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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF BULKLEY-NECHAKO 

REGIONAL TRANSIT COMMITTEE AGENDA 

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 20, 2016 
1:00 P.M. 

Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Boardroom 

PAGE NO. ACTION 

AGENDA - October 20. 2016 Approve 

MINUTES 

2-5 Regional Transit Committee Meeting Receive 
Minutes -October 6, 2016 

REPORTS 

6 BC Transit Public Consultation Receive 

7-38 BC Transit's Highway 16 Engagement Discussion/ 
Report Direction 

39-69 BC Transit - DRAFT Detailed Route and Discussion/ 
Stop Locations Direction 

SUPPLEMENTARY AGENDA 

NEW BUSINESS 

ADJOURNMENT 



PRESENT: Chair 

Directors 

Directors 
Absent 

Alternate 
Directors 

Staff 

Others 

CALL TO ORDER 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF BULKLEY-NECHAKO 

REGIONAL TRANSIT COMMITTEE 
(Committee of the Whote) 

Thursday, October 6 2016 

Bill Miller 

Taylor Bachrach 
Eileen Benedict 
Shane Brienen 
John Illes 
Dwayne Lindstrom 
Thomas Liversidge 
Rob Newell 
Mark Parker 
Jerry Petersen 
DarcyRepen 
Gerry Thiessen 

Mark Fisher, Electoral Area "A" (Smithers Rural) 
Tom Greenaway, Electoral Area "C" (Fort St. James Rural) 
Rob MacDougall, District of Fort St. James 

Bob Hughes, Electoral Area "C" (Fort St. James Rural) 
Stoney Stoltenberg, Electoral Area "A" (Smithers Rural) 

Melany de Weerdt, Chief Administrative Officer 
Cheryl Anderson, Manager of Administrative Services 
Jason Llewellyn, Director of Planning- arrived at 1 :40 p.m. 
Roxanne Shepherd, Chief Financial Administrator 
Wendy Wainwright, Executive Assistant 

Chris Fudge, Senior Regional Transit Manager, BC Transit - via 
teleconference- via Teleconference 
Linda Harmon, Transit Crown Agency Programs, Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure-via Teleconference 
Tiina Schaeffer, Manager of Sustainable Community Development, City 
of Prince George - via Teleconference 
Tania Wegwitz, MCIP, APP, Manager of Planning, BC Transit - via 
Teleconference 
Matthew Boyd, Regional Planning, Work Lead, BC Transit - via 
Teleconference 
Anne Yanciw, CAO, Town of Smithers-via Teleconference 

Chair Miller called the meeting to order at 1 :27 p.m. 

AGENDA & Moved by Director Newell 
SUPPLEMENTARY AGENDA Seconded by Director Petersen 

RTC.2016-1-1 "That the agenda of the October 6, 2016 Regional Transit Committee 
Meeting be approved; and further, that the Supplementary Agenda be 
received." 

(All/Directors/Majority) CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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SUPPLEMENTARY AGENDA 

DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Melany de Weerdt, CAO Update: 
Terms of Reference- first draft; 
Disseminated to all local governments and First Nations listed; 
Determine the level of interest and feedback in terms of governance, funding models/structures 
and level of participation; 
Document was also provided to BC Transit and Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure for 
feedback. 

Discussion took place in regard to the structure of the advisory group and the Regional District being the 
agreement holder. The RDBN Board of Directors will vote on decisions and recommendations from the 
Regional Transit Committee to make the final decision due to legislative restrictions and requirements. 

Concerns were brought forward in regard to a fair and equitable model for rural residents due to the small 
percentage of rural residents that will access the service. The process moving forward will be to 
understand who the partners are which will affect the level of service. It is a voluntary service. 

The parameters in regard to Rural Directors voluntarily providing grant in aid to the service along with 
Chair Miller's ability to appoint Electoral Area Directors to the Committee, was discussed. 

Director Repen spoke to the challenges faced by T elkwa wherein the current fare to ride the bus from 
Telkwa to Smithers is $2.75 and the proposed route fare will be $5. The level of participation that will be 
needed for the service was discussed. Without participation the program most likely will not continue past 
the three year timeline that the Provincial Government has currently committed funding. Chair Miller 
mentioned that it will be necessary to have participation from the majority of potential partners and First 
Nations or the service will not be sustainable. 

The BC Transit model was discussed in regard to the license holder needing to be a local government. 
Throughout the province, all transit systems have local government partnership. The Town of Smithers 
had initially agreed to be the agreement holder but it was felt that because the RDBN Board of Directors 
encompasses more of the route it may be a more balanced agreement holder. Discussion took place 
regarding the support of the Regional District Board of Directors for recommendations coming forward 
from the Regional Transit Committee. Due to the legislative requirements, BC Transit's guidelines that a 
local government must hold the agreement and the Provincial funding that has been provided to create 
the service, the Regional District is a suitable option to be the agreement holder. 

The Regional District is a part of similar structures regarding other services that certain Electoral Areas 
participate in and are ratified by the entire Regional Board. This occurs to provide a general benefit for 
the whole region. 

Discussion took place regarding 55% of the population of the Regional District being outside of the 
municipalities and if there is a small percentage of the rural population that participates in the services it 
will increase the success and potential of the system. 

Chair Miller mentioned that the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure has committed to fund a 
transit coordinator position to assist in moving the service forward. He spoke to the advantages of the 
Coordinator working closely with First Nations participants to develop partnerships. First Nations 
participation will depend on the relationship with the communities and each First Nations community 
individually. Chair Miller spoke to the need to develop a communication protocol with First Nations in 
moving forward. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY AGENDA (CONT'D) 

DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE (CONT'D) 

Director Illes spoke to concerns in regard to the potential of the lack of participation increasing the 
contribution amount from the participating members. There is a threshold for the majority of communities 
in regard to their ability to contribute funds and taxing their residents. Chair Miller also noted the more 
ridership the more funds will be contributed to the service. 

Discussion took place in regard to supporting the first draft of the Terms of Ref ere nee and receiving 
further input from municipalities, First Nations and other partners. The Electoral Areas can have 
discussions to decide if they would like to be a participant of the committee or not. Director Bachrach 
noted that the Terms of Reference does not address the funding formula but the participation in the 
Regional Transit Committee. Director Bachrach will bring forward to his council the funding model for 
discussion. Ms. de Weerdt noted that the development of the Tenns of Reference can run concurrent to 
the process moving forward. 

DRAFT T enns of Reference Moved by Director Bachrach 
Seconded by Director Aepen 

RTC.2016-1-2 ''That the Regional Transit Committee recommend that the Regional 
District of Bulkley Nechako Board of Directors approve the Draft 
Regional Transit Committee Tenns of Reference as amended and bring 
forward to a future Regional Transit Committee Meeting." 

BC Transit- Highway 16 
Action Plan: Inter-Community 
Transit Draft Detailed Route 
and Stop Locations 

RTC.2016-1-3 

INVITATION 

(All/Directors/Majority) 

Moved by Director Illes 
Seconded by Director Brienen 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

"That the Regional Transit Committee receive BC Transit's report 
regarding Highway 16 Action Plan: Inter-Community Transit Draft 
Detailed Route." 

(All/Directors/Majority) CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Highway 16 Community Vehicle Moved by Director Repen 
Grant Program Engagement Seconded by Director Stoltenberg 
Sessions October 3-7, 2016 

RTC.2016-1-4 "That the Regional Transit Committee receive the Highway 16 
Community Vehicle Grant Program Engagement Sessions October 3-7, 
2016." 

