Collector With Traffic Calming Bylaw and Signage Only

Speed Limit)

Scenario 1: 30/ 30 Residential: 5—-10 km/h Residential: 5-10 km/h
Collector: 8 — 15 km/h Collector: 4 — 8 km/h

Scenario 2: 30/ 50 Residential: 5—-10 km/h Residential: 5— 10 km/h
Collector: 2 -5 km/h Collector: 0 km/h

Scenario 3: 40 / 40 Residential: 1-5km/h Residential: 1 -5 km/h
Collector: 4 -8 km/h Collector: 1-4km/h

Scenario 4: 30/ 40 Residential: 5—-10 km/h Residential: 5-—10 km/h
Collector: 4 — 8 km/h Collector: 1-4km/h

Scenario 5: 40 / 50 Residential: 1-5km/h Residential: 1 -5 km/h
Collector: 2 -5 km/h Collector: 0 km/h

Scenario 6: Existing Limits Residential: 0 km/h Residential: 0 km/h
Collector: 2 -5 km/h Collector: 0 km/h

Reductions in driving speeds along roadways has been shown through local and international
evidence to reduce the number and severity of collisions that occur.

Figure 5.1 illustrates the likelihood of a fatality as a result of a collision at certain speeds. As
shown, when speed increases the likelihood of death also increases. The effect is more
pronounced if the collision involves a pedestrian or cyclist. For these collisions, the steepest
part of the curve is between 30 km/h and 50 km/h, which means that small changes in collision
speed can have significant influence on the outcome.
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Figure 5.1: Cumulative Probability of Fatality based on impact type and speed
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The change in collisions resulting from changes in speeds is best described by the Nilsson’s
Power Model, graphically represented in Figure 5.2. The Nilsson’s Power Model generally
describes that a 1% change in average speed will result in a 2% change in all collisions, a 3%
change in injury collisions and a 4% change in fatal collisions.

Figure 5.2: Nilsson’s Power model graphical representation (Nilsson 2004)
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This relationship was verified in Calgary when times for school zones and playground zones
were harmonized (07:30 — 21:00) and in effect year-round. Despite some public and political
opposition, the evaluation found speed reductions for existing and new hours resulted in
measurable injury collision reductions. Edmonton adopted Calgary’s playground zone approach
and found significant speed reductions of 12 km/h (previously, Edmonton had ‘areas’ of warning
but no regulatory speed reduction) with a resulting injury/fatality collision reduction of 45%,
consistent with the Nilsson’s Power Model. In 2018, the effect of neighbourhood traffic calming
to change the road environment along 1 Avenue NE in Bridgeland using temporary materials
(Traffic Calming Curbs, paint, delineators) demonstrated the ability to improve speed
compliance by 14% (3-5km/h reduction) with a higher than expected reduction in injury
collisions of 75% and a 36% decrease in all collisions.

Based on this analysis, the reduction in collisions for each scenario was calculated, as
summarized in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3: Collision Reduction Per Scenario

Scenario Annual Collision Reduction

(Residential / Collector With Traffic Calming Bylaw and Signage Only

Speed Limit)

Scenario 1: 30/ 30 All: 1,181 - 2,271 / year All: 816 - 1,631/ year
Casualty: 116 - 221 / year Casualty: 72 - 144 | year

Scenario 2: 30 / 50 All: 633-1,357 / year All: 450-900 / year
Casualty: 51-112 / year Casualty: 29-58 /year

Scenario 3: 40 / 40 All: 456-1,181 / year All: 181-816 / year
Casualty: 49-116 / year Casualty: 17-72 / year

Scenario 4: 30 / 40 All: 816-1631 / year All: 541-1,266 / year
Casualty: 72-144 | year Casualty: 40-101 / year

Scenario 5: 40 / 50 All; 273-907 / year All: 90-450 / year
Casualty: 27-83 / year Casualty: 6-29 /year

Scenario 6: Existing Limits All: 183-457 [ year All: 0/ year
Casualty: 22-54 | year Casualty: 0/ year

The average collision reduction per scenario was then multiplied by the societal costs for
collisions, resulting in the estimated benefit for each scenario for cost comparison purposes.
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Table 5.4: Estimated Societal Benefit of Collision Reductions in Neighbourhoods

Scenario (Residential/Collector) Value of Annual Collision Reduction

(Residential / Collector Speed Limit) With Traffic Calming Bylaw and Signage Only
Scenario 1: 30 / 30 $52.1M $36.9M
Scenario 2: 30 / 50 $30.0M $20.3M
Scenario 3: 40 / 40 $24.7M $15.0M
Scenario 4: 30 / 40 $36.9M $27.2M
Scenario 5: 40 / 50 $17.8M $8.1M
Scenario 6: Existing Limits $9.6M $0

How did the project estimate the cost of each scenario?

In order to understand the costs associated with each proposed scenario, the project team
reviewed the capital costs and operating costs to The City for each option.

Capital costs are one-time costs associated with physical materials such as signs and traffic
calming construction. In order to understand the city-wide costs of these scenarios, the project
team developed signage plan concepts (to create the appropriate legal environment) and traffic
calming plans (to create credible physical environments to support those speed limits) for a
selection of communities for each scenario. By looking at communities of different age and
layout, and their prevalence across the City, the overall capital cost estimates for the program
can be calculated.

Signage costs vary by scenario. Itis a general practice at the City of Calgary that speed
changes of 20 km/h or more are denoted by signage, regardless of the unposted limit. For
scenarios where the Collector speed limit is different from the unposted limit, a number of new
signs will be required on these roadways. All scenarios involving a change in the unposted
speed limit include perimeter signage at City entrance points to notify visitors of the unposted
limit.

The plans created were high level, and applied typical construction costs per measure to
estimate the total cost. As part of an implementation plan for any scenario, detailed plans
(locating each specific sign and construction drawings for each traffic calming measure) would
need to be developed.

The capital costs to implement each scenario for a typical community are summarized in Table
5.5 and the city-wide costs are summarized in Table 5.6. It is worth noting that city-wide costs
were developed by assuming traffic calming would be applied to the full Collector road network.
As shown in Chapter 2 of this report, some communities may be a higher priority for broadly
applied traffic calming than others. As such, the estimates presented in Table 5.6 represent a
conservative high-end cost for complete retrofit of Calgary’s collector road network.

Temporary traffic calming approaches have been successfully piloted in Calgary to demonstrate
that approaches using low-cost and quick to deploy materials can be effective in reducing
driving speeds. Traffic calming curbs (precast, drop in place units), painted lines, delineators,
bolt down temporary speed humps, removable planters and other placemaking materials can
emulate the effect of permanent curb extensions, speed humps, and physical narrowing of
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roadways. Recent projects have demonstrated that traditional permanent construction
techniques cost approximately 12 times as much to implement for the same effect.

These materials are not without their challenges, however. Due to their temporary nature,
ongoing maintenance is required and some aspects of these tools introduce difficulties for
people with accessibility challenges such as visual impairment or wheelchair use. In general,
The City prefers to deploy these materials for a limited time to test the effectiveness and
resident acceptance of permanent changes to road infrastructure.

Table 5.5: Estimated Implementation costs per Neighbourhood (on average)

Scenario One Time Implementation Capital Cost per Neighbourhood
(Residential / Collector Signage Only Signhage and Temporary  Signage and Permanent
Speed Limit) Traffic Calming Traffic Calming
Scenario 1: 30 / 30 $18.4K $466K $5.6M
Scenario 2: 30/ 50 $34.5K $213K $2.3M
Scenario 3: 40 / 40 $7.5K $276K $3.4M
Scenario 4: 30 / 40 $21.7K $290K $3.4M
Scenario 5: 40 / 50 $10.9K $190K $2.2M
Scenario 6: Existing Limits $0 $179K $2.2M

Table 5.6: Estimated Implementation Costs City Wide (Capital)

Scenario One Time Implementation Capital Cost City Wide

(Residential / Collector Signage Only  Signage and Temporary  Signage and Permanent
Speed Limit) Traffic Calming Traffic Calming
Scenario 1: 30/ 30 $3.9M $98.9M $1,193.9M
Scenario 2: 30 / 50 $7.3M $45.3M $482.3M
Scenario 3: 40/ 40 $1.6M $58.6M $713.6M
Scenario 4: 30/ 40 $4.6M $61.6M $716.6M
Scenario 5: 40/ 50 $2.3M $40.3M $477.3M
Scenario 6: Existing Limits $0 $38.0M $475.0M

Operating impacts to City business units were also estimated. These costs are based on it
taking more person hours to provide the current level service on some core City services that
involve staff spending significant amounts of time travelling on neighbourhood roads in the
course of delivering that service.
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The largest of these expenses comes from impacts to Calgary Transit. Although the impact for
an individual transit customer in terms of trip time would be comparable to impacts to drivers
(see Chapter 3), calculations indicate that the cumulative effect of small delays on each circuit
would mean that either service frequency (how often a bus comes) would be reduced or
additional busses would need to be added to each route to maintain current service frequency.
Additional busses require additional drivers, fuel, and other ongoing costs. In practice, these
two options reflect two ends of a spectrum, where the most likely approach would be to strike a
balance between increased cost and reduced service frequency.!

In order to demonstrate the impact of these strategic choices, cost benefit calculations both with
service maintained at current levels and with operating budgets held fixed (with associated
service level reductions) are presented in the following section. Table 5.7 outlines the operating
costs associated with maintaining current service levels by scenario.

