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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As part of considering TransLink’s December 2011 supplementary fare increase, the TransLink 

Commissioner engaged Shirocca Consulting to carry out an “Efficiency Review” to ensure TransLink 

was minimizing costs.  Based on this report, the Commissioner opted to reject TransLink’s request 

and instead challenged TransLink to find $40 to $60 million in cost savings spread over the next 

three years.  This report addresses TransLink’s progress in responding to the recommendations 

made in the Efficiency Review and reducing costs. 

PROGRESS ON EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS  

Finance 

The Efficiency Review found a consistent pattern of over-estimation explained by the manner 

TransLink developed its budget as well as its incorporation of several levels of financial buffers 

against unforeseen risks (i.e., contingencies and a large cumulative funded surplus). The Review 

recommended a more rigorous approach to expenditure forecasting, probabilistic analysis of 

contingency requirements as well as a thorough review of the Cumulative Funded Surplus (CFS).  

In its 2012 Third Quarter (Q3) Financial and Performance report, TransLink forecasts an annual 

deficit of $8.7 million; $29.3 million lower than the budgeted deficit of $38.0 million.  While 

TransLink advises that it now budgets on a more zero-based approach, in the absence of year-end 

results, it is impossible to determine if the 2013 Base Plan cost projection process was sufficiently 

rigorous to ensure 2012 savings were included in the 2013 budget base.  In fact, it is clear that some 

were not included in the Plan due to timing or an abundance of caution.  No analysis was provided 

regarding the latter two recommendations but TransLink’s plan to draw down the CFS to the Board 

Policy level of 12% by 2015 was noted. 

Conventional Bus   

The Efficiency Review found that CMBC’s conventional bus cost per hour was higher than all but one 

Canadian system comparator1, rides per hour were the lowest recorded in 20 years, non-revenue 

time (eg., recovery and deadhead time) was high and labour utilization (operator paid hours to 

service hours) was increasingly unfavourable.  The Review recommended reductions in non-revenue 

time, more rigorous service design guidelines (including on-time standards), increased use of 

articulated buses to save service hours and improved labour utilization and tracking. 

The Progress Report found that reallocation of buses from low-demand to high-demand routes and 

times has resulted in improvements in rides per hour. Improved labour productivity through 

                                                            
1 The exception is Ottawa, which operates an extensive busway system and has a peak oriented service profile that add 
significant costs.  
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tightened scheduling, increased articulated vehicle use and reduced non-revenue time by 47,950 

hours in 2012 were also noted.  These improvements have resulted in significant savings without 

affecting service to the public and further gains are expected in future.  A review of service design 

guidelines is being initiated and CMBC has adopted an “excess wait time” standard. 

Community Shuttle  

The Efficiency Review found that community shuttle costs had increased sharply (58.5%2), especially 

in maintenance (123%), while ridership grew less than a 1%, partly because of expansion into new 

markets where ridership potential was increasingly shallow.  Non-revenue time was also high (35% 

of total service hours in 2010) as it had increased substantially after much of the fleet was 

centralized at Oakridge Transit Centre.  Private sector operated community shuttle costs were 36% 

lower than CMBC’s fully allocated cost.  The Review recommended a review of decision-making for 

the introduction of service, reductions in non-revenue time and spare vehicles, introduction of more 

hybrid routes, review of electronic loading on these light vehicles, and consideration of maintenance 

and operations outsourcing based on full cost accounting. 

The Progress Report found that rides per hour for CMBC directly operated shuttles declined slightly 

in 2011 and 2012 compared to 2010.  A few improvements, including service reductions on some 

routes and additional hybrids routes, have been implemented and others are said to be in store, 

including receipt of new vehicles in January 2013 that should reduce maintenance costs.  TransLink 

reports it is planning a full review of community shuttle service, which will include introducing more 

performance based decision-making and improved tracking, analysis and reporting of performance.  

Operating community shuttles out of more depots and other measures to reduce deadheading costs 

are also under consideration.   

Custom Transit   

The Efficiency Review determined that Access Transit (custom transit service) had experienced rapid 

cost escalation between 2006 and 2010, exceeding the rate of service expansion and inflation, and 

this had resulted in a decline in performance (i.e., cost per hour, cost per ride, etc).  The Review 

recommended increased use of taxis and mini-vans, reduction in last minute trip cancellations and a 

review of eligibility criteria. 

As of November 2012, eight vehicles have been eliminated and another 20 will be cut in 2013 while 

maintaining the same level of service, thus reducing costs.  Micro buses make up a higher 

percentage of the fleet, smaller mini-vans are slated for trial and increased taxi use is pending.  A 

cancellation reduction program has been implemented and a new strategic plan is being prepared, 

which will address eligibility criteria.  Overall, costs have stabilized and some improvement in 

productivity is noted.  

                                                            
2 Between 2006 and 2010. 
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Fleet  

The Efficiency Review found spare vehicles were high, particularly for higher cost trolleys, CNG and 

articulated buses as well as for community shuttles. This excess fleet added unnecessary operating 

and capital costs.  It was also observed that community shuttle maintenance costs were high, partly 

because vehicles were past their normal retirement date.  The Review recommended improved 

monitoring and tracking of spare vehicle ratios and reduced vehicle procurement to bring spares 

into line with policy ratios; substitution of lower cost vehicles as spares for more expensive and less 

flexible fleets; use of full cost accounting in the analysis of alternative fuel fleet procurement; and, 

consideration of term supply agreements to reduce costs. 

The Progress Report found that spare vehicle ratios are being monitored and tracked quarterly and 

have been reduced for diesel and HandyDART vehicles through vehicle retirement and cancellation 

of replacement orders, resulting in operating (insurance, maintenance, etc) and capital cost savings.  

Changes in procurement practices as recommended are being implemented or considered for future 

vehicle acquisitions.  

Energy   

The Efficiency Review suggested that TransLink analyse the use of commodity derivatives, used by 

several large public and private sector transportation companies, to deal with fuel price volatility to 

reduce its costs.  TransLink advised that it has reviewed this issue and decided not to pursue this 

approach, although no comprehensive cost-benefit analysis has been provided.  

Maintenance  

The Efficiency Review found that CMBC’s maintenance cost was higher than its Canadian peers and 

its five-year cost growth was unsustainable at almost double the growth in service kilometres (35% 

vs. 21%) despite a largely renewed fleet.  Its high comparative cost was partially attributable to the 

inclusion of indirect costs3 in its internal rates but also because it had higher staffing levels and a 

higher percentage of overhead and indirect costs.  Also, “Make or Buy” analysis was not taking full 

cost into account thus favouring in-house production of components.  The Review recommended 

reviews of overhead costs and staffing levels, improved tracking of non-wrench time and full cost 

accounting in “make or buy” analyses. 

The Progress Report found that CMBC maintenance had embarked on reorganization and reduced 

staffing by 44 positions so far.  Various improvements in tracking maintenance have been 

implemented that promise future cost reductions. Outsourcing of some engines and transmissions 

has been justified based on cost analyses without full cost accounting but CMBC advises that future 

analyses will reflect total costs.  Overall, significant cost savings have been realized and updated 

data and processes are driving future improvements and cost savings.  

                                                            
3 Non-wrench time. 
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Corporate Overhead  

The Efficiency Review revealed a sharp increase in TransLink and CMBC corporate overhead costs 

and that they were high relative to Canadian Peer systems.  It noted that IT costs in 2010 

represented one-third of TransLink’s total corporate costs and capital costs had almost doubled over 

the five year review period.  Furthermore, TransLink’s police costs had increased by 111%, and, 

while this was partly due to introduction of the Canada Line, CMBC’s transit security department 

had not been reduced in size since the introduction of the police.  The Review recommended 

investigation of police cost reductions and overlaps with CMBC security, reductions in overhead and 

administration costs and a review of the IT program. 