(All/Di rectors/Majority) CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Discussion took place regarding the notifications of the engagement 
sessions not being provided in a timely manner. 
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NEW BUSINESS 

Highway 16 Inter-Community 
Engagement Report 

ADJOURNMENT 

RTC.2016-1-5 

Bill Miller, Chair 

Chris Fudge, BC Transit commented that BC Transit will be distributing 
and posting the Highway 16 Inter-Community Engagement Report along 
with the revised bus stop and routing plan. 

Moved by Director Bachrach 
Seconded by Director Repen 

''That the meeting be adjourned at 2:22 p.m." 

(AIVDirectors/Majority) CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

Wendy Wainwright, Executive Assistant 
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BC Transit 
Home ((servlet/Satellite/highway16/home} > Transit Future (/servlet/SateUite/highway16/transit-futurel > Publjc Consultation 

(lservlet/Satellite/highway16/transit-future/publjc-consyltatign) 

Public Consultation 
BC Transit, in partnership with First Nations and local community partners, has now completed the public engagement 
for the introduction of transit services along the Highway 16 corridor. The engagement processes spanned from August 
17 to September 16 and included 20 community engagement events that were attended by over 700 people. There were 
also over 1,000 online and paper surveys completed. 

BC Transit would like to thank the many individuals, local governments, First Nations, businesses and community event 
organizers who assisted in making this engagement process a reality. Your support leading up to and throughout this 
public engagement series made it possible. 

The summary of public engagement results is now available: 

• Highway 16 lnter-Communjty Transit Public Engagement Report (/servlet/documents/1403646546425) - provides 
detailed information on public feedback heard by topic and community. 

• Updated Hjghway 16 Proposed Detailed Roytjng and Bus Stop Locations C/servletldocuments/1403646546439) -
provides the most up-to-date plan for routing and stop locations based on engagement results and ongoing 
conversations with First Nations and local governments. 

You can also see an overview of key engagement themes in the latest news release Uvictorja/news/artjde? 
nid = 1403646541766) about the project. 

Generally, public engagement participants commented positively about the overall plan, including the fare structure, 
proposed routes, and locations of bus stops. 

Areas of feedback that are being considered for integration into final implementation planning include the route 
frequency, requested days of service and increasing the time spent at the regional stops. 

Revised service options based on engagement results are now being developed and will be shared with local decision 
makers for their consideration and approval to implement. Based on local approval, an implementation plan will then be 
developed and finalized. More information will be available later this year. 

If you would like to find out more about the project or have some additional feedback, please email us at highway16@bctr 
ansit.com (mailto:hjghway16@bctransit.com). 

Contact 
If you have any comments, please contact the project team. 

Phone: 1-250-995-5677 {tef=+1250-995-5677) 
Email: highway16@bctransit.com (mailto:highway16@bctransit.com) 

https://bctransit.com/highway 16/transit-future/public-consultation 13/10/2016 
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1 
BC Transit 

BC Transit's Highway 16 Engagement Report 
Transit System: Corporate Od11,2016 

Positive support for the proposed Highway 16 inter-community transit options was the key highlight from a recent 
engagement campaign undertaken by BC Transit and its partners. 

BC Transit has now summarized the information from the engagement process, including detailed feedback that will be 
used to help shape final service options, in the Highway 16 Engagement Report. The report provides information 
gathered from an engagement series along the Highway 16 corridor hosted by BC Transit in partnership with First 
Nations and local community partners. 

The engagement process in August and September included: 

• 20 public engagement events in communities along Highway 16; 
• 5 meeting requests: 
• An online survey available for four weeks; 
• 1,033 paper and online surveys submitted; 
• And 720 people participating at events. 

Participants commented positively about the overall plan, including the fare structure, proposed routes, and locations of 
bus stops. Areas of feedback that are being considered for integration into final implementation planning include the 
route frequency, requested days of service and increasing the time spent at the regional stops. Feedback was also 
provided on trip schedules and design that will be used to inform revised service options. 

The implementation of inter-community bus services on Highway 16, stretching from Prince George to Prince Rupert, is 
part of the Province's $5 million Highway 16 Transportation Action Plan for new and expanded transportation services 
along the corridor. The proposed BC Transit services focus on offering same-day return travel between smaller 
communities and their closest larger centre. 

As part of the action plan, Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC} committed $1 million for the installation of 
advanced safety features, including enhanced bus stop shelters and CCTV cameras. This additional technology will help 
ensure the safety of passengers along the corridor. 

BC Transit has provided the engagement summary and the most-up-to-date version of the proposed routing and stop 
location summary to area First Nations and local governments. Revised service options based on engagement results are 
now being developed and will be shared with local decision makers for their consideration and approval to implement. 
Based on local approval, an implementation plan will then be developed and finalized. More information will be available 
later this year. 

The full report, including the updated proposed stops, is available on bctransit.com/highway16 
{https://bctransit.com/highway16l. 

Media Contact: 
Jonathon Dyck, BC Transit, Communications Manager 
media@bctransjt.com (mailto:media@bctransit.com1 250.995.5720 (tel:+1250,995.57201 

https://bctransit.com/victoria/news/article?nid=l403646547766 13/10/2016 





October 2016 Highway 16 Inter-Community Transit Public Engagement Summary I Page 2 

BC Transit would like to thank the many individuals, First Nations, local governments, businesses and 
community events organizers who assisted in making this consultation process a reality. Your support 
leading up to and throughout this public engagement series made it possible. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As part of a comprehensive $5 million Highway 16 Five Point Action Plan, the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure (Mo Tl) has committed $2.4 million in funding over a three year period to provide inter-city 
transit services along the 750 kilometre Highway 16 corridor between Prince Rupert and Prince George. 

In collaboration with community leaders, BC Transit undertook a detailed analysis to confirm the feasibility, 
scope and costs of creating and/or enhancing inter-community public transit service along the Highway 16 
corridor. With the support and collaboration of community leaders, these options for service, fares and 
infrastructure were then presented to the public for feedback through various means from August 17 to 
September 16, 2016. 

This community engagement was conducted to help shape the Highway 16 Action Plan Inter-Community 
Transit Service delivery to ensure that the service reflects the needs and priorities of the region and 
communities while meeting the approved service objectives. The process was led by BC Transit with strong 
support from area First Nations, local governments and Ministry of Transportation staff. This report provides 
a summary of the community engagement process and results. 

This document summarizes how the engagement was conducted and key themes heard. The information 
received will be used to recommend revisions to service schedule, routing, fare and infrastructure options to 
community leaders for their consideration and approval as the new services move forward to 
implementation. 

PURPOSE 
The engagement strategy was designed to achieve the following goals: 

• Identify and solicit targeted feedback from members of the public representing communities on and 
nearby the Highway 16 corridor. 

• Employ a variety of methods to ensure a wide range of citizens can participate in the engagement. 
• Ensure the final results reflect the public's needs and desires by incorporating schedule, service day, 

routing, fares, infrastructure and policy feedback into the proposed service plan. 

METHOD 
Public engagement for the proposed Highway 16 Inter-Community Transit Service was anchored by a series 
of 20 public engagement events which included interactive information boards, print survey and 
opportunities for one-on-one conversations with project staff. The series was supported and supplemented 
by a project website and online survey, as well as by-request meetings for other groups along the corridor. 
Engagement was critical in providing transit staff with insights into community travel patterns and routing as 
well as schedule opportunities and needs to enable the further shaping of service. 

The following describes each of the elements of the engagement strategy. 
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Highw,y 16 Inter-Community Transit Service Website 

In anticipation of future inter-city transit system development along the 
corridor, the project established a new permanent web section for 
Highway 16 on the BC Transit website. Until services are implemented, 
the website is designed to serve as an information portal to keep the 
public, community leaders and stakeholders updated on the anticipated 
transit service's progress and milestones. 