Table 5.7: Estimated Operational Cost Impacts (Maintaining Current Service Levels)

Scenario Business Unit Impact Estimates

Scenario and Transit One Time Transit Water Roads Other

Implementation  Capital (additional Operations Services Maintenance Business

item Busses) including Units
Access

Scenario 1: 30 $71.7M $31.5M/year $1.3M/year $1.5M/year <$0.1M

/30

Scenario 2: 30 $5.4M $2.3M /year $1.1M/year $1.3M/year <$0.1M

/ 50

Scenario 3: 40 $54.0M $22.4M [ year $0.5M/year $0.7M/ year <$0.1M

/40

Scenario 4: 30 $55.8M $22.9M /year $1.1M/year $1.3M/year <$0.1M

/40

Scenario 5: 40 $3.6M $1.4M /year $0.5M/year $0.7M/year <$0.1M

/ 50

Scenario 6: $0 $0 $0 $0 <$0.1M

Existing Limits

Cost-benefit Calculations

In order to assess the relative merits of each scenario, the project team computed benefit-cost
ratios for each scenario. For these calculations, all costs were held in 2020 dollars, and the
costs and benefits were evaluated against a twenty year period. The results of this analysis are
presented in Table 5.8.

1 Please note that this report is issued during a local state of emergency associated with the Covid-19 pandemic. All
analysis is based on operating costs observed pre-pandemic. It is beyond the scope of this report to anticipate
changes to City service levels and their costs as a result of changes arising from this event.
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In this analysis, values greater than one indicate more benefit to society that the implementation
and ongoing operational costs associated with the work over the initial 20 year period. As noted
previously, this analysis is based on societal value of collision reduction only, and does not
account for less tangible liveablility benefits such as reduced noise and greater comfort for
residents. Given that a significant portion of the costs are one-time capital expenditures, cost-
benefit ratios below but close to 1.0 would be expected to repay their costs in the years
following the evaluation period.

Table 5.8: Benefit to Cost Estimates of Speed Limit Scenarios

Scenario Benefit Cost Ratio

Maintain Current Service Levels Accept Service Level Reductions

(Residential /

Coll Speed Bylaw and With Traffic Bylaw and With Traffic
0 _ector pee Signage Only Calming Signage Only Calming
Limit)

Scenario 1: 30/ 30 0.7 0.28 162.5 0.83
Scenario 2: 30 / 50 25.0 1.05 49.2 1.15
Scenario 3: 40 / 40 <0* 0.02 135.8 0.66
Scenario 4: 30 / 40 0.9 0.32 104.1 0.97
Scenario 5: 40 / 50 17.7 0.64 48.6 0.70
Scenario 6: Existing N/ AR 0.41 /AR 041

Limits
*Costs exceed benefits due to annual operational impacts included in analysis
**No additional costs or benefits associated with this scenario in the absence of traffic calming

As shown, there are some options with favourable cost-benefit ratios based on this high level
review.

In terms of operational impacts, the two options presented here represent two extremes of a
spectrum of choices with respect to how much investment is made to support service levels.
Benefit Cost Ratios were also calculated for the use of temporary traffic calming measures and
could represent a middle ground to make some high priority improvements at a lower cost when
there is intent to make those measures permanent.

Also, as noted previously, the capital cost estimates for this work are based on complete retrofit
of the Collector road network in all neighbourhoods. A targetted application of traffic calming
and reduced speed limits to underperforming Collector roadways would have the potential to
improve the cost-benefit ratio for any of the scenarios with traffic calming included.

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 2.doc Page 29 of 32
ISC: Unrestricted

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 39 of 52



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Technical Analysis for Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review

Chapter 6: Recommendation

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the considerations beyond cost and benefit that led the
project team to the recommendations presented to Council.

It is not easy to make a recommendation on how best to improve safety when it is balanced
against the potential costs of renovating a significant portion of our roadway network, and to do
so in a way that the public we serve understand and accept the change.

The project team has developed a long-term vision to guide a sustained effort towards improved
safety and liveability, with a strategically selected series of short term recommendations to
move The City towards that long-term goal.

Long Term Vision

Given that the goal of this project is to support the City’s overall efforts to eliminate deaths and
serious injuries on our transportation network, an initial assessment of scenarios was completed
to identify the best value scenario for a long-term vision for speed limits in neighbourhood
streets.

In general, options which ensured drivers would experience a credible speed limit relative to the
design of the roadway are preferred. Although some scenarios achieve high cost-benefit due to
the collision reductions associated with partial compliance, it is anticipated that these scenarios
will make the work of shifting the overall driving culture towards a greater sensitivity around
speed more difficult.

Referring to Table 5.8 above, the project team evaluated each scenario closely. While Scenario
1 most closely aligns with international best practice (as manifested by Vision Zero approaches
in other jurisdictions), there are some significant challenges to achieve this state in Calgary,
particularly with respect to the Collector road network.

Even with cross sections to create an environment where 30 km/h would be credible along a
given block or stretch of a Collector road, the distance drivers would frequently need to travel
along these roadways will make it challenging to present that speed limit as credible for the full
length of the roadway.

Recognizing that it is not feasible to rewrite the built fabric of communities (that is, because it
would be cost-prohibitive to break up communities to introduce more access points and roads
through existing neighbourhoods) and also recognizing the very significant impact of 30 km/h on
Collectors to transit service in Calgary, the project team identified Scenario 4, (30 km/h on
Residential roads and 40 km/h on Collectors) with a targeted approach to service modifications,
as a useful vision and direction for a twenty-year horizon.

Looking at the right-most column, Scenario 4 demonstrates a high cost-benefit calculation
(where benefits are only measured in terms of collision reduction and not enhanced overall
liveability) and makes a positive change to the conditions on Collector roadways, which are a
recurring thread in all community conversations about speeding in neighbourhoods.

How Do We Get There?

With a long-term vision of our transportation network that provides a credible environment for
Scenario 4, the project team assessed current conditions and the magnitude of the task to
modify existing conditions to create the desired credibility.
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Currently, Residential roads in Calgary provide environments that are generally aligned with a
40 km/h speed limit (as supported by recent speed observations on Residential roadways) so a
short-term scenario that includes changing the legal speed limit on Residential Roadways to 40
km/h is likely to be successful.

Currently, most Collector roads in Calgary provide environments are generally aligned with a 50
km/h speed limit, with some larger roads providing a reasonable level of comfort for driving at 60
km/h or higher, particularly those Collector roadways with multiple lanes in each direction and
medians separating the two flows of traffic.

Considering these two factors, a short-term change to speed limits on Residential but not
Collector roadways is achievable. This could be achieved in one of two ways:

1. Post all residential streets to 40 km/h and leave the unposted speed limit at 50 km/h.
2. Change the unposted limit to 40 km/h and post Collector Roadways at 50 km/h where
the environment is not (yet) appropriate to a lower limit.

Option 2 is preferred for several reasons. First, it requires significantly fewer signs to achieve.
Second, it provides a clear signal to residents, businesses, and industry, that The City is serious
about broad and systematic change. Finally, this change would be in alignment with the bylaw
approach that the City of Edmonton is taking, ensuring some consistency in terms of how speed
enforcement is prosecuted in our two jurisdictions.

Therefore, the first recommended action is to revise the unposted speed limit to 40 km/h, in
accordance with the requirements outlined in the City Charter, which includes notifying residents
of the change, posting gateway signage for all drivers entering the city, and conducting a public
hearing on the proposed bylaw amendment. For details, please see the Implementation Plan
included as Attachment 3 of Council Report TT2020-1036.

In order for this new unposted limit to retain its credibility, The City will post most Collector
roadways in the City to 50 km/h. This is the second recommendation of the report. The choice
of “most” is deliberate. Calgary’s Collector network was built over the past century, with varying
standards and approaches to safe design. Some roads were declared Collectors long after their
construction to meet the needs of network prioritization, transit and emergency access, or snow
clearing priorities. Some Collectors, particularly in Calgary’s oldest communities, function
credibly at 40 km/h today.

These roads represent only a small fraction of the total network. One task associated with the
implementation of the recommendations in this report will be to review in detail and identify
those Collector roadways that do not require further treatment to credibly operate with a 40 km/h
limit and exclude them from the general effort to post Collectors to 50 km/h. There may also be
select Residential Streets that function more like Collectors (often serving as Transit routes
despite their designation) which would be reviewed for appropriateness of the unposted limit.

On its own, the effort to change the speed limit on Residential Streets is expected to reduce the
number of collisions in neighbourhoods by about 300 per year in the short term. The estimated
cost of design and implementation of the signage and supporting education and awareness
campaign is $2.3M dollars.

The third recommended action is to update our design standards so that future Residential
roadways are constructed to support a speed limit of 30 km/h and future Collector roadways are
constructed to support a speed limit of 40 km/h. For new communities, this will mean posting
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Residential roadways with a 30 km/h limit, while new collectors will operate at the unposted
limit. These design standards will also inform retrofit projects of roadways in existing
communities.

Design standards cannot be changed overnight. The existing standards are the result of
extensive engagement and collaboration within The City and with our partners in the
development industry who design and construct many of the roadways that will serve future
residents. The third recommended action directs Administration to embed the desired operating
speed on these roadways into upcoming revisions of design standards.

With these new standards in place, existing programs in traffic calming, road safety, road
maintenance/lifecycle, complete streets, and Main Streets will represent numerous opportunities
to renovate existing Collector Roadways to create credible environments for a 40 km/h speed
limit. Guided by new road standards, retrofit projects will allow the City to incrementally bring
more communities into alignment with our long-term goals for safety and liveability in
neighbourhoods.