In 2012, an independent operational review of TransLink police was completed recommending a 

series of cost reductions, including overtime and vehicle reduction that have been implemented.  

The Progress Report also identified some reductions in internal contingencies by subsidiaries.  

However, TransLink corporate costs, including police, are increasing faster than the operating 

subsidiaries.  Compass Card and fare gate implementation (approximately $48 in million in net 

operating costs from 2013 to 2015) as well as IT costs (17% increase in operating costs over the 

Forecast Period and 75% in capital expenditures relative to 2012) stand out and are contrary to 

economies and restraint in operational spending.  

COST SAVINGS  

Based on the Efficiency Review’s short term recommendations, approximately $65 to $70 million in 

potential cost savings largely through more rigorous budgeting practices was estimated.  An 

additional $50 to $65 million over the longer term through further cost savings and changes to 

business practices was projected.  Recognizing implementation complexity, labour contract issues 

and other considerations, it was suggested that short term reductions could be phased in over one 

to three years and longer term reductions over four to seven years.  

The Progress Report has identified approximately $33 million in annualized cost savings in 

2012/2013 that have either been or are in the process of being implemented since the completion 

of the Efficiency Review, of which the bulk have been realized by CMBC ($28 million or 85%). Cost 

savings in 2014 and 2015 are estimated to be $6.5 and $3.3 million respectively, primarily as a result 

of reduced recovery time from bus operations.  Other measures generally have yet to be defined 

and/or quantified.  In total, this brings TransLink’s expected annualized cost savings to $43 million 

by the end of 2015. 

Changes in Cost per Hour  

Cost per hour for the total transit system in the 2013 Base Plan is nevertheless higher over the 

Forecast Period (2013 to 2015) than in the 2012 Moving Forward Plan.  This contrasts with both the 

conventional transit and bus costs per hour, which show material decreases in all years over this 
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period.  However, not all cost savings identified have been included in the 2013 Base Plan.  As a 

result, the cost per hour, particularly for bus, is likely high. 

CONCLUSION  

Overall, there have been significant reductions in operating costs, particularly by CMBC, that are 

reflected in lower conventional transit and bus costs per hour and moderate increases in both rail 

and custom transit cost per hour over the 2013 Base Plan Forecast Period.  Even though custom 

transit cost per hour is slightly higher than in the 2012 Moving Forward Plan, its tempered growth 

shows marked improvement compared to prior years.   

However, gains from operating company efficiencies are partly eroded by the sharp increase (25%) 

in TransLink corporate costs between 2012 and 2015, much of this related to the CCFG introduction.  

Even excluding CCFG and studies, corporate costs increase by 11.2% between 2012 and 2015, which 

significantly exceeds inflation.  This includes a 26% increase in computer and systems costs.  While 

TransLink has reported that investment in this area had previously been neglected, this corrective 

swing and the significant increase in corporate and police costs as a percentage of total transit 

expenditures contrasts with the economy initiatives in the subsidiaries.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

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

annually update a 3-Year Plan and 7-Year Outlook (Base Plan) identifying the services and programs 

it proposes to deliver over this period.  The Act stipulates that the Plan must be funded by 

established funding sources, including taxes and fares, accumulated surpluses and borrowings 

within its approved limit.    

The Act also requires the TransLink Commissioner to review the Base Plan, as well as any 

Supplement(s), and publish a formal opinion on whether the underlying parameters and 

assumptions, including revenue and expenditure estimates, are reasonable.  If the Plan proposes a 

short term fare increase above that permitted under the Act (2% per annum based on April 2008 

rates or higher than previously approved in a Supplement) or the introduction of a first-time short 

term fare, the Commissioner must also provide an indication of whether this proposal is considered 

appropriate and reasonable.   

In December 2011, TransLink applied to the TransLink Commissioner for a supplementary fare 

increase above inflation as proposed in the 2010 Funding Stabilization Plan and carried forward into 

the 2012 Moving Forward Plan.  In considering this request, the Act required the Commissioner to:   

 Maintain TransLink’s financial stability, 

 Allow TransLink to implement planned service and projects,  

 Encourage TransLink to minimize its costs, and, 

 Keep fares as low as possible. 

To inform his consideration of this application, the TransLink Commissioner engaged Shirocca 

Consulting to carry out an “Efficiency Review” to analyse and comment on TransLink’s efficiency, 

productivity and effectiveness.  Based on these considerations, the Commissioner opted to reject 

TransLink’s request and instead encouraged TransLink to reduce its costs, challenging the 

organization to find $40 to $60 million in cost savings spread over the next three years. 

On April 10, 2012, as part of its on-going discussions with the Province to obtain a new source of 

funding, the Mayor’s Council also passed a motion requesting that the Province conduct an audit of 

TransLink. 

THIS ASSIGNMENT  

In early September, TransLink released a draft 2013 Base Plan for public review and comment.  On 

October 30, 2012, the TransLink Board approved the 2013 Base Plan. In the Plan, TransLink advised 
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that it intended to make application to the Commissioner for a supplemental fare increase taking 

effect in 2014.  

Under the Act, the TransLink Commissioner is required to review and provide an opinion on the 

reasonableness of the 2013 Base Plan.  In late September, the Commissioner engaged Shirocca 

Consulting to analyse, review and comment on the Base Plan.  And, in anticipation of TransLink’s 

supplemental fare increase application, to assess progress that has been made with regard to the 

Commissioner’s challenge and the recommendations in the Efficiency Review and Provincial Audit.  

The assignment was specifically to address the following: 

 Does the 2013 Base Plan and Outlook respect the intent of the approved 2012 Moving 

Forward Plan as to transportation services, projects and programs to be undertaken? 

 What parameters and assumptions have been changed relative to the 2012 Moving Forward 

Plan, especially revenues and expenditures, and are these changes reasonable? 

 Is TransLink financially solvent and within its borrowing limits after funding the Base Plan? 

 To what extent does the Base Plan respond to the findings of the Commission’s Efficiency 

Review completed in March 2012 and the BC Ministry of Finance’s Audit4 released in 

October 2012?   

 Have TransLink’s planned unit costs for transit service declined from the 2012 Moving 

Forward Plan and, if so, what accounts for this change? 

THIS REPORT  

This report is the second of two responding to the above assignment.  The first report entitled 

“Review of the 2013 Base Plan” addressed the first three tasks.  This report addresses the remaining 

two tasks.  Its focus is a review TransLink’s progress in reducing its costs and responding to the 

recommendations made in the Efficiency Review and Provincial Audit.     

 

                                                            
4 BC Ministry of Finance, Review of the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink), October 2012. 
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2. OVERVIEW OF EFFICIENCY REVIEW & PROVINCIAL AUDIT 

THE EFFICIENCY REVIEW  

The Efficiency Review, which was completed in March 2012, examined TransLink’s efficiency at two 

levels as follows:   

 an overall financial level in terms of actual to budget performance between 2006 and 2011 

and a review of the 2012 Budget in terms of targeted increases relative to 2011 actual 

revenue and expenditure; and,  

 a focused review of the transit system and a more detailed look into the bus division, as it 

represents the largest area of service expenditure within TransLink and associated key areas.  