During the consultation period, the web site was used to support public 
engagement by sharing the scheduled locations and times for events. 
posting the information boards used for the engagement series and, 
providing links to the online survey and the Ministry of Transportation's 
broader Highway 16 Action Plan Information pages. 

The website can be found here: https://bctransit.com/highway16/horne 

Figure 1: BC Transit Highway 16 
website 

In-Person Public Engagement Events 
20 public engagement sessions and events were held from Prince Rupert to Prince George in order to share 
draft transit concepts with community members and specific information regarding local considerations for 
the introduction of transit service to the broader region_ The engagement sessions were conducted over 
three phases, with two engagement teams often working simultaneously to hold concurrent events in 
different communities-

Figure 2: Consultation Phases 
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Public engagement events were held between August 2otn and September 10th, 2016 at a variety of locations 
along the corridor, as outlined in Table 1 on the following page. 
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Interactive information boards used at the events served to collect feedback from participants shared 
through conversations, as well as the use of post it notes and sticky dots for voting. Transit service 
concepts presented at each event focused on the corresponding service segment(s) for that community. Dot 
votes were used at the information events to (1) gauge response to schedule concepts for the applicable 
service segment (2) collect suggestions for which two or three days of the week the service would be most 
useful, and (3) gauge response to the proposed fare concept. 

Table 1: Highway 16 Inter-Community Transit Public Engagement Oates and Locations 

Location Date Time Participants~ 

Vanderhoof: Nechako Fall Fair Sat20Aug 9:00am - 1 :OOpm 91 

Prince George: BC Northern Exhibition Sat20Aug 4:00pm - 8:00pm 78 

Wet'suwet'en First ~atlon: Gommunity Meeting Wed24Aug 2:00pm - ~:OOpm 

Port Edward: Maverick Foods Wed 31 Aug 1 :OOpm - 3:00pm 20 

Prince R4pert: Sateway Wed 31 Aug 3:00pm - 6:00pm 102 

Kitsumkalum: Community Hall Wed 31 Aug 5:00pm - 7:00pm 10 

Terrace: Skeens Mall 51 

Gitaus: Health and Administration Building Thurs 1 Sep 1 O:OOam - 1 :OOpm 15 

2:30pm - 4:30pm 25 

Smithers: Smithers Mall Thurs 1 Sep 5:30pm - 7:30pm 34 

New Hazelton: Red Apple Fri2 Sep 9:00am - 12:00pm 15 

23 

Houston: Community Market Fri2 Sep 2:00pm - 4:00pm 19 

T opley: Grizzly Jim's Gen~ral Store Thu 8Sep 2:00pm - 4:00pm 22 

Stellaquo: Slenyah Store Fri 9 Sep 1 O:OOam - 12:00pm 23 

Nautley: Community Hall / Store ' Fri'9Sep 1 O:OOam - , 12:00pm 14 

Fraser Lake: Community Market Fri 9 Sep 2:00pm - 4:00pm 26 

Fort Fraser: Community Hall F.ri 9 Sep 2:00pm - 4:oopm 19 

Bums Lake: Lakes District Fall Fair Sat 10 Sep 9:00am - 1 :OOpm 70 

Total 720 

* Note "Participants" refers to the individuals that stopped to have a conversation with the engagement team and provide 
input. Approximately two to three times the total number of individuals were approached by the project staff to let them know 
of the initiative, with many of those approached saying that they had already heard of the project and supported it. 
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Figure 3: A selection of images from public engagement events 
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Surveys - Online and Paper 
Participants were also encouraged to complete a survey, available online from August 20th to September 
1611

\ or fill out a paper survey during the open house engagement events. 

Online The online version of the survey included a comprehensive explanation of transit proposals, and 
enabled respondents to provide feedback on the service proposals based on the four proposed transit 
service segments along the corridor. Respondents were able to choose individual or multiple segments. In 
addition, comments on the entirety of the corridor-including existing services-were welcomed. 

1. Burns Lake to Prince George 

2. Burns Lake to Smithers 

3. Hazeltons Area to Terrace 

4. Prince Rupert to Terrace 

The online survey sought feedback on the (1) routing and stops for the respective segment(s), (2) schedule 
concept for the respective segment(s), (3) suggestions for which two or three days of the week the service 
would be most useful, (4) response to proposed fares, and (5) regional travel patterns by asking 
respondents to identify their home community and outline regional daily, weekly, monthly, and yearly travel 
patterns. 

Paper Survey The paper survey, used during public engagement events, was more abbreviated since 
respondents had the transit proposal information boards and transit staff available through which to provide 
feedback. 

Both online and paper surveys asked respondents to identify their home community and outJine regional 
daily, weekly, monthly, and yearly travel patterns. This information provides a robust understanding of travel 
demand across communities along the Highway 16 corridor. 

Advertising & Media 

A variety of methods were used to advertise the opportunities to 
provide input. Print media included a media release, advertisements 
in local papers and radio, and event posters provided to event hosts. 
In addition, there were website updates and notices (BC Transit) and 
social media outreach (Facebook and Twitter) through BC Transit, 
First Nations, local municipalities, and entities hosting public 
engagement events. 

By-Request Meetings 

Several other meetings were arranged when requested by 
communities and groups in order to discuss the transit proposals in 

Figure 4: BC Transit staff being 
interviewed in Terrace 

more detail and for stakeholders to provide more detailed information regarding their transit 
requirements. Meetings were held on August 16th in Burns Lake, August 23rd in the Hazeltons 
and Wet'suwet'en First Nation, September 1st in Gitwangak and September 9111 in Fraser Lake as 
well as by phone and email with a number of other local government, First Nation and community 
group staff, decision makers and members. 
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RESULTS 

Response Rate 

Table 2 provides a summary of the response rates to 
the various engagement events. 

In-Person Public Engagement 
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Table 2: Engagement Response Summary 

Engagement Quick Facts 

Public Engagement Event Participants 

Paper Survey Respondents 250 

Onllpe Survey Respond,nts 
Over 700 people were engaged at the 20 information 
events, providing feedback on the proposals or taking Number of Engagement events. 20 

information away to complete the online survey later. 
Many attendees were eager to have their say in 
providing feedback on the proposed days of service and schedules. 

Surveys - Online and Paper 

Online Surveys A total of 783 people participated in 
the online survey, with 488 participants completing the 
survey and 288 participants partially completing the 
survey. Survey accesses coincided largely with news 
coverage, in-person engagement phases, and the last 
day of.online surveying. 

Paper Surveys A total of 250 people participated in 
the paper survey. Most surveys were received during 
the public engagement events, however a small 
number were submitted following the Phase 2 and 
Phase 3 engagement events. 

Figure 5: Age demographics of survey participants 
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proportions were more balanced, with those communities which hosted in-person events boasting higher 
proportions of paper surveys than online surveys. 

Figure 6: Geographic distribution of survey 
participants 
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A proportion of both paper and online surveys were 
received from a number of other communities 
located off of the corridor and outside of transit 
service. Among these were Fort St. James (12), 
Gitanyow (8), Kitwanga (7), Gransisle (6) and 
Francois Lake (3). 
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Participants completing both surveys were heavily 
dominated by those whose primary mode of 
transportation is as drivers of personal vehicles. 
People completing the paper survey at the in­
person engagement events had higher proportions 
of alternative travel modes such as being a vehicle 
passenger, hitchhiking or using Greyhound than 
those who completed the online survey. 

Purposes for inter-community travel also varied 
slightly between online and paper survey 
participants. While shopping/errands dominated 
both groups, those who completed the online 
survey were more likely to travel longer distances 
for work or sociaVrecreational purposes, while 
those who completed the paper survey reported 
inter-community travel dominated by 
shopping/errands and medical/dental purposes. 