These actions together will begin to move Calgary towards the long-term vision of safe,
comfortable neighbourhoods. The effectiveness of this program will be monitored and reported
to Council through subsequent reports on the Safer Mobility Plan. In time, once most Collectors
are operating credibly at 40 km/h, The City will revisit progress on Residential roadways, and
determine when and how to take the next step towards a long-term Vision Zero approach to our
streets.
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Implementation Plan for Recommended Option TT2020-1036
ATTACHMENT 3

Neighbourhood Speed Limits Review
Implementation Plan for Recommended Option

The implementation plan outlined in this attachment summarizes the intended approach to
achieve a default speed limit of 40 km/h with posted speed limits of 50 km/h on Collector roads.
A selection of collector roads may not be posted at 50 km/h based on functionality of the
roadway or other features which create a credible built environment that support 40 km/h;
further description of this review of collector roads will be provided in this attachment.

The schedule has been divided into tasks which will be underway at the same time and which
will be highly interdependent to coordinate efforts, e.g. education/awareness by the City and the
Calgary Police Service. The overall schedule is shown below with additional details provided in
the following sections that match the lettered heading tasks in Figure 1.

As shown, the schedule has been prepared for an April 4, 2021 effective date for the change to
the unposted speed limit so that it will be in effect by Spring 2021.
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Figure 1: Implementation Plan Schedule
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a. Bylaw Process /Timeline

Changing the default speed limit in Calgary will be completed through a City Charter bylaw. A
Charter bylaw is passed as a public hearing item at a Council meeting and requires 30 days of
advertising the draft bylaw before it reaches the Committee or Council session where it will be
discussed. Additional advertising is also made for the public hearing itself. After the bylaw is
passed, this Charter power requires giving public notice (specified in the bylaw advertisement
regarding timelines and methods for notice) before it is implemented. This public notice would
run from projected bylaw approval on November 2, 2020 to April 4, 2021. From consultation
with City Law, Calgary Police Service Law and the Alberta Crown Prosecutor’s office, this notice
period would satisfy the requirements of the Charter. The general timeline is shown in Figure 2.

Administration has begun this process by preparing a draft bylaw (included with this report as
Attachment 4) to advance with the report to return to Council for public hearing on November 2,
2020. After the bylaw is passed by Council, anticipating this occurs immediately after the public
hear on November 2, tasks to prepare signage and educational programs to support the change
would be initiated as shown in the overall timeline prior to the bylaw coming into effect on April
4, 2021.

Review of the Charter and legal provisions have shown that speeding citations will continue to
be Alberta Traffic Safety Act infractions and subject to demerits, rather than a bylaw infraction.
This was a key concern from CPS that has been confirmed not to be an issue.

Figure 2: Bylaw Timeline Chart

Report at
Committee
of Council

Draft Bylaw
included in .
Brtleport o
ylaw
advertised . Q\) ¢ < M
Public hearing 3 .
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b. Education / Awareness Plan

April 4, 2020

Awareness and education about the speed limit change will be a gradual plan including the
process through bylaw. Education and awareness will be focused on the 6-8 weeks period in
advance of the bylaw coming into effect and will continue for the first month of the bylaw being
in effect and then taper off. Traditional media and social media channels will be employed as
well as roadside electronic Driver Message Signs and static signage, as identified in bylaw
advertising and notice plan. Cordon signage will be posted on all entries to the City and can be
placed in advance of the bylaw coming into effect and modified on April 4, 2021 to show that the
bylaw is in effect. Further details of the plan will be coordinated closely with the Calgary Police
Service and other traffic safety partners to leverage our efforts with consistent messaging.
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c. Enforcement Strategy

The awareness/education and enforcement plan for the Calgary Police Service is anticipated to
follow a similar approach to the process used for the harmonization of school and playground
zone times. This will include social media and traditional media and manned education/
enforcement by the Traffic Section. Members of the Residential Traffic Safety Unit and the
Traffic Response Units will be deployed, with possible support from Districts as heeded.
Interactions in the first month after the bylaw comes into effect are anticipated to result in
education and warnings and limited citations for larger infractions. Following the initial
educational grace period regular enforcement and issuing of speeding citation will resume and
be adjusted as appropriate.

d. Signage Installation to Support Speed Limit Change

Maintaining the majority of Collector roads at 50 km/h in the recommended scenario allows for
the signage changes to be initiated as soon as the bylaw is approved; posting Collector roads at
50 km/h is consistent with the existing law. Some Collector roads may be suitable to remain
unposted (to become 40 km/h when the bylaw takes effect).

The review process is still being finalized. Available data and feedback will be incorporated into
the review. Examples of criteria to evaluate Collector roadways are as follows:

e Collector roads that function as a collector (connect multiple residential roads to arterial
roads), provide a connection to another collector roadway or loop back to itself, and
carry higher traffic volumes (>2000 vehicles/day) are appropriate to sign at 50 km/h.
(This is the vast majority of the Collector network.)

e Collector roads with narrow geometry, lower traffic volumes and speed profiles, when
available, consistent with 40 km/h operations (e.g. average below 45 km/h or 85%ile
below 50 km/h) may be appropriate to remain unposted.

e Stubs of collectors should not be posted unless they are approximately 500m or longer.

¢ In no case should cul-de-sacs be posted. In Suburban areas, some divided collectors
may exist for safety servicing of an over-long cul-de-sac, these should not be signed.

Results of reviews will be documented to assist in prompt responses to future requests for
review. Administration recommends that this process be managed at an administrative level
rather than through council directive to promote an efficient and repeatable process while
providing flexibility to adjust in the future when appropriate, e.g. following traffic calming or
observed change in motorist behaviour, without requiring reassessment of previous Council
direction of speed limits on specific roadways.

Examples for three communities of how the Collector roads could be signed and draft proposed
speed limits within Neighbourhoods are presented in Figure 3 to Figure 5. Existing poles will be
used wherever possible to minimize installation costs and maximize installation efficiencies.
The total estimated cost of $2.3 million includes a fixed cost of $815,066 for signs, brackets and
design with the remainder accounting for the installation cost. From recent quotes from industry,
City supply and installation of signage is approximately 30% lower than contractor quotes and
represents a cost efficiency over contracting and managing the work.
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Figure 3: Example signage configuration for Acadia

Residential Speed Limit Review - Acadia Signage
Scenario 5 - Unposted 40 km/h & Collectors Posted 50 km/h

o) Cedarbias
= Flayground Zona
Froposed Speed Limits

30 Ekmm
20 kb
s 50 kmh
0 ki
w— 70 kmih
w— 30 ki
EI Pregesed 50 keinh sign
I acancng
[Eigns pastad ameing
Ireighbaurhoad on Colectar
Irzazz and supplamartasy signs
Ja: Colector!Callectr
lintersections as appropriale.
IFesudential roads at
lintarsactions with 6 kb +
lrzadz il be raviwad for 40
lkmvh signs ance Sylzw comes

lints et

13

CED Am

&R

oo Ra o & &
. C Qarprad 0]
d H -
5L [50]
o BIDGE DR 5 0aRRaT:
T
CEDAR I N
e % cE o
5
pry 3
D S
sk . CARERAS . 1=
I 3 R EW & i Ry
men ik E CEDARBROOK lean
o S el i Py ™
@ & me
. SEDARBROCS Wit 5
&
=
17
B
FIELD 06 SW.

=

a Jocoan
T
L
e

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 3.doc

ISC: Unrestricted

ISC: UNRESTRICTED

C2021-0146
Attachment 3

i #oadia

= Playground Zone

Praposed Speed Limits
30 kmih

0k

— i

) kmVh

— 70k

— 0 KIVD

Fropased 50 kmih sian

lacatans

Tiars peaied el

meightourhcod on Collector

roaea anct supgemeniary sgne

2t CellzctoriCadasar

riersactions s appmpnm

Residersal oack at

[ tersachons e EO kmh +

o il b redid for 40

emih signs ancs Eylav camas

s i,

Page 5 of 7

Page 47 of 52



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Implementation Plan for Recommended Option

Figure 5: Example signage configuration for Saddle Ridge
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Through a review of sample communities to support cost estimates for the scenarios, it was
determined that the design and installation time to complete the required signage changes,
taking into consideration that the change would be happening over the winter months, can be
completed before the anticipated bylaw effective date of April 4, 2021. Signage changes will be
designed to capitalize on existing sign supports and infrastructure, where possible, but may
require new sign posts in some cases.

Cordon signage will be posted on all entries to the City to alert entering motorists that the
default speed limit will be changing to 40 km/h, and the date when the bylaw will come into
effect. The cordon signs will be similar to the existing signs alerting entering motorists to the fact
that the Calgary Police Service utilize photo enforcement within the city limits, example shown in
Figure 6. The signs will be regulatory style signs, with black text on white background, since
they will be alerting motorists to the upcoming legal change in advance of the bylaw coming into
effect. These signs will be designed so that they can be easily modified once the bylaw comes
into effect to alert motorists to that fact. Supplementary educational signage, of a similar format
to the cordon signs, will be placed at key high traffic volume locations to alert Calgarian
motorists who may not regularly leave and re-enter the city limits.

Figure 6: Examples of cordon signage for Checkstop and Photo Radar Enforcement

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 3.doc Page 6 of 7
ISC: Unrestricted

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 48 of 52



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Implementation Plan for Recommended Option

e. Update Design Standards

A review of the Design Guideline for Subdivision Servicing is currently underway with respect to
custom cross sections that have been constructed through the application of the Complete
Streets Guidelines. At the same time, design standards are being reviewed for alignment with
the Alberta Bicycle Design Guidelines. The addition of review for design standards for
neighbourhood areas, including 40 km/h for Collector roads and 30 km/h for Residential roads,
can be incorporated into this work. Geometric changes are anticipated to largely include the
types of treatments used for traffic calming on existing roads and would include narrower lanes
to encourage lower comfort speeds and improved voluntary compliance with a speed limit of 40
km/h or 30 km/h as appropriate. These changes will require consultation with internal and
external stakeholders, including the development community.