This latter review examined TransLink’s performance relative to industry norms, best practices and 

other peer transit systems as well as internal trends between 2006 and 2010.  At an overall system 

level, these comparisons were diagnostic, indicating areas of poor performance requiring further 

analysis.  At the bus division and associated key areas, the review focused on specific underlying 

issues that explained these problems and/or where performance could be improved.  

OVERVIEW OF EFFICIENCY REVIEW FINDINGS 

At the overall financial level, the Efficiency Review found that TransLink has abundant revenue 

sources and funded reserves.  A comparison of budget to actual expenditures revealed a consistent 

pattern of over-estimation explained by the manner in which TransLink developed its budget.  The 

Review also found that the budget incorporated several levels of financial buffers against 

unforeseen risks (i.e., contingencies and a large cumulative funded surplus) and was founded on 

core expenditures in service delivery that included some inefficiencies.   

At the second level of the Efficiency Review, a Canadian peer comparison5 found that TransLink’s 

conventional transit system6 had higher costs and lower cost efficiency and effectiveness than most 

others, even after taking into account the challenges of TransLink’s large service area.  Strong gains 

in both ridership and revenue (28% and 41% respectively) between 2006 and 2010 as a result of 

major system expansion, were outpaced by cost growth (51%).  Cost per hour, kilometre and 

passenger grew faster than inflation and cost recovery declined.  Passengers carried per hour and 

kilometre also declined, although the drop would have been worse without the ridership surge from 

the Olympics and Canada Line. 

The Efficiency Review also found that TransLink’s custom transit system performance had 

deteriorated from prior years relative to the Canadian peer systems1.   The Review revealed that a 

                                                            
5 BC Transit (Victoria), Calgary Transit, Edmonton Transit and Toronto Transit Commission. 
6 Conventional bus, ferry and rail services. 
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major restructuring of the custom transit program had resulted in cost increases (70%) far in excess 

of service expansion (14%) and inflation.  Also, that expected cost efficiencies and improvement in 

service effectiveness had not yet resulted. 

At the bus division level, the Review again revealed an abundance of equipment, new vehicles and 

staffing levels that help to explain the overall transit system level findings.  Internal trends between 

2006 and 2010 showed increasing costs and declining productivity in labour and equipment 

utilization as well as high overhead.  The Review also found that internal change in how bus service 

was delivered had not kept pace with external changes in customer demand and rail system 

expansion as well as technological advances in vehicles and equipment.  

The Review pinpointed a number of specific areas that could be improved to reduce core costs.  

These included revising budgeting practices and tightening capital project management as well as 

improving productivity in both bus service delivery and maintenance.  Some longer term initiatives 

to modernize and streamline costs aimed at improving long term financial sustainability were also 

suggested.  Section 4 of this report provides additional detail on the Efficiency Review findings in all 

these areas and evaluates progress to date in responding to the Efficiency Review 

recommendations. 

THE BC MINISTRY OF FINANCE AUDIT  

The BC Ministry of Finance’s Audit examined the areas covered in the Efficiency Review as well as 

several areas that had been excluded from this Review.  The Audit examined: 

 Service level planning, ridership, scheduling and capacity utilization;  

 Reliability of fiscal forecasts to help plan, budget and manage costs; 

 Utilization of centralized corporate service delivery; 

 Operating and administrative costs (including employee compensation and incentive 

programs); 

 Cost mitigation strategies and operating efficiencies; 

 Debt and financial management; 

 Land use management; 

 Procurement (including fuel, operating supplies and capital assets); and, 

 Security and policing costs and utilization; and capital asset management. 

The Audit made 27 efficiency recommendations.  It concluded that TransLink could reduce its costs 

by $41 million.  However, the Audit was completed and submitted to TransLink in October 2012, 
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when the 2013 Base Plan had already been released for public input and comment.  As a result, the 

2013 Base Plan could not include actions that respond to the Audit.  TransLink has committed to 

review and consider the Audit’s recommendations.  
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3. FINANCIAL EFFICIENCY  

MAIN FINDINGS ON FINANCE EFFICIENCY  

The Efficiency Review found that TransLink’s budget development process and the economic 

assumptions used to project revenue and expenditures were sound in principle.  However, it also 

revealed that TransLink had consistently under spent its budget by an average of $52 million in the 

three preceding years (2009 to 2011).   

Closer examination revealed that the budget was based on a second-quarter (Q2) year-end forecast, 

which, inherent in its nature, tends to include protection for unforeseen expenditures and conserve 

spending flexibility, or reflects “conservatism”.  This conservatism resulted in an inflated base 

compared to actual year-end expenditures.  When inflation and other growth factors were applied 

to the inflated base, the effects of the excess cascaded into long term expenditure projections.  This 

conclusion was confirmed by the Ministry of Finance, Office of the Controller General Internal Audit 

Branch in their Audit.   

The Efficiency Review also found that TransLink budgets in such a way as to include considerable 

financial buffer room, including both overall operating and capital contingencies, internal 

contingencies within subsidiaries and corporate departments and a large Cumulative Funded 

Surplus (CFS).   

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

included in the first year budget of the Base Plan to address TransLink’s financial risks (eg., wage 

increases in a year where contracts are under negotiation, etc.).  While this may be reasonable and 

prudent, no analysis was provided to support or controvert the adequacy of this sum.     

A further question was why the operating contingency was needed when the CFS, which is intended 

to cover unexpected costs, was equal to 22% of 2012’s budget expenditures and almost double the 

Board policy level of 12%.  No analysis or rationale supporting this level of reserves was provided.  In 

reviewing the financial statements of comparable transit organizations, no industry-standard for 

equity levels were identified.  Recommending the appropriate level for the CFS was beyond the 

scope of the Efficiency Review.  However, the Review noted that it is incumbent on TransLink staff to 

fully analyse and document the reserve requirements supporting the 12% policy directive. 
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Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #1 —  

A more rigorous approach to expenditure forecasting is required.  This should include revising 

the Q2 forecast procedures to develop a more exact and realistic year-end expenditure forecast 

thus ensuring that the base for the subsequent year’s budget is not inflated.   

TransLink advises that it now budgets on a more zero-based approach.  In addition, responsibility 

managers are tasked with taking year-to-date efficiencies and savings into account in developing the 

subsequent year’s budget.   According to TransLink, the budget is no longer a product of the Q2 

year-end forecast and applied economic cost driver assumptions. 

In examining the 2013 Base Plan, TransLink’s 2012 third-quarter financial and performance report 

(Q3) results were reviewed.  While TransLink did not prepare a complete year-end forecast, it did 

report on most year-end expected results.  The Q3 report reflected both year-to-date cost savings 

against budget as well as, in some cases, expected aggregate year-end results.  In their Q3 report, 

TransLink forecasts an annual deficit of $8.7 million; $29.3 million lower than the budgeted deficit of 

$38.0 million.  However, in the absence of year-end results, it is not possible to determine if the 

2013 Base Plan cost projection process was sufficiently rigorous to ensure 2012 savings were 

included in the 2013 budget base.  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #2 — 

Consideration should be given to modelling the operating contingency requirement using a 

probabilistic approach that includes a range of economic assumptions and scenarios (e.g., Monte 

Carlo simulation modelling).  Once established, this contingency should be reviewed and 

adjusted at each quarter-end.  In most cases, the risk inherent in expenditure overruns is 

mitigated as the fiscal year winds down.  

No change.  The operating contingency is calculated as 1% of expenditures ($14.9 million) and is 

only applied in the first year of the Plan (i.e., 2013).  No analysis supporting this amount was 

reported or provided.  The 2013 Base Plan review did reveal reductions in internal contingencies in 

subsidiaries and departments.  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #3 – 

A thorough review of CFS requirements should be undertaken and fully documented to warrant 

maintaining such a high percentage of operating expenditures (18% in 2012). 