Travel for school was the lowest purpose for 
regional-scale travel, however the relatively low 
proportion of participants in younger age groups 
may account for this. 

Varying levels of access to the internet and online 
data services may have in part contributed to the 
variation in responses between the online 
participants and engagement event paper survey 
participants. 

f1 
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Figure 7: How survey participants travel to regional 
destinations 
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Figure 8: Participants' trip purposes for regional travel 
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Results Structure 

The following pages summarize 
results by service area segment, 
topic area and community. Source 
for each topic area is noted in Table 3 
located to the right. 

Note that the service area segments 
reflect areas of new service. 
Comments related to areas covered 
by existing transit systems are 
reflected in the segment area that 
corresponds to that system. 
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Table 3: Results structure 

Section 

Days of Service 

Schedule Concept 

Proposed Fares 

Travel Patterns 

General Comments 

Source 

Public Engagement Comments + Online Suivey ~ 

Public Engagement Dote Votes + Online Suivey 

Public Engagement Dot Votes + ·onllne Survey 

Public Engagement Dot Votes + Online Survey 

Public EngJgement Paper Suivey + Online Survey 

Public Engagement Post-it Comments + Public 
Engagement Paper Survey + Online Sutvey 

Figure 9: Summary of proposed and existing transit services along the Highway 16 corridor. 
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General Comments and Overall Results Overview 

While the following sections provide detailed information by service segment, community and topic, it is also 
useful to note the overall themes which emerged. 

• Engagement event and online participants were generally supportive of the initiative, its 
routes and its schedules. 

o In particular. most engagement event participants responded positively upon learning about 
the proposed service, especially in communities where no transit currently exists. A very 
common comment/question heard was: "This is great. When will it start?" 

o A small number of respondents in the online survey were not generally supportive of the 
initiative. This number was proportionally higher than comments heard at the open houses 
but still relatively small. These comments mainly related to whether the respondent 
perceived the initiative would stop hitchhiking rather than whether or not it was of value to 
communities. 

o While open house participants had the opportunity to learn more from the project staff about 
how the proposed transit service complements-not duplicates-long haul providers and is 
intended to be supported by the new Community Transportation Grant program for off­
corridor communities, this was less possible for the online survey respondents. A number of 
respondents were concerned about the lack of transit to Fort St. James and Gran isle area 
communities or how the project relates to existing long haul providers like Greyhound. 
Continuing to make this distinction clear in future communications will be helpful. 

o Similarly, some engagement event participants initially believed the proposed transit service 
is only for First Nations residents. Again, more communication around this will be helpful. 

• A number of key community points of feedback on routes and schedules are emerging which 
will be used to shape final proposals: 

o Prince Rupert to Terrace: Direction of travel and desire for more time in Terrace; desire for 
at least three days of service; opportunity to integrate with other existing transportation 
providers in the corridor. 

o Hazeltons Area to Terrace: Opportunity to have more than one trip per day or otherwise 
change the amount of time spent in Terrace; desire for at least three days of service; 
connection between Gitwangak/Gitanyow/Gitsegukla and other Hazeltons. as well as 
improved connection/capacity between Moricetown and Smithers destinations. 

o Burns Lake to Smithers: Feedback on a number of different passenger flows, including 
travel from Houston and Topley to Burns Lake and considerations about service to the 
Francois Lake Ferry; desire for more dwell time in both Smithers and Bums Lake and many 
different perspectives on ideal trip times; desire for at least three days of service for midday 
users; requests for daily service at commuter times; adjusted local routing in Houston to 
serve Senior's Centre and Arena. 

o Bums Lake to Prince George: More time is generally desired in Prince George; desire for 
three day per week service; feedback on further routing to be considered within Prince 
George; feedback for consideration on stops along the way, as well as the potential inclusion 
ofWet'suwet'en First Nation in this service. 

• There was emphatic support for the proposed fares. Some participants wondered whether 
further subsidized fares should be considered for those with less means; less expensive local fares 
for shorter trips were requested in a number of communities, particularly in cases where the regional 
service will overlap with existing transit (i.e. Telkwa to Smithers, Gitaus to Terrace, etc.); alignment 
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with existing Skeena Regional and Hazeltons Regional fares (which are currently $4 not $5) was 
also noted. 

• Proposed stop and shelter locations have generally been supported. Detailed feedback is in 
the process of being discussed and refined with BC Transit, Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure and respective local governments, First Nations and property owners. 

• A number of comments related to policies and amenities on board transit vehicles: 
o The request for space on transit vehicles for luggage/parcels. 
o Clarification around policies regarding youth travel. 
o Clarification around policies relating to transit vehicles picking up hitchhikers as well as 

ensuring onboard safety for passengers. 

Figure 10: Public engagement event in Burns Lake 
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Segment 1: Burns Lake to Prince George: Response to Proposed Routing 

3 

0 
1 0 

13 l 
1 0 
6 2 

39 9 

6 2 
45 10 
134 27 

Segment Summary 

The response to the routing was overall highly positive-
87 per cent of people responding to the online surveys 
either supported the routing or supported the routing 
with modifications. Support from those at in-person 
events were aligned well with that received online. 

The most frequently expressed routing concern was that 
the routing does not directly serve outlying areas, such 
as Fort St. James, Nak'azdli to the north, and Saik'uz 

0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2 3 

2 0 

6 5 
17 8 

Do you support the proposed Routing and stop 
locations for the Bums Lake - Prince Geol'le service? 

a ves 

• Yes with modifications 

• Does not affect me 

located south of Vanderhoof. At events, staff were able to explain how the service is designed to work with 
the new Community Transportation Grant program for communities off the corridor. 

-------------------- BURNS LA KE TO PRINCE GEORGE MOST FREQUENT ROUTING COMMENTS-------------------

Shared Comment Themes Comments by Community 

., 

Bums lake 

Positive feedback to service. Endako 
Stellaquo Request to JQ;lude Fort St. 

James, Nalt'azdli and outlying Fraser Lake 
communities Nautley 

Requests to include Saik'uz 
First Nation 

Fort Fraser ,, 

Questions or concerns on 
I 

Vanderhoof 
how the transit service differs l . 
from existing transportation Beaverly 
services. 

Request for more days of se!Vice 

Questions around relation to existing transportation providers. 

Questions around relation to existing transportation providers_ 

Request for more c:Jaya of services 

Request for service deeper Into the community 

Request to Include service to Fort. St. James 

Request for more daya of service. 
Request to Include service to Salk'uz First Nation 
Request for stops at Clucluz Lake 

Comm ents both for and against lncludlng a stop at Beaverly. 

Stop& suggested for Bednestl and Clucluz Lake 
Request to Include service to Fort. St. James 
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Segment 1: Burns Lake to Prince George: Response to Proposed Schedule 

14 6 

2 0 

1 0 

8 2 

1 0 

6 2 

32 9 

5 1 

34 13 

103 33 

Comments 

Overall .the response to the schedule was generally 
positive- 77 per cent of respondents either supported 
the schedule or supported the schedule with 
modifications. As with the routing, comments made by 
participants at engagement sessions aligned well with 
the online response. The global response for this 
segment also included 33 dot-votes in support of the 
schedule . 

Does not affect me 

11 0 

1 0 

0 0 

3 1 

0 0 

0 0 

4 7 

4 1 

11 7 

34 16 

Do you support the proposed schedule for the Bums 
Lake Area - Prince Geol'le service? 