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 3.doc Page 7 of 7
ISC: Unrestricted

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 49 of 52



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Draft Bylaw TT2020-1036
ATTACHMENT 4

Proposed Text for the City of Calgary Standard Speed Limits Bylaw

Short Title
1. This Bylaw may be cited as the “Speed Limit Charter Bylaw”.
Definitions
2. In this Bylaw:
(a) “Act” means the Traffic Safety Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. T-6;
(b) “The City” means the municipal corporation of The City of Calgary;

LTI ” .

(©) the terms “highway”, “street”, “traffic control device” and “Traffic Engineer” have
the same meaning as defined in the Calgary Traffic Bylaw 26M96.

Speed limit

3. (1) Despite subsection 106(1) of the Act, the maximum speed limit for a highway or
street located within the City of Calgary is established as 40 kilometres per hour,

(2) The speed limit established in subsection (1) does not apply to a highway or
street where the speed limit is prescribed by a traffic control device posted by the
Traffic Engineer pursuant to section 4(2) of the Calgary Traffic Bylaw 26 M96.

Public notice

4, (1) The City must post on its website calgary.ca a notice in respect of the speed limit
set out in subsection 3(1) no later than March 1, 2021, and must maintain this
notice on the website indefinitely.

(2) The Traffic Engineer must erect signs at the municipal boundary on all highways
and streets entering into the City indicating the speed limit set out in subsection
3(1) no later than March 1, 2021.

3) The City must advertise a notice in respect of the speed limit set out in
subsection 3(1) on Traffic Advisory Radio, broadcasting at 107.9 MHz FM in the
Calgary region, no less than 50 times per day, commencing on March 1, 2021
and continuing until November 30, 2021, or such longer period as the Traffic
Engineer deems necessary.
Consequential amendment

5. Subsection 4(3) of the Calgary Traffic Bylaw 26M96 is deleted.

TT2020-1036 Neighbourhood Speed Limit Review — Att 4.doc Page 1 of 2
ISC: Unrestricted

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 50 of 52



C2021-0146
Attachment 3

Draft Bylaw
Coming into force
6. Q) This Bylaw comes into force upon being published on the City’s website in
accordance with section 10 of the City of Calgary Charter, 2018 Regulation, AR

40/2018.

(2) Despite subsection (1), section 3 comes into force on April 4, 2021.
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Correspondence from The Calgary Police Service TT2020-1036
ATTACHMENT 5

Neighbourhood Speed Limits Update Report
Feedback from the Calgary Police Service

The Calgary Police Service was engaged as a key stakeholder and contributed information and
guidance at the project team and advisory level.

After reviewing the draft report, CPS provided the following written statement summarizing their
key concerns:

The Calgary Police Service (CPS) was consulted as a key stakeholder in traffic
safety in the City of Calgary. The CPS recognizes that speed reduction is an
important factor in collision reduction efforts and the related objectives of road
safety and injury prevention / mitigation. As an organization, the CPS
philosophically supports initiatives that promote traffic safety and reduces fatal
and serious injury collisions. An important part of the CPS mandate is to promote
traffic safety and to conduct enforcement and education aimed at achieving
driver compliance. In order to achieve this, the CPS emphasized the importance
of traffic calming measures that would be required in conjunction with the
lowered speed limits. The CPS also provided feedback outlining the challenges
associated with using a municipal bylaw to set a local speed limit as opposed to
directly amending the Traffic Safety Act (TSA) to achieve greater province-wide
consistency, road safety, and set notice to drivers. The CPS cannot support the
use of a by-law to conduct speed enforcement if it fails to reference the TSA and
engage the current legal process. Given the proposed plan regarding signage,
the CPS provided feedback that fair notice to Alberta drivers is optimal when
speed signs that conflict with the TSA are posted at each enforcement location.
Failing to ensure fair notice could lead to challenges with prosecution of offences.
The CPS supports in principle efforts aimed at increasing public safety however
the CPS recognizes the clarity of role requirement for police agencies to remain
neutral in these decisions and to enforce the law rather than make it.

The project team has confirmed that speeding enforcement will continue to be through
TSA citation, relying on the current legal process and with no changes to ticket or
demerit amounts per Provincial regulation.
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BYLAW NUMBER 1H2020
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ATTACHMENT 4

BEING A CHARTER BYLAW OF THE CITY OF CALGARY
TO ESTABLISH A STANDARD SPEED LIMIT

R S I S B

WHEREAS subsection 106(c) of the Traffic Safety Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. T-6, (the “Act”)
provides that the maximum speed limit for a highway or street located within an urban area such
as the City of Calgary is 50 kilometres per hour, unless another speed limit for a highway or
street is prescribed by a sign posted pursuant to subsections 108(1)(c) and (3) of the Act;

AND WHEREAS section 6 of the City of Calgary Charter, 2018 Regulation, AR 40/2018
(the “Charter”) modifies the Act as it is to be read for the purposes of being applied to the City of
Calgary;

AND WHEREAS subsection 6(4) of the Charter adds section 106.1 to the Act;

AND WHEREAS subsection 106.1(1) of the Act provides that despite subsection 106(c),
Council may by bylaw establish a speed limit for a highway or street located within the City of
Calgary that is different from the 50 kilometres per hour speed limit referred to in subsection
106(c);

AND WHEREAS subsection 106.1(2) of the Act states that a bylaw made under
subsection 106.1(1) must provide for the giving of public notice of a speed limit for a highway or
street located within the City of Calgary before the speed limit becomes effective;

AND WHEREAS pursuant to subsection 9(1) of the Charter, Council must, before giving
second reading to a proposed bylaw under the authority provided by section 6 of the Charter,
hold a public hearing in respect of the proposed bylaw in accordance with section 230 of the
Municipal Government Act (RSA 2000, c. M-26), after giving notice of it in accordance with
section 606 of the Municipal Government Act.

AND WHEREAS this Bylaw has been advertised in accordance with section 606 and a
public hearing has been held in accordance with section 230:

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CALGARY ENACTS AS
FOLLOWS:

Short Title

1. This Bylaw may be cited as the “Speed Limit Charter Bylaw”.



PROPOSED

BYLAW NUMBER 1H2020

Definitions
2. In this Bylaw:
(@) “Act” means the Traffic Safety Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. T-6;
(b) “The City” means the municipal corporation of The City of Calgary;
(© 0] the term “highway” has the meaning as defined in the Act,
(i) the term “street” has the meaning as defined in the Street Bylaw 20M88,
and,
(i) the terms “traffic control device” and “Traffic Engineer” have the same
meanings as defined in the Calgary Traffic Bylaw 26 M96.
Speed limit
3. 8} Despite subsection 106(1) of the Act, the maximum speed limit for a highway or
street located within the City of Calgary is established as 40 kilometres per hour,
2) The speed limit established in subsection (1) does not apply to a highway or

Public notice

4.

(1)

()

3)

street where the speed limit is prescribed by a traffic control device posted by the
Traffic Engineer pursuant to section 4(2) of the Calgary Traffic Bylaw 26M96.

The City must post on its website calgary.ca a notice in respect of the speed limit
set out in subsection 3(1) no later than March 1, 2021, and must maintain this
notice on the website indefinitely.

The Traffic Engineer must erect signs at the municipal boundary on all highways
and streets entering into the City indicating the speed limit set out in subsection
3(1) no later than March 1, 2021.

The City must advertise a notice in respect of the speed limit set out in
subsection 3(1) on Traffic Advisory Radio, broadcasting at 107.9 MHz FM in the
Calgary region, no less than 50 times per day, commencing on March 1, 2021
and continuing until November 30, 2021, or such longer period as the Traffic
Engineer deems necessary.

Consequential amendment

5.

Subsection 4(3) of the Calgary Traffic Bylaw 26M96 is deleted.
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BYLAW NUMBER 1H2020
Coming into force

6. QD This Bylaw comes into force upon being published on the City’s website in
accordance with section 10 of the City of Calgary Charter, 2018 Regulation, AR
40/2018.

2) Despite subsection (1), section 3 comes into force on April 4, 2021.

READ A FIRST TIME ON

READ A SECOND TIME ON

READ A THIRD TIME ON

MAYOR

SIGNED ON

CITY CLERK

SIGNED ON

PUBLISHED ON THE CITY’S WEBSITE THIS DAY OF , 2021.
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Public Submission

City Clerk's Office

In accordance with sections 43 through 45 of Procedure Bylaw 35M2017, the information provided may be included in the written
record for Council and Council Committee meetings which are publicly available through www.calgary.ca/ph. Comments that are
disrespectful or do not contain required information may not be included.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is col-
lected under the authority of Bylaw 35M2017 and Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP)
Act of Alberta, and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 230 and 636, for the purpose of receiving public participation
in municipal decision-making. Your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council agenda. If you have ques-
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk’s Legislative Coordinator
at 403-268-5861, or City Clerk’s Office, 700 Macleod Trail S.E., P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station ‘M’ 8007, Calgary, Alberta, T2P

2M5.

v | have read and understand that my name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council agenda. My
email address will not be included in the public record.