No analysis supporting the 12% CFS level established in policy has been provided by TransLink.  

However, the 2013 Base Plan projects the CFS to be drawn down to the target level of 12% by 2015.  
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Specifically, the CFS level is projected to drop from $274.9 million in 2012 to $173.6 million in 2015 – 

a $101.37 million decrease and a reduction in the financial buffer carried forward. 

                                                            
7 This assumes that 2012 actual revenues and expenditures come in on budget, whereas the Q3 financial and performance 
report indicated that the year end results are likely to be $29.3 million more favourable.  If realized, this would reduce the 
projected draw on the CFS to $72 million over the Forecast Period.  
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4. BUS DIVISION EFFICIENCY  

MAIN FINDINGS ON CONVENTIONAL BUS EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review found that conventional bus hours increased by 17.1% between 2006 and 

2010, and cost per hour grew by 9.5% to $110.56.  In comparison to Canadian peer systems8, 

CMBC’s cost per hour was higher than all but one.9  Ridership increased at a lower pace (7.1%) and 

passenger boardings per hour declined 8.6% to 48.5 per hour, the lowest recorded in 20 years.  Non-

revenue time (eg., recovery) was found to be 24.8% of scheduled running time and labour utilization 

(operator paid hours to service hours) was 1.405 and increasingly unfavourable. 

In early 2012, management indicated that actions were underway to improve service productivity 

(rides per hour) through the Service Optimization Initiative (SOI), which was designed to reallocate 

hours from low performing services to higher demand routes to increase ridership and revenue on a 

cost neutral basis.  Between 2010 and 2012, SOI has reallocated 170,000 bus hours and an 

additional 75,000 hours are projected to be optimized in this way from 2013 to 2015.   

Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #4 – 

Improve service effectiveness and reduce costs.  The cost savings from the reductions in non-

revenue time (e.g. recovery and deadhead) should be deducted from operating costs as opposed 

to being reallocated.  Ways to reduce delays and increase average speed and reliability of buses 

should also be examined.   

In 2012, non-revenue time (recovery time) was reduced by 47,950 hours.  An additional 55,000 

hours of recovery time are to be eliminated over the next three years.  Another 13,000 hours have 

been reduced in deadhead time in December 2012, with further reductions expected in 2013.  These 

reductions have been possible because of recently available AVL10 data.  Cost savings are being 

deducted from the CMBC operating budget.  

Scheduled recovery time for CMBC conventional bus service was 24.8% and much higher (in excess 

of 30%) for community shuttle in 2010.  CMBC advises that the blended conventional/community 

shuttle rate of recovery time has been reduced from 25.3% in 2010 to 23.4% in 2012 and is 

projected to decline to 21.2% by 2015.  Further reductions are planned for the Outlook Period, 

although these may be revised as CMBC plans to assess the impacts on service reliability.  CMBC 

estimates recovery time will fall to 19.9% in 2022.   

                                                            
8 BC Transit (Victoria), Calgary Transit, OC Transpo (Ottawa) and Winnipeg Transit. 
9 The exception is Ottawa, which operates an extensive busway system and has a peak oriented service profile that add 
significant costs.  
10 Automated Vehicle Location. 
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Average operating speed has increased slightly in 2012 to 23.1 kilometres per hour up from 23 

kilometres per hour in 2011.  CMBC reports they are working with municipalities and TransLink to 

identify ways of reducing delays for buses. The recent introduction of high occupancy vehicle lanes 

and ramps serving the Highway 1 Rapid Bus service should further improve average speed and 

reliability. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #5 – 

Establish more rigorous service design guidelines (standards) including an acceptable on-time 

performance standard. 

TransLink reports that it will initiate a review and update of transit service design guidelines in 2013.   

CMBC also advises that it has adopted an “excess wait time” (EWT) measure for routes with 

frequent service.  EWT measures the average additional waiting time passengers experience as 

compared to the wait time they expect.   

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #6 – 

Increase the use of articulated buses ensuring the service frequency is adjusted to match the 

additional capacity provided. 

CMBC advises that it is better utilizing the existing fleet of articulated trolley buses and, in so doing, 

are reducing costs (“right sizing”).  However, the substitution of articulated for standard trolleys 

buses will increase the spare vehicle ratio of the latter, which is already excessive.   

CMBC will also receive 25 additional articulated diesel buses in 2013.  These vehicles will replace 25 

standard sized vehicles that are being retired, thus increasing overall fleet capacity.  Some of the 

articulated vehicles may be used on the shortened King George B-Line service, which is due to start 

in September 2013.  Others may be used to provide added capacity on high demand routes.  A 

detailed deployment plan has not been completed and no cost savings have been identified at this 

time.  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #7 – 

Improve labour utilization and tracking. 

CMBC advises that labour utilization rates have improved in both 2011 and in 2012 (per Q3 report) 

due to reduced make up, guarantee and stand by time.  Over the next three years, CMBC plans to 

continue to improve labour productivity by targeting absenteeism.  It is measuring labour 

productivity by comparing revenue hours to total operator paid hours excluding premiums and 

payouts.   The conventional bus operator productivity rate11 effectively measures the efficiency of 

the “run cut” or crew schedule.  The productivity rate has increased from 71.7% in 2010 to 73.1% in 

                                                            
11 Productivity rate = Labour cost minus premiums and various pay-outs /revenue service hours. 
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October 2012.  For every 1% change in the productivity rate, a savings of $2 to $3 million annually is 

estimated. 

MAIN FINDINGS ON COMMUNITY SHUTTLE EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review found that community shuttle operating costs had increased 58.5% between 

2006 and 2010 but passenger boardings grew less than a 1% partly as a result of expansion into new 

market areas where ridership potential was increasingly shallow.  Cost per hour increased 22% over 

the five year period, with maintenance cost per kilometre jumping 123%.   

The cost per passenger boarding grew at twice the rate of conventional bus service reaching $6.50 

per passenger (using a fully allocated cost).  Passenger boardings per hour dropped 22% to 10.8.  

Non-revenue time, including both deadhead and recovery time, was also found to be excessive.  

Deadheading had increased substantially after much of fleet was centralized at Oakridge Transit 

Centre in Vancouver.  Contracted community shuttle costs were found to be 36% lower than CMBC. 

In early 2012, CMBC advised that action was being taken to improve service productivity through 

the Service Optimization program.  However, service productivity (rides per hour) for CMBC directly 

operated shuttles declined slightly in both 2011 and again in 2012 (Q3 Forecast) compared to 2010. 

TransLink has also indicated it is planning a full review of community shuttle service in 2013. 

Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #8 – 

Undertake a review of the Service Design Guidelines, including the decision-making processes for 

introducing new community shuttle services.  

TransLink advises that it will review and update the existing Transit Service Design Guidelines in 

2013.  This will include more performance based decision-making and improved tracking, analysis 

and reporting of transit service performance.  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #9 – 

Optimize existing service and pursue reductions in non-revenue time (recovery and deadhead 

time).  

TransLink advises that several routes have seen service reductions and one route was discontinued 

in 2012.  CMBC reported in early 2012 that a facility plan was being prepared that would ease depot 

constraints in the future, and that an internal committee was looking at operating community 

shuttles out of more depots, including the new Hamilton Transit Centre in 2015. Changes are being 

evaluated to reduce some of the highest deadheading costs (e.g., North Vancouver).  Over the next 

three years, TransLink and CMBC propose to continue with the service optimization program as well 

as pursue reductions in schedule recovery and deadhead time.  
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EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #10 – 

Introduce more hybrid routes using community shuttle vehicles on conventional bus routes 

during low demand time periods.  