• Yes 

• Yes with modifications 

• No 

• Does not affect me 

.................. BURNS LAKE TO PRINCE GEORGE MOST FREQUENT SCHEDULE COMMENTS---·-·--·-···------

Shared Comment Themes 

More intervening time in 
Prince George -
respondents suggested a 
departure ranging from 3 
pm to 5pm that would 
enable4.5-5 hours in Prince 
George 

Adjustments to the travel 
time between Vanderhoof 
and Prince George 

~ 

Comments by Community 

Burns Lake 

Endako 
Stellaquo 
Fraser lake 
Nautley ·­

Fort Fraser 
Vanderhoof 

'i1 :i'!]' 

Beaverly 

Prince George 

More lntetvenlng time In Prlnce George, closer to 5 hours 
Questions !lround relation to 8ldst!.a:i9 transportation p«1vlders 
Questions around relation to elClstlng "!."?8portatlon providers 

More Intervening time In Prince George, closer to 5 hours 

More Intervening time In Prince George, closer to 5 hours 

No Comments .. 
More lnteivenlng time In Prince George, closer to 5 houra 
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Segment 2: Burns Lake to Smithers: Response to Proposed Routing 

22 4 2 

4 0 0 0 

17 3 3 0 

2 1 0 1 

l 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 

3 1 0 0 

17 0 4 0 

68 9 7 3 

Do you support the proposed Routing and stop 
Segment Summary locations for the Bums lake - Smithers service 7 

4% 
The response to the routing was overall highly positive-
88 per cent of people responding to the online surveys 
either supported the routing or supported the routing with 
modifications. Response from those at in-person events 
was also very positive. 

• Yes 

• Yes with modifications 

• No 

The most frequently expressed concern is that the • ooes not affect me 
routing does not offer connections for people in the area 
of Granisle. At events, staff were able to explain how the 
service is designed to work with the new Community 
Transportation Grant program for communities off the corridor, with service designed to accommodate 
transfers at Tapley from community vehicles that may travel to connect with it from the Granisle area. 

-------------------- BURNS LAKE TO SMITHERS MOST FREQUENT ROUTING COMMENTS--------------------

Shared Comment 
Themes 

Request for service 
toGranisle 
Routing must 
consider those who 
do not have local 
transportation to get 
to the bus. 

Comments by Community 

Smithers 

Houston 

Topley 
Decker lake 
Wet'suwet'en 

Bums Lake 1~ 

Request for bus to also serve Mo,lcetown and comments on how frequently \I. 
Morfcetown residents ac:cess Smithers services f 

Request for aervloe to Granlale 
ConalderaUon for those who do not have local transportation to get to the bus. 
Questions around relation to exlatlng transportation provide!$ 

Please enaure atopa for small towna on Ile way 

Request for aervloe to Granlsle 

Request to potentially nnk to Burns Lake - Prlnc:e George service. 

Queatlons around direction of travel and v.tlether new transit \NIH Impact Bums 
Lake's local services. 
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Segment 2: Burns Lake to Smithers: Response to Proposed Schedule 

16 6 

2 1 

18 2 

1 1 

0 0 

2 0 

2 2 

14 0 

ss 12 

Comments 

The response to the schedule was generally positive -
79 per cent of respondents either supported the 
schedule or supported the schedule with modifications. 
The global response for this segment also includes 10 
dot-votes in support of the schedule. 

Different trip times were suggested from several 
communities. There was strong concern in Smithers for 
Moricetown residents needing better access to 
Smithers. Residents of southside Francois Lake 
communities also requested access. 

No 

1 s 
1 0 

4 0 

l l 

0 l 

0 0 

0 0 

6 1 

13 8 

Do you support the proposed schedule for the Burns 
Lake Area - Smithers service? 

• Yes 

• Yes with modifications 

• No 

• Does not affect me 

-------------------- BURNS LAKE TO SMITHERS MOST FREQUENT SCHEDULE COMMENTS--------·---·-----

Shared Comment Themes 

Schedule connections to 
Moricetown 

• More trips/frequency suggested 
by some. 

• A number of different schedule 
suggestions, including more 
intervening time in Bums Lake or 
Smithers or having only one 
round trip. 

Comments by Community 

Smithers 

l Houston 

Topley ... 
Decker Lake 

Wet'suwet'en 

Burns Lake 

Schedule should accommodate extension to Morlcetown 
Service should operate later 
More frequency for service for those accessing services or 
In Ui'lsafe situations · 
More frequency for commute,s who work In Houston 
Question& around relaUon to exlsUng transportaUon 
providers 
Would p,eter m0f'8 Ume In Bums Lake, and at a better 
time for appointment&. errands. 

Allow time for Granlsle connection. 

• Request to potentially llnk to Bums L.ake-"Prlnoe George 
service. 

• Many different perspectives In terms of connection from 
surrounding areas In to Bums Lake as well as whether 
better to have one round trip rather than two. 



October 2016 Highway 16 lnter-CommunityTransit Public Engagement Summary I Page 18 

Segment 3: Haze/tons Area to Terrace: Response to Proposed Routing 

6 2 

2 1 
1 0 

4 1 

1 0 

2 0 

4 4 

0 1 

9 2 
1 1 

29 11 

Comments 

The response to the routing was overall positive- 81 per cent 
of people responding to the online surveys either supported 
the routing or supported the routing with modifications. Note 
that the above table shows survey responses; the number of in 
person interactions at a number of events was higher. 

A frequent comment was concern that Gitanyow and Kitwanga 
are not included in the routing. At events, staff were able to 
explain how the service is designed to work with the new 
Community Transportation Grant program for communities off 
the corridor. Requests to improve service between the Hazeltons 
and Smithers-and in particular from Moricetown and 
Smithers-were also frequently heard and captured here. 

2 0 

3 0 

0 0 

l 0 

0 1 

0 0 

2 0 

l 0 

0 0 

0 0 

9 1 

Do you support the proposed Routing and stop locations 
for the Haieltons - Temce Senrice 

a Yes 

• Yes with modifications 

• No 

• Does not affect me 

-------------------- HAZEL TONS AREA TO TERRACE MOST FREQUENT ROUTING COMMENTS--------------------

Themes by Service Segment 

Concern that routing does not go 
to Gitanyow. 
Questions around how service 
relates to existing Hazeltons 
Regional service. 
Requests for more time in 
Terrace or a second round trip. 
Comments in Molicetown that 
Smithers is a much more 
frequent destination. 

Themes by Community 

Gltaus 

Gltwangak 

Gltsegukla 

Hagwllget 

Two Mlle 

Gltanmaax 

Klsplox 

Morlcetown 

Positive comments on new connection to Hazellons 
More Intervening time requested In Tence or second 
trip; questions about opportunity for Gltwangak to act 
as a hub. 
Request for selvlce to Gltanyow 
Questions about connection to Smithers 
No comments 

Service should operate dally 

No comments 
No comments 

Request for selvlce to Gltanyow 

Request for aelvlce to Gltanyow 

Request for selvlce to Gltanyow 
Requests for more service to Smithers, particularty for 
youth and adult commuters, as well as elders. 
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Segment 3: Haze/tons Area to Terrace: Response to Proposed Schedule 

Gitwangak n =10 

Gitsegukla n = 5 

New Hazelton n = 1 

.. Hagwilget n = 6 

, Two Mile n = 2 

,- Gitanmaa>< n=3 

Hazelton n=lO 

Glen Vowell n = 2 

Kispiox n=l 1 

Moricetown n =2 

TOTAL 

4 

3 

1 

s 
2 

2 
3 

0 
8 

0 

28 

4 2 0 

l 1 0 

0 0 0 

0 1 0 

0 0 0 

0 1 0 

6 1 0 

l 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 0 0 

16 8 0 

Comments 

The response to the schedule was positive - 85 per cent of 
respondents either supported the schedule or supported it with 
changes. However, of these 31 percent requested modifications -
the highest proportion of modifications among all segments. Note that 
the above table shows survey responses; the number of in person 

Do you support the proposed schedule for the Ha1eltons 
Area· Ternam service? 

a Yes 

interactions at a number of events was higher. 
• Yes with modifications 

• No 

In line with route-comments for this segment, the most common 
modification comment related to the inclusion of a route to serve 
Gitanyow and improved connection/schedule times for Moricetown. 