First name (required)

Last name (required)

What do you want to do?
(required)

Public hearing item (required -
max 75 characters)

Date of meeting

Comments - please refrain from
providing personal information in
this field (maximum 2500
characters)

Trevor

Stark

Submit a comment

Lowering residential speed limits

Feb 1, 2021

I am writing as a proud Calgary resident regarding the debates about lowering speed
limits in residential areas. | strongly support this measure. It is an important step
toward creating safer, pedestrian friendly communities. When | moved to Calgary 4
years ago, | was shocked by the predominance of pedestrian crosswalks (many of
them without signals and across multiple lanes) across roads with a speed limit of 50.
Lowering speed limits to 40 is crucial: many cars simply cannot stop in time for a
pedestrian crossing the street at a crosswalk. | have almost been hit more times than |
can say. | am in the sad position of avoiding walking in my neighbourhood (especially
with my child) due to the danger posed by drivers. For the Calgary of the future, | hope
for a less car-centric city where the streets and sidewalks are safe for pedestrians of all
ages and abilities. More traffic lights, lower speed limits, wider sidewalks, and, most
importantly, investment in public transit are all crucially important: not only for the
safety of our communities but for our economic vibrancy. | would also support lowering
the limit to 30 in residential areas. Thank you very much!
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Fiscal Framework — Vote on a Question

RECOMMENDATION(S):

That Council consider the information contained in this report when determining whether or not
to pursue a Vote of the Electors on a question regarding The City’s fiscal relationship with the
province.

HIGHLIGHTS

- Members of Council have expressed an interest in posing a “Vote on a Question”
regarding The City’s fiscal relationship with the province alongside this fall’s municipal
election.

- Changes to the fiscal framework have been a long-standing advocacy priority for The
City of Calgary.

- Itis expected that the Government of Alberta may use the municipal ballot to ask its own
question of electors on the fairness of the province’s relationship with the federal
government.

- This report provides comment and advice on the strategic, financial, reputation and legal
risks that a fiscal question of the electorate may pose to the corporation.

DISCUSSION
Provincial Political Background:

Last September, Premier Kenney reiterated his Government’s 2019 platform commitment that in
conjunction with the upcoming municipal ballot, “Alberta will be holding a referendum to scrap
equalization from the Constitution in October 2021.” A reference to the Government of Canada
program to “equalize” fiscal disparities among the provinces, the Premier has commented that
Alberta is treated unfairly in Canada, making a historically net positive financial contribution to
Confederation while being simultaneously blocked in efforts to develop the resources that have
driven that contribution. The complex operation of the federal equalization program (which
draws from general federal revenues and not provincial coffers) and the lack of clarity on the
elements to change would suggest that the proposed referendum is a political exercise. As the
Government’s platform itself states, the ultimately non-binding referendum is meant “as
leverage for federal action to complete a coastal pipeline and to demand reforms to the current
unfair formula.”

Legal Background:

Under s. 236 of the Municipal Government Act (MGA), Council has the power to put a non-
binding question to the electors, but only on a matter over which the municipality has
jurisdiction. Although this would prevent a direct question on how the province allocates its
financial resources, the courts have taken a somewhat broader view of “municipal jurisdiction”
that might allow for such a question to be tackled indirectly. Rejecting the notion that jurisdiction
should be construed only as those areas where there is bylaw making power, courts have
accepted questions regarding advocacy by a municipality to other orders of government
concerning matters that affect the municipality. Though it should be noted that in the leading
case on the matter, the province had asked municipalities explicitly to pose such a question.
This is not true of the issue at hand.

Approval: Arthurs, Chris concurs with this report. Author: Clarke, Jeremy



ltem#5.4

Deputy City Manager's Office Report to ISC: UNRESTRICTED
Strategic Meeting of Council C2021-0175
2021 February 1 Page 2 of 5

Fiscal Framework - Vote on a Question

In addition to this jurisdictional clarity, the legal commentary also suggests that the question
itself be clear, simple and direct, answerable with a simple “yes / no” or “for / against.” It should
not refer to considerations which might influence voters, nor should it contain uncertainties,
probabilities and possibilities which might be confusing — voters must be able to easily
understand the question. Finally, the question should be as neutral and impartial as possible,
and not suggest a “correct” or desired outcome. To this end, The City would be expected to
provide neutral information to support voters’ decision-making.

Ultimately, if either the jurisdiction or question itself was unclear it could potentially be legally
challenged, with the most likely outcome of a successful legal challenge being a court injunction
restraining The City from proceeding with the question.

Strategic Background:

The City has a long track-record of advocacy for changes to the fiscal framework, most actively
at the provincial level, but also federally. This advocacy is rooted in well-established arguments
that the fiscal tools and resources available to municipalities, and big cities in particular, are not
commensurate with their level of contemporary responsibility. This fact of municipal life has
guided City of Calgary engagement bilaterally and in partnership spanning the City Charter
discussions, different iterations of the YYC Matters education campaigns, and most recently our
COVID-19 Advocacy Strategy, which calls for “a new deal for cities” (see Attachment 2). Over
time, this has been comprised of calls for specific changes (e.g. funding formulas, new fiscal
tools) as well as attempts at more wholesale reform (e.g. assessment and tax reform). The
City’s advocacy is also informed by the extensive work conducted by the members of the
Financial Task Force, whose recommendations include several changes requiring provincial
agreement. It is also worth noting that while our advocacy frequently calls for differential
treatment for big cities, it does not propose that it come at the financial expense of our smaller
neighbours. Alone and in concert with groups like the Big City Mayors’ Caucus, The City has
consistently taken the view that it can use its weight to advance the interests of the municipal
sector as a whole.

While the success of this advocacy has ebbed and flowed, there are recent signs of a potential
for meaningful change. The COVID-19 pandemic has laid bare the fundamental inequities, and
for the first time both the federal and provincial governments have acknowledged the nature of
the challenge with a considerable contribution of operating support, which has flowed relatively
seamlessly to Alberta municipalities. And while the province’s fiscal position is widely seen as
having recently deteriorated, there is a unique opportunity to call on the Government of Canada
to demonstrate national leadership in forging a new deal for cities.

Analysis and Risk

It is not the role of City Administration to comment on the political wisdom, risks or benefits of
posing a question to the voters on the fiscal framework. We offer the political context above only
to demonstrate that to do so would be a highly political exercise, a decision that ultimately rests
with Council. It is the role of Administration to comment and provide advice on the strategic,
financial, reputational and legal risks that such an exercise question would pose to the
Corporation.

It is difficult to conceive of an approach to this question that would not expose The City to an
unreasonable level of strategic risk, alongside legal, financial and reputational risks.

- Those risks are summarized in the section on “Risk” below.

Approval: Arthurs, Chris concurs with this report. Author: Clarke, J
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- Attachment 1 identifies the specific risks associated with several possible questions,
overall that risk can be summarized as follows:

The proposed provincial referendum on equalization (that has precipitated Council’s interest in a
parallel process) suffers from many of the same challenges, including a lack of clarity of
purpose and outcome. Adding a question on The City’s fiscal framework may or may not have
some political value, but is likely only to compound the lack of clarity on the ballot, while
simultaneously posing longer-term strategic and legal risks for The City.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION (EXTERNAL)

O] Public Engagement was undertaken

X Public Communication or Engagement was not required

] Public/Stakeholders were informed

O Stakeholder or customer dialogue/relations were undertaken
IMPLICATIONS

Social

Holding a Vote on a Question on the fiscal framework in alignment with a municipal election has
no direct social impacts, though for the risks outlined below, could compromise The City’s
longer-term ability to finance its social priorities.

Environmental

Holding a Vote on a Question on the fiscal framework in alignment with a municipal election has
no direct environmental impacts, though for the risks outlined below, could compromise The
City’s longer-term ability to finance its environmental priorities.

Economic

For the reasons outlined in the section on Risk below, holding a Vote on a Question on the fiscal
framework could compromise The City’s ability to advocate and/or capitalize on opportunities for
change.

Service and Financial Implications
Existing operating funding - One-time
>/=$50,000

Additional communications will be required to support voter information about the questions
(including voter information guides, paid social media, signage/displays and advertisements).
The cost of these communications is incidental and can be accommodated within the current
draft communications budget for the election. Additional staff time will be required to engage
with “yes/no” scrutineers, which can be accommodated within existing resources, provided
Council makes a decision on the question(s) by the end of the second quarter.

Should Council wish to include question(s) for a vote of the electors, the Returning Officer
recommends $50,000 as contingency within the election program budget to accommodate

Approval: Arthurs, Chris concurs with this report. Author: Clarke, J
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design and printing of a larger ballot and associated vote tabulator programming and testing
support (currently unfunded).

RISK

Holding a Vote on a Question on the fiscal relationship with the province poses a number of
strategic risks, as well as legal and reputational risks for The City.

- Financial and Legal Risk: A broadly worded question seeking a “fair deal” for cities, or
even to “adopt the recommendations of the Financial Task Force” (something Council
has already directed), would be open to legal challenge as being too broad or unclear. A
“fair” or “new” deal, or adoption of existing recommendations also suggests a preferred
outcome, contrary to the legal direction. In either case, an injunction preventing the
question could expose The City to legal costs as well as costs associated with reprinting
ballots.

- Strategic Risk and Financial Risk: A more narrowly worded question may avoid these
same legal concerns, but could effectively, though not legally, tie the hands of The City
in future discussions even in the case of a “positive” outcome. A yes vote on a narrow
question might provide a mandate for The City to pursue that particular path with the
province but could effectively minimize the importance or relevance of opportunities for
broader change, including the different recommendations of the Financial Task Force.
Furthermore, a mandate to engage the province on a given outcome would require a
dedication of limited resources to provincial engagement at a time when the federal
government may be the more appropriate partner.

- Strategic and Financial Risk: Whether narrow or broad, a “no” vote would effectively
preclude further advocacy on the matter of fiscal fairness. Although there is some
evidence to suggest that Calgarians’ are open to changes in the fiscal framework (e.g.
Chamber of Commerce Citizens’ Assembly, City Charter engagement), the province’s
own fiscal situation is understood to be precarious, a context that might not lend itself to
openness for change. Although not legally binding, a no vote could validate the current
fiscal framework including recent decreases in transfers to The City of Calgary.