Three additional hybrid routes have been added in 2012, bringing the total to 11 compared to 5 in 

2010.  More hybrid routes are planned to be introduced over the next three years, where passenger 

volumes and efficient vehicle deployment permits.  TransLink proposes to convert approximately 

86,000 hours of conventional bus service to community shuttle service between 2013 and 2015. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #11 – 

Reduce the spare vehicle ratio and review the electronic technology load on the vehicles. 

The spare vehicle ratio for community shuttles is presently unchanged due to operating limitations 

(see Fleet for more details).  No plan was reported to change the electronic technology load on the 

community shuttle vehicles.  However, some existing shuttles have had their frames strengthened 

and 25 new replacement shuttles with improved suspension systems are being acquired and will 

commence service in January 2013.  CMBC believes these new vehicles will lead to a reduction in 

running repairs and less structural damage. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #12 – 

Ensure directly operated community shuttle services employ full cost accounting. 

No action reported. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #13 – 

Consider outsourcing some maintenance or operations where existing depot constraints are 

barriers to efficient operation. 

TransLink reports that analysis is being carried out on this issue but that no results are as yet 

available. 

MAIN FINDINGS ON CUSTOM TRANSIT EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review determined that Access Transit (custom transit service) had experienced rapid 

cost escalation between 2006 and 2010, exceeding the rate of service expansion and inflation that 

had resulted in a decline in performance (i.e., cost per hour, cost per passenger, etc).  The 

consolidation into a single regional operator had not produced expected savings due to high growth 

in labour, administrative and overhead costs.  Rides per hour had declined but ridership was also 

impacted by the labour disruption in 2009-10.   
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In discussion with management in early 2012, they advised that action was being taken to decrease 

the number of spare vehicles (31% in 2010) and to introduce a higher proportion of smaller “micro 

buses” into the fleet (“right sizing”) to reduce costs.  They also were expecting improved 

productivity (boardings per hour) as a result of scheduling improvements. 

As of November 2012, fleet size was down by eight vehicles and another 20 are slated to be cut in 

2013 while maintaining the same level of service.  Micro buses now comprise 73% of the custom 

transit fleet, up from 54% in 2010.  Boardings per hour have increased from 2.16 in 2010 to 2.29 in 

2012, a 6% improvement.     

Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #14 – 

Increase the use of non-dedicated vehicles such as taxi’s and minivans. 

CMBC advises that increasing the allocation of taxi supplements was under consideration for 2013 

but was delayed pending the outcome of the Audit.  The Audit reiterates the recommendation 

regarding supplemental taxi use.  The use of smaller van-based vehicles is planned as a trial in the 

next three years.  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #15 – 

Reduce last minute cancellations. 

CMBC has introduced a new program in October 2012 to reduce last minute cancellations (less than 

one hour before pick up time).  Under the program, customers get reminders to provide adequate 

notice for cancellations, which after a certain number of failures to report can lead to suspension of 

service.  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #16 – 

Review the eligibility criteria. 

TransLink has retained a consultant to prepare a new Strategic Plan for Access Transit.  Reviewing 

eligibility criteria is part of the terms of reference.  

MAIN FINDINGS ON FLEET EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review found that TransLink’s policy for spares vehicles ranged from a low of 18% of 

peak vehicles for conventional diesel buses to a high of 25% for Natural Gas (CNG) buses, 

community shuttles and electric trolleys.  However, actual spares were found to exceed these levels 

in all fleets.  While the spare policy levels were on the high side, they were not out of line with 
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industry standards or peer agencies.  However, the Review noted that excessive spare vehicles add 

unnecessary operating and capital costs to the system.    

The Review pointed out that trolleys and articulated buses carry a large spare ratio yet they cannot 

be substituted for diesel buses outside the trolley network or high volumes routes, whereas 

standard diesel buses can substitute for trolleys, articulated buses and CNG buses.  Furthermore, 

analysis indicated that trolley’s and CNG’s have higher lifecycle costs than those of standard diesel 

vehicles and that full cost analysis was not being used when assessing alternate fuel technology 

vehicles.  However, the standard diesel spare ratio does not formally include substitution for more 

expensive vehicle types.   

The Review also noted that TransLink tenders its vehicle orders individually as opposed to using 

three to five year term supply agreements that could result in cost savings.  Suppliers offer 

consideration for term supply agreements, as they can amortize their development costs over the 

contract term and save on the cost of responding to annual tenders.  Concessions for multi-year 

orders include vehicle discounts, optional equipment upgrades or other allowances. 

Finally, the Review observed that community shuttle maintenance costs were high in part due to 

weight issues but also as a result of the age of the vehicles.  Vehicles were found to be running up to 

two years past their normal retirement date because an acceptable replacement vehicle had yet to 

be sourced. 

Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #17 – 

Improve the monitoring and tracking of spare vehicle ratios. 

Spare vehicle ratio is being monitored and tracked each quarter.  CMBC will identify any service 

impacts from the reduced spare ratios.   

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #18 – 

Reduce vehicle procurement numbers so that the fleet is in line with the policy spare ratios. 

The standard diesel bus spare ratio was reduced from 18% to 16%, and the articulated diesel bus 

ratio from 25% to 20%.  This resulted from 42 buses being taken out of service in mid 2012 that are 

now either sold or being sold (these vehicles were 16 years of age and at that the end of their useful 

life).  The spare ratio for CNG’s, trolleys and community shuttle is currently unchanged at 25%  but 

CMBC is planning to lower its spare ratio target for new CNG bus orders from 25% to 20%. 

Reducing the spare ratio has resulted in lower maintenance, insurance and other costs.  In addition 

to operating cost savings, it triggered cancellation of the planned acquisition of 66 replacement 

conventional buses in 2013 with a net capital cost saving of $23.7 million after senior government 
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contribution.  Similarly, HandyDART vehicle replacements have been reduced by 22 vehicles to 

lower the spare vehicle ratio with an estimated net capital cost saving of approximately $330,00012.   

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #19 – 

Substitution of lower cost vehicles as spares for more expensive and less flexible fleets. 

CMBC advises that this is under consideration for all future bus orders.   

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #20 – 

Use full cost accounting in the analysis of alternative fuel fleet procurement. 

CMBC advises that full cost analysis will be used for the next order will be for CNG buses. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #21 – 

Consider vehicle term supply agreements. 

Multi-year vehicle orders are under development.  CMBC also indicated that a multi-year offering 

based on the forecasted vehicle requirements will be included in the next vehicle procurement. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #22 – 

Source a community shuttle replacement vehicle. 

A lower cost, van-based community shuttle replacement vehicle has been sourced and the first 

order of 25 vehicles has been placed with the new vehicles expected to go into service in January 

2013.   

MAIN FINDINGS ON ENERGY EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review noted that TransLink procures up to 75% of its fuel requirements through fixed 

price contracts that carry a price premium of $0.06 t0 $0.08 per litre.  This cost premium is, in effect, 

insurance against fuel price escalation.  The Review outlined an alternative approach, used by 

several large public and private sector transportation companies, to deal with fuel price volatility, 

namely to hedge fuel costs through commodity derivatives.  At the time of the Efficiency Review, 

this could have potentially reduced fuel transaction costs by $0.05 to $0.07 per litre or $1.5 to $2 

million per year, notwithstanding the risks attached to commodity derivatives. 