• Does not affect me 

A number of suggestions were also for slightly later trip times to return from Terrace. 

-------------------- HAZEL TONS TO TERRACE MOST FREQUENT SCH EDU LE COMMENTS-----------·-----·--

Shared Comment Themes Comments by Community 

Gltaus Posftlve comments on new connection to Hazeltone ,.I 
Request for service to Gltanyow 

Gttwangak Request for more Intervening time In Terrace or two lrlps 

Request for service to Local service to Gltwangak Bingo 

Gitanyow/Questions about how Gltsegukla Request for service to Gltanyow 

that community will be served. No comments 

Suggestion for shifting to slightly Service should operate dally 

later schedule and longer times Two Mlle 

within Terrace, or opportunity for Gltanmaax 
two trips. 

Hazelton Request for service to Gltanyow 

Requests for increased service • Later departures suggested 

from Moricetown to Smithers. Glen Vowell/ Slk-E-dakh • Request for service to Gltanyow 

Klsplox • Concern that service departs Klspiox too early 

Mortcetown Questions about how Moricetown would access service 
and whether Mortoetown service could also be lncntased 
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Segment 4: Prince Rupert to Terrace: Response to Proposed Routing 

Comments 

The response to the routing was overall positive - 82 
percent of people responding to online surveys either 
supported the routing or supported the routing with 
modifications. Response from those at in-person events 
was similar. 

A number of ancillary comments related to how the 
service would work with and avoid duplicating 
Greyhound and VIA Rail services were made, 
particularly through the online survey. 

Do you support the proposed routin1 and stop locations 
for the Terrace - Prince Rupert service? 

• Yes 

• Yes with modifications 

• No 

• Does not affect me 

---------·-·-- PRINCE RUPERT TO TERRACE MOST FREQUENT ROUTING COMMENTS-·-- -- ------------

Themes by Service Segment . . ' . 
Prince Rupert 

Satisfaction with the routing. Port Edward 

Questions around relation to Kltsumkalum 
existing transportation providers 

Terrace 

Satisfaction 'Mlh routing 
Questions around relation to existing transportation 
providers 

Request for timing to connect with the e>d81ing transit 
operating between Port Edward and PrJ!lce Rupert 
Requests for timing comectlons \\ith existing transit 
servl<leS from Terrace to Kltlmat 

Satisfaction with routing 
Questions around relaUon to existing transportation 
provldera 



October 2016 Highway 16 Inter.Community Transit Public Engagement Summary I Page 21 

Segment 4: Prince Rupert to Terrace: Response to Proposed Scheduling 

61 

2 1 

2 0 

19 5 

84 6 

Comments 

The response to the schedule was overall positive - 82 
percent of people responding to online surveys either 
supported the schedule or supported it with 
modifications. Response from those at in·person 
events was similar. 

Many respondents observed that there would be desire 
for longer times in Terrace. Suggestions to 
accommodate this ranged from later return trips from 

7 

0 0 

0 0 

4 1 

12 8 

Do you support the proposed schedule for the Terrace -
Prince Rupert service? 

• Yes 

• Yes with modifications 

• No 

• Does not affect me 

Terrace, to basing the service in Prince Rupert, rather than Terrace. Ancillary comments related to 
opportunities to work with and not duplicate existing transportation providers such as Greyhound and VIA 
Rail services . 

............... PRINCE RUPERT TO TERRACE MOST FREQUENT SCHEDULING COMMENTS··········· ········· 

Shared Comment Themes 

Desire for more time in Terrace, 
through a !ater return to Prince 
Rupert or having buses start/end 
in Prince Rupert. 

Requests for timing connections 
with existing transit services 

Questions around relation to 
existing transportation providers 

Comments by Community 

Desire for more time In Terrace, preferably through a a later 
retum to Prince Rupert, or switch to baaing service out of 
Prince Rupert. 
Requests for later evening service 
Questions around relation to eldatlng transportation 
providers and opportunities to wort< with them. 

Request for timing to connect with the existing transit 
operating between Port Edward and Prince Rupert 

Requests for timing connections with existing transit 
sen,lces from Terrace to Kltlmat 

suggestion for service to begin in Prince Rupert alnce there 
la already an early morning service from Terrace to Prince 
Rupert. 
Questions around relation to existing transportation 
providers. 
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Preferred Service Days 

Preferred service days were captured using dot-votes at each of the public information events. and also 
within the online survey. The combined responses are shown below. 

Service day suggestions made by in~person contribution at public information events aligns well with the 
on line responses gathered per transit service segment. Friday and Saturday are globally within the top three 
most popular days for each of the service segments, with Wednesdays and Mondays also proving popular. 

Preferred Service Days by Segment 

• Terrace to Prince Rupert Hazeltons to Terrace 

• Burns Lake to Smithers • Burns Lake to Prince George 

Figure 11: Public engagement event in Kispiox 



October 2016 

Service Segment 

BURNS LAKE TO PRINCE 
GEORGE 

BURNS LAKE TO SMITHERS 

PRINCE RUPERT TO TERRACE 
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Preferred Service Days 

Themes by Community 

Top days~; ·,lday, Monday a~d Saturday'' '':irv.w =~, ... , .•i;.•,'cl.1,"' ·~· ,,~\\\\\~~ 

• Strong preferenoe to weekends in addition to one or two weekdays. ~~ 
• Perception that people often travel to Prince George around weekends for ,,~ 

__ s~ al and ,,,,recreational purposes"; ..•.. lfj 

Top days: Friday, Saturday and Wednesday 
• Request to not overlap with Northern Health Connections days 

)!;, 

Top days: Frlday, Wednesday and Saturday ,. - """' ~ -.i'I ~~ 
Strong Interest in transit service on days when families and seniors/elders ~ 
may be re<l8iving income assistance. i'iil 
Interest in Fridays and Saturdays 
Requests that transit days to Terrace not coincide with existing transit days to · 
Smlthe~ (Hazeltons Regional Transit System). · 

Top days: Friday, Saturday and Sunday 
• Strong desire to use transit on weekends for travel to Terrace, with demand 

for travel on Monday and Wednesday also noted. 
.. , . 

Generally it is best practice in transit systems that operate three or fewer days per week to spread those 
days out across the week and also include a mix of day types (ie both weekday and weekend). This spacing 
and allocation ensures that the transit days selected can meet a range of trip needs that may only happen 
on certain days (medical, shopping, recreational, etc.). 

Also, offsetting days of service from each other may enable more service to be offered from transit hubs· 
such as within the Hazeltons or in the proposed services originating in Burns Lake-since it is then possible 
to share vehicles and staff between the services. 

The results show a common interest in Friday and 
Saturday service across all service segments. 
Although efforts will be made to ensure each 
segment receives one or two of their preferred 
days, practical considerations may mean that the 
final service plan for the areas allocates days 
differently than those shown here. 

Figure 12: Participants at the Houston public 
engagement event check out the bus 
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Response to Proposed Fare 

Responses to the proposed fare were captured using dot-votes at each of the public information events, and 
also within the online survey. The combined responses are shown below by service segment. 

Support for the fares was strong across all segments of the Highway 16 corridor. In response to 
suggestions for modification a number of general themes emerged: 

• Requests for further financial assistance/subsidy to those in need, with frequent mention of 
seniors/elders, students and people on social assistance. 