- Reputational Risk: The question itself and / or the subsequent debate could
compromise The City’s reputation as a good neighbour and partner, particularly if the
question was framed to mirror the provincial question on equalization. While The City
has consistently pursued a fair deal, it has not sought to achieve this at the expense of
other municipalities, which is what the provincial question is doing at the national level.
A question on “intra-provincial” equalization among Alberta’s municipalities, as well as
the subsequent debate and vote could risk The City’s ability to claim the need for
enhanced regional cooperation over competition.

- Reputational and Strategic Risk: In all cases, posing a question on the fiscal
framework alongside the municipal ballot would place Administration in a difficult
position. The requirements of such a question carry an expectation that Administration
provide a neutral assessment of the issue, but The City has not been neutral on this
matter. Even in a presentation of the facts, may be perceived as biased, leading to both
legal and reputational risk.

More detail on the risks associated with different questions can be found in Attachment 1

Approval: Arthurs, Chris concurs with this report. Author: Clarke, J
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1. List of Potential Questions on the Fiscal Framework and Associated Risks
2. City of Calgary COVID-19 Advocacy Priorities
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Chris Arthurs Deputy City Manager’s Office Approve
Carla Male Chief Financial Office Approve
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List of Potential Questions on the Fiscal Framework and Associated Risks

The following offers a range of possible questions on The City’s fiscal relationship with the province,
arranged from the most narrow or specific to the most general or broad. They are meant only as
examples, and there are of course other possible questions that could be considered. As a supplement
to the more generalized risks identified in Council Report C2021-0175, this assessment also identifies
the specific risks associated with each possible approach.

Given the nature of any question on The City’s fiscal framework and relationship with the province,
should Council wish to proceed with one of the approaches to a question on the fiscal framework
despite these risks, more detailed would need to be done in conjunction with experts in question-
design, particularly to:

- Ensure clarity — It is critical to ensure the meaning of the question is well-understood and does
not relay on vague terms or undefined descriptions. These issues do not necessarily lend
themselves to plain-language, concise wording.

- Provide adequate context — These are complex matters, and while there is a need to be as
succinct as possible, electors will need information to be able to answer it to the best of their
ability. Without any context The City may be leaving itself open to criticism and confusing
constituents.

- Avoid predisposition — The City of Calgary has a long-standing position that reform of the fiscal
framework is required (see “Strategic Context” in the attached Report). The way The City is
given to thinking about these issues may generate questions that suggest a correct or preferred
answer.

As noted in the cover report it is difficult to design a question on tax policies issues that is free from legal
risk, let alone strategic, financial and reputational risks. All the questions below attempt to mitigate risk
however none of them completely eliminate the risk of a successful legal challenge

Approach 1: Yes / No question on a specific change to the fiscal framework

Example:

“Should Council advocate for the provincial government to eliminate its property tax
requisition, leaving all property tax dollars with The City of Calgary? Yes or No?”

Risks:

- Avyesvote on such a question could effectively limit the advocacy options available to The City.
Although not legally binding, such a vote could generate an expectation that limited resources
be focused on the one position, marginalizing the importance of proposals for reform, including
the range of options put forward by the Financial Task Force.

- The legitimacy granted by a yes vote on the pursuit of change at the provincial level (on a
narrow or broad question) could limit the ability to engage the Government of Canada, where
advocacy resources may be better spent in the current context.

- A specific question like the one above is likely to engage other interests that might be affected
by a change that is perceived to benefit The City at their expense. In the above example, local

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 10of 3
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school boards, who are the current beneficiaries of the provincial property tax requisition would
likely be opposed, generating reputational damage with key local stakeholders.

Although arguably clearer than a broadly worded question on “fiscal fairness,” even this
question introduces complex issues that are unlikely to boil-down to a “yes/no” decision for
electors.

Approach 2: Yes / No question mirroring the provincial referendum on equalization

Example:

Risks:

“Should the City advocate to the province to stop collecting provincial property tax dollars
from Calgarians in a way that moves that money outside of Calgary? Yes or No?”

While this has the benefit of a clear link to the expected provincial question, there is in fact no
local analogy to the federal equalization program. Any redistribution that does take place
between Alberta municipalities does so through a multitude of different programs and
spending. It would therefore be unclear what Calgarians were being asked to vote on and could
be open to legal challenge.

Although over time, Calgarians have provided more into provincial revenues than they have
received, because of the complexity of any provincial redistribution, it is difficult to paint a
precise picture of that amount and therefore what exactly Calgarians would be asked to vote on.
Relatedly, The City has tended toward a position of intermunicipal cooperation rather than
competition. And while The City has advocated for improved financial support, it has not
suggested that this come at the expense of other municipalities. A question asking Council to
advocate to keep tax dollars in Calgary at the expense of regional and provincial partners could
cause reputational damage for The City.

Approach 3: Yes / No question on the recommendations of the Financial Task Force

Example:

Risks:

“Should The City advocate to the province to implement the recommendations of the
Financial Task Force that require provincial cooperation? Yes or No?”

While this would have the advantage of encompassing several advocacy items, thus not tying
The City’s hands as in Approach 1, the Financial Task Force’s recommendations do not cover the
full range of City interests in fiscal reform. In addition to this potential limitation on provincial
engagement, a yes vote would also put pressure on The City to divert resources from other
engagement with the Government of Canada. A no vote, by contrast, could effectively undo the
months’ worth of work that the external expert participants on the Financial Task Force put into
developing recommendations for change.

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 2 of 3
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Relatedly, while the question refers to a specific set of proposals, it would be difficult to
consider those proposals outside of the context of the full report and associated materials. Itis
not clear that sufficient information could be provided concisely to voters, opening the question
to challenges.

As the recommendations of the Task Force have already been endorsed by Council, it would be
difficult for this question to be perceived as neutral, but rather suggesting a preferable
outcome.

Approach 4: Yes / No question on the “fairness” of the fiscal framework

Example:

Risks:

“Should The City advocate for a fair deal for cities?”

A “yes” vote on such a broad question would preserve The City’s ability to continue long-
standing advocacy in pursuit of a “fair” or “new” deal, both independently and in partnership
with other cities and organizations. Yet because of this breadth, a “no” vote could have the
effect of foreclosing on any such advocacy going forward.

The use of terms like “fair” or “new” deal also suggests that the current system is “unfair” or
“outdated.” A question that suggests a correct or preferred answer would be open to legal
challenge and associated costs.

Furthermore, it might be a lot to ask voters to reach a simple yes or no response to such a
broadly stated question. What is meant by a “fair” deal? What are the trade-offs? There are
simply too many other considerations.

ISC: UNRESTRICTED Page 3 of 3
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Reintroduction of Fluoridation to the Water Treatment Process - Vote on a
Question

RECOMMENDATION(S):

That Council receive this report for the Corporate Record.

HIGHLIGHTS

e This report provides Council with options for a potential question on reintroducing fluoride
into Calgary’s drinking water as part of the General Election in October 2021.

e What does this mean to Calgarians? Calgarians will have the opportunity to voice their
opinion regarding potentially reintroducing fluoridation to the water treatment process in a
documented manner for Council’s consideration.

e Whydoes this matter? Reliable and safe drinking water provides the foundation of a
healthy and green city. Water treatment is an efficient and cost-effective means to
distribute fluoride to a large population, if this is the desired outcome.

¢ The Community Water Fluoridation Report (CPS2019-0965) issued by the University of
Calgary’s, O’Brien Institute, was presented to Council in 2019. This report outlined health
considerations and social implications related to drinking water fluoridation and was
received for the Corporate record.

e The overall estimated cost to reintroduce a water fluoridation system including capital,
operating and maintenance with a 20-year service life is estimated at $30.1 million in
2020 dollars. An additional $2 to $4 million dollars is estimated to be required for
associated plant maintenance activites. Conceptual capital costs were estimated at $10.1
million with an accuracy of +50 per centto -30 per cent (PFC2020-1338).

e Potential reintroduction of water fluoridation is not included within the approved Water
Utility budget. If approved, operating, maintenance and capital costs are not of the
magnitude that would require an associated increase in water utility rates (PFC2020-
1338).

e Ajurisdictional review identified that due to changes in the Municipal Government Act, a
municipal vote on a question is not required prior to passing a fluoridation bylaw. Council
also has the authority to introduce water fluoridation without passing a bylaw (PFC2020-
1338).

Potential questions were evaluated for clarity, directness, and relevance.
Strategic Alignment to Council’s Citizen Priorities: A healthy and green city
e Background and Previous Council Direction is included as Attachment 1.

DISCUSSION

At Council’s direction, Administration has prepared potential questions regarding the potential
reintroduction of fluoride to Calgary’s water treatment process and potable water for Council’s
consideration. As a vote on a question is non-binding, the outcome would serve to inform future
Council debate.

Attachment 2 provides three versions of the question, which were evaluated for clarity (can be
understood), directness (asks voters a question about what Council should do), and relevance
(giving information that could be relied on to decide).

Approval: GM M. Thompson concurs with this report. Author: J. Jagorinec
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Attachments 3 and 4 respectively include the 2019 Community Water Fluoridation Report
(CPS2019-0965) and the 2020 Costto Reintroduce Fluoride in the Water Treatment Process
report (PFC2020-1338). The Class IV cost estimate for the potential reintroduction of a
fluoridation system considered operating, maintenance and capital costs with 20 years of
service life is $30.1 million (in 2020 dollars). There is also an anticipated additional cost of $2 to
$4 million dollars for associated plant maintenance activities.