  

                                                            
12 TransLink did not provide a cost figure for this reduction.  The estimate is based on a pro-rated cost derived from the 
reported costs for the 2014 HandyDART vehicle replacement contract.  
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Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #23 – 

TransLink should analyse the benefits and risks of hedging through commodity derivatives versus 

continuing with fixed price supply contracts. 

TransLink advise that they have reviewed this issue and decided not to pursue this approach.  To 

date, no comprehensive cost-benefit analysis has been provided by TransLink.  

MAIN FINDINGS ON MAINTENANCE EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review recognized that CMBC maintenance is a highly complex operation responsible 

for multiple makes and models of vehicles employing CNG, trolley, diesel and hybrid technologies.  

As well, CMBC operates an in-house overhaul centre, trolley overhead and rectifier stations.  

However, compared to Canadian peers, its direct cost for standard diesel maintenance per kilometre 

was higher, partly because of the inclusion of some indirect costs13 in its internal rates but also 

because CMBC had higher staffing levels and a higher percentage of overhead and indirect costs.   

Between 2006 and 2010, the Review found the increase in maintenance costs was almost double 

that in service kilometres (35% vs. 21%).  Direct or allocated maintenance costs per kilometre 

increased an average of 8% per year over the five year review period.  During this time, the fleet was 

substantially renewed, as almost 1,000 replacement and expansion vehicles were acquired.   

The Review reported that the maintenance cost per kilometre for trolleys, CNG buses and 

community shuttles increased 76%, 130% and 310% respectively, although noting that community 

shuttle maintenance costs were high owing to deferred replacement of vehicles.  On the positive 

side, diesel bus maintenance costs were stable and overtime was well-controlled. 

The Review also found that maintenance staffing per bus was high relative to Canadian transit 

industry peers.  Furthermore, “Make or Buy” analysis was not taking indirect and overhead costs 

into account for decision-making purposes thus favouring in-house production of components.  The 

Review also noted maintenance indirect costs were high and required further examination.    

  

                                                            
13 Non-wrench time. 
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Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #24 – 

Seek ways to reduce cost and improve productivity by reviewing overhead costs and staffing 

levels related to maintenance with a view to making cost savings. 

CMBC has commenced maintenance department reorganization.  Maintenance staffing has been 

reduced by 44 positions from 811 in 2012 to 767 in 2013.  Further reorganization of technical and 

support positions is under evaluation. The ratio of buses per mechanics (including electricians and 

electrical technicians) has also improved from 3.5 to 3.9 at the end of 2012. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #25 – 

Improve tracking and reduce non-wrench time to highlight and track improvements that should 

result in cost savings. 

System and procedural improvements completed or in process include: increasing the ratio of 

predicted versus unplanned maintenance; improved identification and tracking of “non-wrench” 

time; tracking and follow-up of variances against standard job costs and the identification; and, 

reduction of “fault repeaters” ( i.e., repeatedly performing the wrong fix on a maintenance job).   

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #26 – 

Revise costing for “Make or Buy” analysis for large contract decisions to ensure that any potential 

staff or other overhead reductions are factored in.  

Series 50 engines and transmissions have been contracted out without full cost accounting as the 

difference was still significant enough to justify this decision.  CMBC reports that future “Make-or-

Buy” analysis should and will take full overhead costs into account in the decision-making criteria.  

MAIN FINDINGS ON CORPORATE OVERHEAD EFFICIENCY   

The Efficiency Review revealed that TransLink and CMBC corporate overhead costs were high 

relative to other Canadian Peer systems.  Between 2006 and 2010, the rate of cost growth for CMBC 

(25% and 61% for conventional bus and community shuttle) and TransLink overhead (41%14) 

exceeded both inflation and service hour growth.  TransLink’s corporate overhead cost as a 

percentage of total revenue had risen from 4.0% to 5.7% between 2006 and 2011.  The Review 

noted that IT costs in 2010 represented one-third of TransLink’s total corporate costs and capital 

costs for IT had almost doubled over the five year review period from $18 to 34 million. 

                                                            
14 Excludes one-time costs and studies. 
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The Review also highlighted the significant increase in TransLink police costs between 2006 and 

2011 (111%), although noting that this was partly due to the addition of officers for the Canada Line 

in 2009.  Furthermore, the Review pointed out that, in addition to TransLink police, CMBC has a 

transit security department, which had not been reduced in size since the introduction of the police.  

Progress on Efficiency Review Recommendations  

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #27 – 

Review growth in TransLink Police Costs and CMBC overlaps.  

An independent operational review of the TransLink police directed at improving efficiency was carried 

out in 2012.  This report contained 30 recommendations, including new business practices to reduce 

overtime, return-to-work and stricter management of sick time, new expenditure controls and a 

vehicle fleet reduction (8 vehicles in 2012).  No action was reported with regard to CMBC security.    

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #28 – 

Investigate reductions in overhead & administrative costs.  

CMBC reports expected savings resulting from reductions in recognition program, safety and 

training.  In addition, CMBC, WCE, BCRTC (E&M) and Canada Line have reduced administration costs 

in 2013 compared to the 2012 Budget. 

EFFICIENCY REVIEW RECOMMENDATION #29 — 

Review IT program in terms of realized productivity gains, overlaps, operating costs and other 

organizational costs.  

No information has been provided with respect to a review of the IT program pursuant to the 

recommendation.  However, CMBC has reported a reduction in transit supervisors that likely is a 

productivity gain related to communications and GPS tracking of buses as well as reduced 

deadheading time as a result of AVL data.   

IT operating costs still represent about a third of total TransLink corporate expenditures and have 

increased by 28.9% between 2010 and 2012 based on the 2012 Budget.15  They are forecast to 

increase by 17% in the 2013 Base Plan over the Forecast Period.  Furthermore, capital expenditure 

in the 2013 Capital Program on IT over the next three years has been increased 75% compared to 

the 2012 Capital Program ($12.5 to $21.9 million).  This increase in the 2013 Capital Program is 

contrary to every other program area in which there are reductions, with the exception of West 

Coast Express16.   

                                                            
15 Note: The Q3 Financial and Performance Report indicates that computer systems are projected to be $1.8 million higher due 
to an increase in network capacity. 
16 The 2013 Capital Program adds $410,000 in 2013 and $23.8 million in 2015 for the lease buy-out of the original 28 passenger 
cars.  
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5. COST SAVINGS  

Based on the Efficiency Review’s recommendations, a ball park estimate of potential cost savings 

that could reduce TransLink’s total annual expenditures was calculated.  Once implemented, these 

savings would then continue to reduce all future annual expenditures by that amount plus inflation 

assuming no change in service.  The areas of cost saving referenced were illustrative, as the Review 

did not cover all areas of the organization and acknowledged that it would be up to TransLink to 

determine where and how to best make spending cuts.  However, it explicitly excluded increased 

revenue, as the focus of the Review related to the Commissioner’s responsibility to ensure TransLink 

minimizes its costs when considering a supplemental fare increase.  

Over the short term, it was estimated that approximately $65 to $70 million in potential cost savings 

could be realized, largely through more rigorous budgeting practices.  An additional $50 to $65 

million in potential savings was estimated over the longer term through further cost savings and 

changes to business practices.  However, recognizing the difficulty in putting some of these savings 

into practice because of implementation complexity, labour contract issues and other 

considerations, it was suggested that short term reductions could be phased in over one to three 

years and longer term reductions over four to seven years.  