• Suggestions that fares could be higher, as long as those with low income could access sheets or 
tickets at a discounted rate. 

• Requests to make other existing transportation services cheaper. 

• Commentary in some communities that the fare might enable youth to travel without guardian 
consent. 

• Suggestion that lower fares should be considered in cases where the new Highway 16 services will 
overlap with shorter routes already in place, such as from Gitaus to Terrace or from Telkwa to 
Smithers. 

250 

200 

150 

100 1 
50 

o -

Response to Proposed Fares by se1ment 

Yes Yes with No Does not affect 
modifications me 

• Terrace to Prince Rupert Hazeltons to Terrace 
• Burns Lake to Smithers • Burns Lake to Prince George 

Figure 13: Public engagement event in Topley 
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Fare Responses by Community 

44 2 5 0 

2 0 1 0 

12 0 0 0 

20 0 0 0 

6 0 0 0 

17 3 0 0 

73 4 2 2 

11 0 0 0 

57 9 5 4 

33 5 1 5 

3 0 1 0 

20 4 3 0 

g 3 0 1 

1 0 0 0 

s 0 0 0 

3 1 0 0 

44 2 5 0 

9 1 0 0 

4 0 1 0 

7 0 0 0 

4 2 0 0 

3 0 0 0 

2 0 1 0 

6 3 0 1 

1 0 1 0 

17 3 1 0 

11 0 0 0 

70 9 5 1 
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Figure 14: Shelter example from Smithers, BC. 

Response to Proposed Stop and Shelter Locations 

Detailed feedback was received at each event in regards to proposed shelter and stop locations. This 
information has been provided to local Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure staff who are following 
up with the respective local governments, First Nations and property owners to confirm final locations. 

In general, response was positive. Key comments heard that are being taken into consideration as part of 
the revised plan and ongoing outreach to finalize infrastructure plans includes: 

• Request for the addition of a shelter in Kitsumkalum, Topley and Stellaquo. 

• Request to adjust local routing and shelter placement in Houston. 

• Request to adjust local routing in Nautley. 
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Regional Travel Patterns 

Both online and paper surveys asked respondents to identify their home community and outline regional 
daily, weekly, monthly, and yearly travel patterns. This latter aspect provides a robust understanding of 
travel demand between communities along the Highway 16 corridor. In tandem with public feedback 
received, this information will be used to help guide development of revised service proposals. 

Decker Lake (19%) Prince George {81%) Prince Rupert (23%) 

Fraser lake (8%) Smithers (56%) Smithers (21%) 

Endako(6%) Vanderhoof (40%} Hazelton (15%) 

Fort Fraser {43%) Vanderhoof (57%) Prince George (57%) Prince Rupert (57%) 

Fraser lake (29%} Fraser lake (43%) Smithers (29%) Hazelton (29%) 

Burns lake (14%) Prince George (43%) Fort Fraser (14%) Houston (29%) 

Fraser lake (55%) Vanderhoof (55%) Burns Lake (45%) Hazelton (27%) 

Nautley (18%) Prince George (45%) Endako (27%) Morlcetown (27%) 

Fort Fraser (9%) Fort Fraser {36%) Nautley (18%} Smithers {27%) 

Stellaquo (23%) Vanderhoof (52%) Prince George {50%) Smithers {36%) 

Fort Fraser (9%) Prince George (32%) Bums lake (43%) Prince Rupert (23%) 

Vanderhoof (7%) Fort Fraser (27%) Vanderhoof (25%} Terrace (23%) 

Fort Fraser (75%) Prince George (100%) Stellaquo (75%) Smithers (25%) 

Fraser Lake (25%) Vanderhoof (100%} Bums lake (50%) 

Fraser lake (50%) Endako (25%) 

Fraser Lake (29%) Vanderhoof (65%) Prince George (59%} Bums lake (29%) 

Vanderhoof (18%) Fraser lake (35%) Burns lake (29%) Endako (18%) 

Prince George (24%) Endako (18%) Smithers (18%) 

fort Fraser (3%) Prince George (36%) Prince George (51%} Burns lake (41%) 

Fraser Lake (3%) Fort Fraser (10%) Fraser lake {26%) Smithers (36%) 

Prince George (3%) Fraser Lake (8%} Fort Fraser {25%) Houston (26%) 

Prince George (64%) Prince George (18%) Vanderhoof (18%) Fraser Lake (27%) 

Round Lake (9%) Vanderhoof (9%) Burns lake (9%) Vanderhoof (27%) 

Smithers (9%) Terrace (9%) Fraser lake (9%) Fort Fraser (18%) 

Beaverley (8%) Vanderhoof (14%) Vanderhoof (26%) Burns Lake (27%) 

Vanderhoof (3%) Beaverley (7%) Burns lake (19%) Prince Rupert (22%) 

Burns Lake (4%) Fraser Lake (16%} Fraser lake (18%} 
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Weekly Monthly 

Decker Lake (5%) Decker Lake (19%) Prince George 81% Prince Ru ert (23%) 

Tlntagel {2%) Fraser Lake (8%) Smithers (56%) Smithers {21%) 

Endako (6%) Vanderhoof (40%) Hazelton (15%) 

Burns Lake (75%) Prince George (75%) Vanderhoof {50% 

Smithers (75%) 

Houston (75%) 

Houston 33% Burns Lake 47% Prince Geor e 47% Hazelton (27%) 

Burns lake 27%) Houston (40%) Smithers (20%) New Hazelton (27%) 

Smithers (40%) Bums Lake (13%) Prince Rupert (20%) 

Smithers 9% Smithers (61% Prince Geor e {36%) Prince Rupert (27%) 

Burns lake 21%) Bums Lake (27%) Bums Lake {24%) 

Telkwa (9%) Smithers (18%) Terrace (24%) 

Smithers (67%) Quick (50%) Burns Lake 50% Burns Lake (17%) 

Round Lake SO% Houston 33% Vanderhoof (17%} 

Tyee Lake (33%) Prince George {33%) 

Telkwa (5%) Telkwa (32%) Houston (41%) Burns lake (35%) 

Burns Lake (3%) Moricetown (14%) Burns Lake (35%) Prince George 32% 

Kispiox (3%} Tyee Lake (14%) Prince George (32%) Prince Rupert (27%) 
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New Hazelton (12%) Smithers {12%) Prince George (29%} Prince George (18%) 

Hazelton (12%) Burns Lake (6%) Gitanmaax/Terrace (18%) Prince Rupert (12%} 

Hazleton (46%) New Hazelton (38%) Terrace (54%) Prince Rupert (35%} 

Gltanmaax (38%) Gitanxmaax (31%) Prince George (35%) Prince George (23%) 

New Hazelton (23%} Smithers (31%) Smithers (31%) Kitimat (19%} 

Hazelton (67%) Gitanmaax (67%) Terrace (67%) Prince Rupert (67%) 

Gitanmaax (33%) Hagwilget {33%) Prince George (67%) Prince George (33%) 

Kispiox (33%) Smithers (33%) 

New Hazelton (77%) Smithers (69%) Terrace (54%) Prince Rupert (31%) 

Gltanmaax (62%) Terrace (31%) Prince George (38%) Prince George (23%) 

Two Mlle (46%) Kispiox (23%} Gitsegukla (31%) Bums Lake (15%) 

Hazelton (67%) Terrace (67%) Kispiox (67%) Kitimat (67%) 

New Hazelton (67%) Smithers (33%) Smithers (67%) Bums lake (33%) 

Glen Vowell (33%) Gltsegulda (33%) Prince George (67%} Prince George (33%) 

Hazelton (40%) Smithers (80%} Terrace (60%) Prince George (60%) 