These costs have not been included in current budgets and budget revisions will be presented
for Council approval should Council decide to proceed with fluoridation of Calgary’s potable
water. The costs associated with water fluoridation are not anticipated to be of the magnitude
that would require an associated increase in water utility rates.

If Council directs Administration to reintroduce fluoride to the water treatment process, the
Water Utility anticipates it would take 18 to 24 months to implement.

A review of jurisdictional considerations for reintroducing fluoridation to the water treatment
process was also undertaken. Guidance on jurisdictional roles and responsibilities identified
that:

e The Municipal Government Act no longer requires a municipality to hold a vote on a
guestion before passing a fluoridation bylaw. Council also has the authority to introduce
water fluoridation without passing a bylaw.

¢ An amendment to The City’s Approval to Operate a Water Treatment Plant would be
required through Alberta Environment and Parks, to allow for water fluoridation. This
type of amendment is common practice and would not be expected to cause significant
delays in implementation.

e The City has the authority to conduct a vote on a question regarding fluoridation, if
Council so chooses.

If Council wishes to proceed with bringing this issue to a vote on a question, several subsequent
steps would be required:

e Direct Administration to conduct the vote on a question as part of the upcoming
municipal election,

¢ Identify the preferred question or identify a process to finalize the question, and

e Instruct Administration to develop an impartial information package for electors to review
prior to voting.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION (EXTERNAL)

X Public Communication or Engagement was not required

IMPLICATIONS
Social

A vote on a question requests guidance for Council from the population of voters. Fluoridation
is a contentious issue and many public perspectives have been shared with Council over the
years. Having broader engagement with the public may provide Council with a clearer
understanding of public perception.

Approval: GM M. Thompson concurs with this report. Author: J. Jagorinec



ltem #5.5

Utilities & Environmental Protection Report to ISC: UNRESTRICTED
Strategic Meeting of Council

C2021-0170
Page 3 of 3

Environmental

Holding a vote on a question has no significant environmental impacts.

Economic

Holding a vote on a question has no significant economic impacts.

Service and Financial Implications

Other:

As outlined in the General Considerations - Vote on a Question report (C2021-0173), if a vote
on a question is held, Administration will need to develop and make available information

related to the decision. The Water Utility does not expect any service impacts and financial
implications are outlined within the General Considerations — Vote on a Question report (C2021-

0173).

RISK

There are no significant risks associated with a vote on a question.

ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Previous Council Direction Background

2. Potential Questions for a Vote on a Question

3. Response to Water Fluoridation in The City of Calgary (CPS2019-0965)

4. Costto Reintroduce Fluoride in the Water Treatment Process Report (PFC2020-1338)

Department Circulation

General Manager

Department

Approve/Consult/Inform

Approval: GM M. Thompson concurs with this report. Author: J. Jagorinec
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Background

Context

Under One Calgary, The City of Calgary (The City) is committed to providing safe and cost-effective
drinking water to Calgarians. Reliable water service provides the foundation of a healthy and green city. It
ensures public health, allows for fire protection, and the health of the rivers and the economy.

Previous Council Direction

On 2020 December 14, Council approved PFC2020-1338 reciving for information the cost of
reintroducing Fluoride into the water treatment process including ongoing projected operational costs,
City’s authority and jurisdiction with regards to fluoridation, capital cost and possible utility rate impacts.

Leading up to the approval of PFC2020-1338, Council directed the following:

1957-1971 @ -+ Calgarians vote against adding fluoride to its drinking water three
times in 1957, 1961 and 1971.

1989-1991 *_. In a 1989 plebiscite, Calgarians voted in favour of adding fluoride
to the city's drinking water. By 1991, fluoride was being added to
Calgary's drinking water at a target of 1.0 mg/L.

1998-1999 @ - [n 1998, The City and Alberta Health Services reviewed water
fluoridation as a public policy, and a panel of five experts
recommended a reduction in the level of fluoride to 0.7 mg/L.
This change was adopted in 1999 following a second plebiscite
where Calgarians again voted in favour of fluoridation by 55 per
cent.

C2021-0170 Attachment 1 Page 1 of 2
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January 26, 2011 ®o— UE2011-02

In response to Council direction in 2011 (UE2011-02), Calgary
water treatment plants discontinued the addition of fluoride to the
city’s water supply.

July 30, 2012 *_4 CPS2012-0446
Since that time, Administration transferred a total of $750,000 on

a one-time basis from the Utilities (Water Resources/Water
Services) budget to the Alexandra Community Health Centre
(“The Alex”) and to CUPS to support dental health for children
living in poverty in accordance with Council’s direction in
CPS2012-0446.

November 18, 2019 @ —— (CPS2019-0965

Standing Policy Committee on Community and Protective
Services received the O’Brien Institute for Public Health
Community Water Fluoridation report. Based on the information
from the report, Council directed that Administration investigate
the cost of reintroducing Fluoride including ongoing projected
operational costs, City’s authority and jurisdiction with regards to
fluoridation, capital cost and possible utility rate impacts.

December 14, 2020 @ PrC2020-1338

Administration presented the cost of reintroducing Fluoride in the
water treatment process including ongoing projected operational
costs, City’s authority and jurisdiction with regards to fluoridation,
capital cost and possible utility rate impacts to Council for the

v corporate record.

Bylaws, Regulations, Council Policies

Bylaws impacted by this report are:

e None

C2021-0170 Attachment 1 Page 2 of 2
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Potential Questions for a Vote on a
Question

Context

Council directed Administration to prepare potential vote on a question (“ballot questions”) for the 2021
General Election, related to reintroducing fluoridation as part of Calgary’s Water Treatment procerss
(PFC2020-1338) for consideration at the 2021 February 1 Strategic Meeting of Council.

Three potential Questions for Council’s Consideration
1. Should The City of Calgary reintroduce fluoride to the drinking water system?

2. Should fluoride be added to drinking water in Calgary?

3. Are you in favour of adding fluoride to drinking water in Calgary?

C2021-0170 Attachment 2 Page 1 of 1
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Item # 7.10

Community Services Report to ISC: UNRESTRICTED
SPC on Community and Protective Services CPS2019-0965

2019 July 24

Response to Water Fluoridation in The City of Calgary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2019 February, Council directed that an assessment of evidence related to water fluoridation
and other dental health interventions be undertaken through the engagement of the University
of Calgary’s O’Brien Institute for Public Health (OIPH) and other willing and qualified bodies.
This report presents the results of that engagement and research review.

Over the past five months, OIPH has conducted a broad and multifaceted examination of
research, including that related to the benefits and risks of water fluoridation, to integrated
and/or alternative approaches to oral health, and other dimensions of the issue (e.g.,
ethical/legal, economic, jurisdictional/intergovernmental).

OIPH has consulted with various individuals who have unique perspectives or knowledge on the
issue. A number of O’'Brien Institute members provided expertise in areas such as: the
physician specialty of public health/preventive medicine; population health; dental and oral
health; health law; health economics; public policy and governance; endocrinology; neurology
and cognition; and aging and dementia. Additionally, the OIPH team met with external
knowledge resources to gain additional perspective on the issues.

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION:

That the SPC on Community and Protective Services:
1. Receive the presentation with respect to Report CPS2019-0965 for the Corporate
Record; and
2. That Council receive this Report for information.

RECOMMENDATION OF THE STANDING POLICY COMMITTEE ON COMMUNITY AND
PROTECTIVE SERVICES, 2019 OCTOBER 29:

That Council:

1. Direct Administration to undertake a full cost analysis for the potential reintroduction of
fluoride into the water system including ongoing projected operational costs, City’s
authority and jurisdiction with regard to fluoridation, capital cost and possible utility rate
impacts; and

2. Report back directly through the Priorities and Finance Committee no later Q2 2020.

Approval(s): Black, Katie concurs with this report. Author: Hopkins, Robin

City Clerk’s: J. Palaschuk
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2019 July 24

Response to Water Fluoridation in The City of Calgary

Excerpt of the Minutes of the 2019 October 29 Standing Policy Committee on Community and
Protect Services:

“Moved by Councillor Woolley

And further, that the distributions received from the public at today’s meeting be forwarded on
with the Report to Council

MOTION CARRIED”

NOTE: Attachment 2 — Revised Public Submissions, letter 40a was distributed in a revised
agenda at the Committee meeting. It has now been incorporated into Attachment 2 for Council
and is located at the end of the public submissions.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION / POLICY

On 2019 February 25, Council adopted Notice of Motion C2019-0219 requesting that the
O’Brien Institute for Public Health undertake a review of the evidence related to water
fluoridation and other dental health interventions, and to report and present these findings to
SPC on Community and Protective Services no later than June 2019. Additionally, Council
directed that other potential willing and qualified bodies be engaged to similarly assess water
fluoridation and other programs to improve dental health, and that any party participating in the
inquiry be invited to present their findings at the same time.

BACKGROUND

As a result of Council direction in 2011 (UE2011-02), Calgary water treatment plants
discontinued the addition of fluoride to the city’s water supply. Since that time, Administration
transferred a total of $750,000 on a one-time basis from the Utilities (Water Resources/Water
Services) budget to the Alexandra Community Health Centre (“The Alex”) and to CUPS to
support dental health for children living in poverty in accordance with Council’s direction in
CPS2012-0446.

INVESTIGATION: ALTERNATIVES AND ANALYSIS

At Council’s request, the O’Brien Institute has conducted a broad and multifaceted examination
of research, including available studies related to the effectiveness of direct dental interventions,
other jurisdictions’ approaches, and the relationship between dental health and other disease
vectors.