COST SAVINGS TO DATE 

Based primarily on information and cost estimates provided by TransLink together with some 

independent calculations, this review has identified approximately $33 million in annualized cost 

savings in 2012/2013 that have either been or are in the process of being implemented by TransLink 

and its subsidiaries since the completion of the Efficiency Review.   While some measures were 

already in process prior to the Review, many appear to respond to the Efficiency Review 

recommendations.  The bulk of the cost savings ($28 million or 85%) have been realized by CMBC. 

Cost savings in 2014 and 2015 are estimated to be $6.5 and $3.3 million respectively.  To date, these 

savings primarily result from the planned reduction of schedule recovery time from bus operations.  

Other measures generally have yet to be defined and/or quantified.  In total, this brings TransLink’s 

expected annualized cost savings to $43 million by the end of 2015. 

Table 5-1 provides a broad breakdown of the savings identified.  The savings calculated differ from 

those published by TransLink in the 2013 Base Plan for several reasons.  They: 

 do not include any cost reductions prior to 2012; 

 exclude both realized and projected revenue gains; 

 include cost savings identified after the 2013 Base Plan was completed as well as some 

expected results from 2013 initiatives;  
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 are shown on a one-time annualized basis rather than on an as incurred basis17; and, most 

importantly, 

 do not add prior year reductions into future years (cumulative gains) but rather net cost 

savings in each year on the premise that once cut, the base cost for the subsequent year is 

net of the cost reductions.  

TABLE 5-1: ANNUALIZED 1 YEAR COST SAVINGS ($M) 

ANNUALIZED COST SAVINGS  2012/13 2014 2015 GRAND TOTAL 

Roads & Bridges $0.5    

Bus Division     

Operations & Scheduling $15.7 $6.4 $3.2  

Maintenance & Fleet $8.8 $0.2 $0.1  

Administration $1.6    

Total Bus Division $26.1 $6.6 $3.3  

Rail Division     

Operations & Scheduling $2.8    

Administration  $1.0    

Total Rail Division $3.8    

Police $0.6    

Corporate     

Total Operating Cost Savings $31.0 $6.6 $3.3 $40.9 

Total Debt Service Cost Savings $2.0   $2.0 

TOTAL ANNUAL COST SAVING $33.0 $6.6 $3.3 $42.9 

 

CHANGES IN COST PER HOUR  

For the purpose of measuring cost efficiency, the transit industry utilizes a number of performance 

indicators.  For this review, a single indicator has been used – operating cost per service hour.  Very 

simply, this indicator links cost input to service output using readily available information.   It is 

notable that it excludes capital costs as well as debt service and depreciation.  The use of service 

hours does not account for variability in capacity, such as rail transit compared to bus transit.  

Notwithstanding these short comings, the measure is the most commonly used across the transit 

industry.  

                                                            
17 Reductions occur at various times during the year, for example with each schedule, and therefore may only be partially 
realized in one calendar year.  
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The cost per hour measure has been calculated for the following: 

 Total Transit System =  Conventional and custom transit, TransLink  corporate and transit 

police 

 Conventional Transit = All rail, bus and ferry services, including contracted services and 

operating company administration. 

 Custom Transit = Access Transit, including operating company administration  

 Bus = Conventional bus and community shuttle, including contracted services and operating 

company administration 

Again, it should be noted that the costs savings estimated in Table 5-1 are only partly included in the 

2013 Base Plan and may also only apply to a portion of a year.  As a result, the full effect of these 

reductions is not reflected in the cost per hour, which is consequently higher especially for bus.  

Table 5-2 provides cost per service hour for 2011 and the 2012 budget as well as the forecast cost 

per service hour for 2013 to 2015 from the 2013 Base Plan.   

TABLE 5-2: COST PER HOUR  

COST PER HOUR 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2012-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional, Custom & Corporate) $132.55 $139.61 $147.72 $145. 67 $150.18 7.6% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry) $121.93 $127.92 $129.62 $130.20 $134.81 5.4% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit) $77.11 $80.60 $82.27 $83.11 $84.95 5.4% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle) $111.17 $115.29 $115.78 $115.61 $118.06 2.4% 

Corporate, Studies & Transit Police $14.53 $15.72 $22.17 $19.51 $19.65 25.0% 

       

CCFG Cost per Hour Impact   $4.23 $2.84 $2.84  

Changes from 2012 MF 

Total Transit  (Conventional, Custom & Corporate)  -$0.78  $6.07  $1.86  $2.86 2.6% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry)  -$2.06 -$1.45 -$2.81 -$1.48 0.5% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit)  $0.09 $0.55 $0.57 $0.77 0.8% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle)  -$1.41 -$1.84 -$3.72 -$2.32 -0.7% 

Corporate, Studies & Transit Police  $1.01 $7.44 $4.48 $4.27 20.4% 
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Total Transit System Cost per Hour 

The total transit system cost per service hour is forecast to increase by 7.6% from $139.61 in 2012 to 

a $150.18 in 2015, which exceeds inflation (6.4%).  While operating costs grow below the rate of 

inflation, TransLink corporate and police costs are projected to increase by 25% bovver this period.  

Much of this latter growth is driven by the introduction of the Compass Card and Fare Gates (CCFG) 

in 2013 and the added costs for operating CCFG, including staffing costs that will ultimately be 

transferred to the operating companies18.  TransLink also proposes a number of studies that are 

increasing costs. TransLink police 

costs continue to escalate in part 

due to the move to new facilities in 

Sapperton.  Overall, the percentage 

of corporate and police costs 

relative to total transit costs 

increases from 11.3% in 2012 to 

15% in 2013. 

Compared to the 2012 Moving 

Forward Plan, the total transit 

system cost per hour is higher 

throughout the Forecast Period.  

This increase results because the 

reduction in service hours was 

greater than the decline in total 

operating costs.   

Conventional Transit Cost per Hour 

The cost per service hour for conventional transit is expected to grow by 5.4% between 2012 and 

2015 or slightly below inflation.  However, total cost per hour growth since 2011 remains higher due 

the 2012 Budget cost per hour increase, which was almost triple inflation.  The tempering in cost per 

hour reflects the continued focus on efficiency and cost reduction particularly in CMBC.  Rail costs 

increase at a higher rate than bus costs due to the impact of the 48 cars placed in service in 2010 

coming off warranty over the next three years, E&M guideway repairs as well as inclusion of testing 

and commissioning costs for the SkyTrain extension to Coquitlam City Centre in 2015.   

Conventional transit cost per hour is $1.95 lower on average throughout the period from 2012 to 

2015 compared to the 2012 Moving Forward Plan largely due to cost reductions, particularly in bus 

costs.  However, the rate of increase in cost per hour over this period is marginally higher (0.5%) 

than projected in the Moving Forward Plan.     

                                                            
18 CCFG increases cost per hour by $4.23 in 2013, and $2.84 in 2014 and 2015. 
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Custom Transit Cost per Hour  

Custom transit cost per service hour is projected to grow by 5.4% over the next three years from 

$80.60 to $84.95.  Again, this increase is slightly below inflation but does not offset the sharp 

growth in cost per hour in the 2012 Budget.  The slower rate of growth over the Forecast Period 

compared to prior years reflects efficiencies already introduced, such as reduced spare vehicles and 

an increased proportion of smaller ‘micro’ buses that are more efficient to operate.  Relative to the 

2012 Moving Forward Plan, custom transit cost per hour is slightly higher (on average $0.50 per 

hour) as is the rate of increase in cost per hour over this period (0.8%) despite lower costs.  