New Hazelton (40%) Gltanmaax (40%) Gltwangak (20%) Prince Rupert (60%) 

Hagwilget (40%) Hazelton (40%) Smithers (20%) Bums Lake (40%) 

Hazelton {63%) Terrace (38%) Smithers (25%) Prince Rupert (28%) 

Gitanmaax (50%) Moricetown (13%) Terrace (25%) Prince George (25%) 

New Hazelton (50%} Smithers {13%) Prince George (25%) Bums lake (13%) 

Hazelton (25%) Smithers {100%) Terrace (25%) Prince Rupert (25%) 

Kispiox (25%) Gitanmaax (25%) Prince Rupert (25%) Prince George (25%) 

Two Mile (25%) Hazelton (25%) Prince George (25%) 

Hazelton (53%} Smithers {45%) Terrace (48%) Prince Rupert (40%) 

Gltanmaax (44%} Terrace {26%) Prince George (34%) Prince George (27%} 

New Hazelton (42%) New Hazelton (24%) Smithers (26%) Kitimat (16%) 

Hazelton (25%) Hazelton (63%) Smithers (38%) Prince Rupert (38%) 

New Hazelton (25%) Gitanmaax {50%) Terrace (25%) Port Edward (25%) 

Gitwangak {25%) Prince George {25%) Prince George (13%} 

Hazelton (17%) Terrace (50%) New Hazelton (33%) Prince George (28%} 

Terrace (17%) New Hazelton (33%) Terrace (33%) Prince Rupert (28%) 

Gitsegukla (11%) Hazelton (22%) Gitanmaax (28%) Smithers (22%} 

Terrace (70%) Kitimat (40%) Hazelton (30%) 

Prince George (30%) Prince George (20%} 

Prince Rupert (30%) 
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, Monthly 

Terrace (15%) Terrace (59%) Prince George (43%) 

Port Edward {10%) Prince George (13%) Smithers (24%) 

Kitimat (2%) Port Edward (12%) Burns Lake (11%} 

Prince Rupert (64%) Terrace (27%) Terrace (36%) Prince George (18%) 

Smithers (18%) Vanderhoof (18%) 

Prince George (18%} Kitimat (9%) 

Terrace (50%) Kitimat (20%) Prince Rupert (60%) Prince George (90%) 

Terrace (10%) Gitaus (20%) Prince Rupert (40%) 

Hazelton (20%) Burns lake (20%} 

Kitsumkalum (11%) Prince Rupert (17%) Prince Rupert (36%) Prince George {38%} 

Kltlmat (15%) Kitimat {28%) Smithers (30%) 

Kitsumkalum (9%) Smithers (25%) Burns lake (21%) 
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SUMMARY & NEXT STEPS 
The engagement process for the Highway 16 Inter-Community Transit Service has been a collaborative 
process, drawing on expertise from a wide variety of professionals, decision-makers, and community 
members. Generally, responses about the proposed inter-community transit have been positive. The most 
common concerns raised relate to further refinement of schedules-predominantly to enable longer time in 
the destination communities-or the desire to have further days of service. Continued communication to 
ensure the proposed transit services align with and complement existing end-to-end transportation providers 
and connecting services via the new Community Transportation Grant program will also be key. 

The responses from the engagement process have been tabulated and analyzed to support revisions to 
proposed service routing, schedules, fares, infrastructure and supporting policies. These resulting broad 
revisions will be presented to local decision makers for review and consideration when moving forward with 
implementation. 

Pending local approval, an Implementation Agreement Memorandum of Understanding will be signed 
between BC Transit and the sponsoring local government for the services. Once signed, the detailed work 
to implement service would begin. This work includes detailed scheduling, operational planning, developing 
a marketing and communications plan, infrastructure implementation, transit operating company agreement 
negotiations/procurement, vehicle preparation and finalization of budgets. 

The engagement results will help guide these detailed processes. In turn, information on implementation 
progress will be shared with local partners to enable additional opportunity for feedback to be brought 
forward as the project continues. 
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' Routing and stops in some areas are still subjecl lo minor changes 

Appendix B 
Highway 16 Action Plan: 
Inter-Community Transit 
DRAFT Detailed Route j 

and Stop Locations* 



Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
• • • • • • • • By Request Service 

B New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 

~ 
0 



Downtown Prince George (TBD) 

Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
• • • • • • • • By Request Service 

6 New Bus Stop 
t:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 



•••••••• 

B 
e 

> 

Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
By Request Service 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



•••••••• 

B 
(:) 

Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
By Request Service 

New Bus Stop 

Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 

Two stops {NB & SB) on Burrard 
near Victoria Street 
Precise location still under 
discussion with local 
stakeholders 

i!Nlt:.i=~ -·~ -~ 



Fort Fraser 

Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
••• ••••• By Request Service 

EJ New Bus Stop 
(:} Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 



Bus Routing (BL-PG} 
• • •• • • • • By Request Service 

l:) New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 



Stell at'en First Nation 

•••••••• 

B e 
I t> 

Bus Routing (BL-PG) 

By Request Service 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
• •• •• ••• By Request Service 

B New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 



Tingtagel 

--Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
•••••••• By Request Service 

B New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

, )New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
Bus Routing (BL-SM) 

B New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (BL-PG) 
Bus Routing (Bl-SM) 

El New Bus Stop 
(:J Existing Bus Stop 

• !> New Transit Shelter 

(J\ --



' 

El 
(:) 

Bus Routing (BL-SM) 
• By Request Service 

New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



Wet'sutwet'en First Nation 

Bus Routing {BL-SM) 
•• By Request Service 

EJ New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

+ > New Transit Shelter 



Broman/ Duncan Lake 

Bus Routing (BL-SM) 

' By Request Service 

El New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 



• 

Bus Routing (BL-SM) 
•• By Request Service 

l:) New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (BL-SM) 
By Request Service 

E) New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 

\J\ 
'tr 



Bus Routing (BL-SM) 
Existing Routing (SM-TE) 

B New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (BL-SM) 
Existing Routing (SM-TE) 
Existing Routing (HA-SM) 

E) New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 



Moricetown 

Existing Bus Routing 
• • • New Routing 

l:) New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 



Moricetown (Two Mile) 

Existing Bus Routing 
• , New Routing 

1:) New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 
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EJ 
(:) 

Existing Routing (HA-SM) 
New Bus Routing {HA-TE) 
Existing local Routing 

New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



Git~egukla (Hazeltons) 

-- New Bus Routing (HA-TE) 
--Existing Local Routing 

El New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

New Transit Shelter 



Gitwangak / Kitwanga 

l:) 
(:) 

> 

Bus Routing (HA-TR) 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



Bus Routing (HA-TR) 
Existing Route (TR-GI) 

EJ New Bus Stop 
(:) Existing Bus Stop 

• > New Transit Shelter 



El 
e 

} 

Bus Routing (HA-TR) 
Existing Local Route 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



••• Unillld S.1'¥Q: 

B 
(:) 

Existing Bus (TER-KIT} 
Bus Routing (HA-TER) 
Bus Routing (TER-PR) 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



EJ 
e 

I ;> 

~ - !:"'ll-pr.:'(i 

t:\t1 

Bus Routing (TR-PR) 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 

: J \1 
.J ' ·. \ 
~ . "' ... 

P . \ 

, ~ . •• ,~~' j . it l' 
I ~· ~ 

, n 

.. ' 



t:l 
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I > 

Bus Routing (TR-PR) 
New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 



Prince Rupert 

I:) 
(:) 

I ) 

Bus Routing (TR-PR) 

New Bus Stop 
Existing Bus Stop 
New Transit Shelter 

Pnnce Rupert ------. 
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