OIPH has consulted with various individuals with unique perspectives or knowledge on the
issue. A number of O’Brien Institute members provided expertise in areas such as: the
physician specialty of public health/preventive medicine; population health; dental and oral
health; health law; health economics; public policy and governance; endocrinology; neurology
and cognition; and aging and dementia. Additionally, Administration and the OIPH team met
with external knowledge resources to gain additional perspective on the issues.

The O’Brien Report (Community Water Fluoridation: A Report for Calgary City Council) is
included as Attachment 1.
Approval(s): Black, Katie concurs with this report. Author: Hopkins, Robin
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Additional correspondence, including a review coordinated by Safe Water Calgary, is included in
Attachment 2.

Stakeholder Engagement, Research and Communication

In preparing the report, members of the O’Brien Institute for Public Health research team have
held individual interviews with interested Council members, as requested in C2019-0219. These
meetings provided an opportunity for Councillors to expand on any comments or questions
raised during the 2019 February 25 meeting or to identify additional questions or concerns so
that they could be investigated and addressed as part of the review.

OIPH also engaged in conversations with a number of other University of Calgary and external
individuals with unique perspectives or knowledge to support addressing the topics, questions,
and issues identified by Council.

A full list of names and affiliations of all consulted individuals is provided in Attachment 1 (pp. 5-
6).

Within Administration, groups from both Utilities and Environmental Protection (Water Services,
Water Resources — Planning) and from within Community Services (Calgary Neighbourhoods)
were included to ensure they were aware of the progress of the report and to identify any
specific input or questions they might have.

Strategic Alighment
This report considers how water fluoridation and other oral health interventions might contribute
to A Healthy and Green City.

Social, Environmental, Economic (External)

Possible social, environmental and economic considerations are discussed within Attachment 1
and would be assessed in detail if Administration were to further explore the feasibility of
pursing specific interventions.

Financial Capacity

Current and Future Operating Budget:
There are no impacts as a result of the recommendation contained in this report.

Current and Future Capital Budget:
There are no impacts as a result of the recommendation contained in this report.

Approval(s): Black, Katie concurs with this report. Author: Hopkins, Robin
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Risk Assessment

City of Calgary Organizational Risk
As this review was not initiated in connection with any related capital or other projects, there are
no identified City impacts or risks associated with the recommendation contained in this report.

Risks Related to Water Fluoridation

The O’Brien Institute for Public Health’s report on Community Water Fluoridation (Attachment 1)
provides a summary of the potential risks of both fluoridating and not fluoridating water as
determined by their analysis of the available research.

REASON(S) FOR RECOMMENDATION(S):

The O’Brien Institute for Public Health’s Community Water Fluoridation: A Report for Calgary
City Council provides Council with a review of existing literature related to water fluoridation and
other dental health interventions. This report synthesizes and summarizes the research, and
provides OIPH’s high-level observations of its overriding impressions and findings.

Given the current conversation related to budget reductions, Administration has not
recommended any future work towards new services, including conducting feasibility studies or
developing implementation plans (either related to water fluoridation or other dental health
initiatives).

ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Attachment 1 — Community Water Fluoridation: A Report for Calgary City Council (The
O’Brien Institute for Public Health)

Attachment 2 — Revised Public Submissions

Attachment 3 — Distributions received at 2019 October 29 Committee Meeting
Attachment 4 — Submissions Received After Committee Meeting

Attachment 5 - New Material provided subsequent to Committee discussions.

abrwn
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Cost to Reintroduce Fluoride in the Water Treatment Process

RECOMMENDATION(S):

That the Priorities and Finance Committee recommends that Council receive this report for the
Corporate Record and subsequent Council discussion.

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PRIORITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEE, 2020
DECEMBER 01:

That Council adopt the Recommendation contained in Report PFC2020-1338.

HIGHLIGHTS

e This report provides the estimated costs and The City of Calgary’s (The City’s)
jurisdiction to reintroduce fluoridation to the water treatment process.

e What does this mean to Calgarians? The City is committed to providing safe and
cost-effective drinking water to Calgarians.

e Why does this matter? Reliable and safe drinking water provides the foundation
to a healthy and green city.

e The overall estimated cost including capital, operating and maintenance to
reintroduce water fluoridation at both water treatment plants with a 20-year
service life is estimated at $30.1 million in 2020 dollars, plus $2 to $4 million
dollars for lifecycle fluoridation maintenance activities. Conceptual capital costs
were estimated at $10.1 million with an accuracy of +50 per cent to -30 per cent.

e The estimated costs outlined above are not included within the approved Water
Utility budget. If Council were to direct this work, budget revisions would be
presented to Council for approval.

e The operating, maintenance and capital costs, if approved, are not of the
magnitude that would require an associated increase in water utility rates.

e Ajurisdictional review identified that due to changes in the Municipal Government
Act, a municipal plebiscite is not required prior to passing a fluoridation bylaw.
Council also has the authority to introduce water fluoridation without passing a
bylaw.

e In 2019, Council directed Administration to undertake a full cost analysis for the
potential reintroduction of fluoride into Calgary’s water system including ongoing
operational costs, The City’s authority and jurisdiction about fluoride, capital
costs and possible utility rate impacts (CPS2019-0965).

e Strategic Alignment to Council’s Citizen Priorities: A healthy and green city

e Background and Previous Council Direction is included as Attachment 1.

DISCUSSION

A third-party firm, Associated Engineering (AE), was contracted to review relevant industry
standards and guidelines, assess feasible fluoride chemical options and system locations at
each of Calgary’s Bearspaw and Glenmore Water Treatment Plants and to provide conceptual

Approval: GM D. Limacher concurs with this report. Author: J. Jagorinec
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level estimates of capital operations and maintenance costs to potentially re-introduce fluoride
to Calgary’s drinking water supply.

Health Canada’s Guidelines for Canadian Drinking Water Quality continue to recommend
optimal fluoride dosing to be 0.7 mg/L and has set a maximum allowable concentration of 1.5
mg/L. Due to the natural fluctuating fluoride concentrations in Calgary’s source water, the
treatment plants would adjust fluoride dosing concentrations accordingly to ensure that the
target concentration of 0.7 mg/L would be maintained.

The report reviewed three options that meet the National Sanitation Foundation certification for
fluoridation of potable water and evaluated their suitability for Calgary’s water system. Two
options required additional equipment and processes to ensure adequate mixing and staff
safety. Both of these compounds are produced in Europe and have periodic challenges with
product supply to North America and are also between 3 to 5 times costlier. As a result, the
recommendation is to use hydrofluosilicic acid, the compound that was used to fluoridate
Calgary’s water prior to 2011 and is used by approximately 75 per cent of the utilities in North
America that fluoridate their water.

The capital costs analysis of the report included civil, structural, architectural, process
equipment, ventilation, safety, electrical, instrumentation and ancillary systems. This Class Five
cost estimate was calculated at $10.1 Million with an accuracy of +50 per cent to -30 per cent
(range of $15.15 to $7.7 million). The Operational and Maintenance costs were estimated at
$864,000 per year, which included chemical purchases and a total of two growth positions to
operate and maintain the new systems for the Bearspaw and Glenmore Water Treatment
Plants. The overall conceptual cost including capital, operating and maintenance costs for
reintroducing water fluoridation at both plants with 20 years of service is estimated at $30.1
million in 2020 dollars with the additional cost of $2 to $4 million dollars for lifecycle fluoridation
maintenance activities.

These costs have not been included in current budgets and budget revisions will be presented
for Council approval should Council decide to proceed with fluoridation of Calgary’s potable
water at a future date. The operating, maintenance and capital costs will result in additional
investments and expendtures, if approved, however they are not of the magnitude that would
require an associated increase in water utility rates.

At Council’s request, a legal review was conducted to provide guidance on jurisdictional roles
and responsibilities and identified that:

¢ The Municipal Government Act no longer requires a municipality to hold a plebiscite
before passing a fluoridation bylaw. Council also has the authority to introduce water
fluoridation without passing a bylaw.

¢ An amendment to The City’s Approval to Operate 476-01-00 would be required through
Alberta Environment and Parks, to allow for water fluoridation. This type of amendment
is hot uncommon and would not be expected to cause any significant delays in
implementation.

The legal review is included as Attachment 2.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION (EXTERNAL)

X Public Communication or Engagement was not required

C2021-0170 Attachment 4 Approval: GM D. Limacher concurs with this report. Author: J. Jagorinec
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IMPLICATIONS
Social

The Community Water Fluoridation Report by O’Brien Institute at the University of Calgary
(CPS2019-0965) outlined the social implications of drinking water fluoridation. Fluoridation is a
contentious issue and many public perspectives were shared with Council last year. The scope
of this current report is to provide a cost analysis for the potential reintroduction of fluoride into
Calgary’s water system including ongoing operational costs, The City’s authority and jurisdiction
regarding fluoride, capital costs and possible utility rate impacts.

Environmental

Design considerations at the Water Treatment plants would include spill containment, onsite
dilution capabilities, and adequate air exchange to minimize operational risks for employees and
the environment.

Economic

Current operating and capital budgets do not include the costs associated with drinking water
fluoridation. Should Council direct this work in the future, a budget request will be prepared.
Based on estimated costs, the required investment and expenditure will not require an increase
in water utility rates.

Service and Financial Implications

No anticipated financial impact

The Water Utility does not expect to see an associated change in Water Utility rates or changes
to Service Levels Should Council proceed with reintroducing fluoridation.

RISK

Estimated costs are at a Class Five level and cover a significant range. Future work, if directed,
may result in a higher cost estimate.

ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Previous Council Direction Background
2. Jurisdictional Considerations to reintroducing fluoridation to the water treatment process
3. Public Submissions

Department Circulation

General Manager Department Approve/Consult/Inform
Dan Limacher Utilities and Environmental Approve
Protection
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