Bus Cost per Hour 

The cost per hour for conventional bus and community shuttle service is projected to increase 2.4% 

from $115.29 in 2012 to $118.06 in 2015.  The increase is less than half the rate of inflation and 

serves to reduce total bus cost per hour growth since 2011 below inflation.  This relatively small 

increase reflects a concerted effort on finding efficiencies and reducing costs at CMBC.  Significant 

cost reductions have been found in scheduling, operations, fleet, maintenance and administration.  

In addition, CMBC forecasts the “rightsizing” of vehicles will increase the use of community shuttles 

over the next three years.  As these lower cost services are substituted for underutilized 

conventional buses, the proportion of bus service operated by community shuttles is expected to 

increase from 11.3% in 2012 to 13.1% in 2015. 

In contrast to the transit system cost per hour indicator, bus cost per hour is consistently lower 

($2.32 on average) than the Moving Forward Plan between 2012 and 2015.  This improvement 

relates primarily to cost reductions as costs have decreased more in percentage terms than service 

hours (-6.7% vs. -5.8%). 
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6. CONCLUSIONS  

The Efficiency Review completed in April 2012 highlighted eight areas and put forward 29 short term 

and eight longer term recommendations on potential cost savings.  The Progress Report focused 

solely on the Efficiency Review’s short term recommendations.  It found that positive actions had 

been taken on 12 of the 29 recommendations, three appear to have initiatives under consideration 

or slated for 2013 and seven have been flagged for future action by TransLink.  The most notable 

and productive actions to date include: 

 Reducing non-reproductive time (recovery and deadhead time) and deducting these 

scheduling savings from the bus division budget; 

 “Right-sizing” or substituting more cost effective community shuttle service for 

underutilized conventional bus service; 

 Reducing spare vehicles thus lowering maintenance, insurance and other operating costs as 

well as debt service costs through reduced new vehicle acquisitions; and, 

 Bus maintenance reorganization and other maintenance efficiency savings.  

Clearly, significant progress has been made with respect to the Efficiency Review recommendations 

and more initiatives appear to be underway that should result in further cost reductions. 

Approximately $33 million in annualized cost savings are estimated in 2012/2013 that have either 

been or are in the process of being implemented by TransLink and its subsidiaries since the 

completion of the Efficiency Review.   The bulk of the cost savings ($28 million or 85%) have been 

realized by CMBC.  Cost savings in 2014 and 2015 are estimated to be $6.6 and $3.3 million 

respectively.  To date, these savings primarily result from the planned reduction of schedule 

recovery time from bus operations.  Other measures generally have yet to be defined.  In total, this 

brings TransLink’s expected annualized cost savings to $43 million. 

Cost per hour for the total transit system in the 2013 Base Plan is nevertheless higher over the 

Forecast Period (2013 to 2015) than in the 2012 Moving Forward Plan.  This contrasts with both the 

conventional transit and bus costs per hour, which show material decreases in all years over this 

period.  As noted in Section 5, not all cost savings identified have been included in the 2013 Base 

Plan.  As a result, the cost per hour, particularly for bus, is likely high. 

Overall, there have been significant reductions in operating costs, particularly by CMBC, that are 

reflected in the lower conventional transit and bus costs per hour and moderate increases in both 

rail and custom transit cost per hour over the 2013 Base Plan Forecast Period.  And even though 

custom transit cost per hour is slightly higher than in the 2012 Moving Forward Plan, its tempered 

growth shows marked improvement compared to prior years.   
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However, gains from operating company efficiencies are partially eroded by the sharp increase in 

TransLink corporate costs between 2012 and 2015 (25%), much of this related to the CCFG 

introduction.  Even excluding CCFG and studies, corporate costs increase by 11.2% between 2012 

and 2015, which includes a 26% increase in computer and systems costs.  While TransLink has 

reported that investment in this area had previously been neglected, this corrective swing and the 

significant increase in corporate and police costs as a percentage of total transit expenditures 

contrasts with the economy initiatives in the subsidiaries.  This trend merits monitoring.
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APPENDIX A Total Operating Costs and Service Hours 

 

TABLE A-1: 2013 BASE PLAN OPERATING COSTS ($M) 

OPERATING COSTS 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2014-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional, Custom & Corporate)  $916.3   $979.2  $1,023.2  $1,011.2  $1,045.4  6.8% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry)  $769.4   $820.7   $820.5   $826.1   $857.8  4.5% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit)  $46.5   $48.2   $49.2   $49.7   $50.8  5.4% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle)  $545.7   $576.1   $573.7   $574.6   $588.9  2.2% 

Corporate, Studies & Transit Police  $100.5   $110.3   $153.6   $135.4   $136.8  24.1% 

Source: TransLink 

 

 

TABLE A-2: 2013 BASE PLAN SERVICE HOURS (M) 

OPERATING COSTS 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2014-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional & Custom) 6.913 7.014 6.927 6.942 6.961 -0.8% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry) 6.31 6.416 6.33 6.345 6.363 -0.8% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit) 0.603 0.598 0.598 0.598 0.598 0.0% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle) 4.909 4.997 4.955 4.97 4.988 -0.2% 

Source: TransLink 

 

 

TABLE A-3: 2012 MOVING FORWARD PLAN OPERATING COSTS ($M) 

OPERATING COSTS 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2014-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional, Custom & Corporate)   $989.6  $1,032.4  $1,054.7  $1,080.5  9.2% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry)   $836.5   $875.0   $893.9   $916.0  9.5% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit)   $49.4   $50.1   $50.6   $51.6  4.6% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle)   $590.3   $623.2   $637.6   $643.2  9.0% 

Corporate, Studies & Transit Police   $103.7   $107.3   $110.2   $112.8  8.8% 

Source: TransLink 
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TABLE A-4: 2012 MOVING FORWARD PLAN SERVICE HOURS (M) 

OPERATING COSTS 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2014-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional & Custom)  7.049 7.289 7.334 7.334 4.0% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry)  6.436 6.676 6.721 6.721 4.4% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit)  0.613 0.613 0.613 0.613 0.0% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle)  5.058 5.298 5.343 5.343 5.6% 

Source: TransLink 

 

  

TABLE A-5: VARIANCE—2013 BASE PLAN VS. 2012 MOVING FORWARD PLAN OPERATING COSTS ($M) 

OPERATING COSTS 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2014-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional, Custom & Corporate)  -$10.4  -$9.2  -$43.5  -$35.0  -2.4% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry)  -$15.8  -$54.6  -$67.8  -$58.2  -5.0% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit)  -$1.2  -$0.9  -$0.9  -$0.8  0.8% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle)  -$14.2  -$49.5  -$63.0  -$54.3  -6.7% 

Corporate, Studies & Transit Police   $6.6   $46.2   $25.2   $24.0  15.2% 

Source: TransLink 

 

 

TABLE A-6: VARIANCE—2013 BASE PLAN VS. 2012 MOVING FORWARD PLAN SERVICE HOURS (M) 

OPERATING COSTS 
ACTUAL 

2011 

BUDGET 

2012 

FORECAST % CHANGE 

2014-15 2013 2014 2015 

Total Transit  (Conventional & Custom)  -0.035 -0.362 -0.392 -0.373 -4.8% 

Total Conventional Transit  (Bus, Rail & Ferry)  -0.020 -0.346 -0.376 -0.358 -5.3% 

Total Custom Transit  (Access Transit)  -0.010 -0.015 -0.015 -0.015 0.0% 

Bus  (Conventional Bus & Community Shuttle)  -0.061 -0.343 -0.373 -0.355 -5.8% 

Source: TransLink 

 


