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Introduction

Report o bjectives

Theinvestigation ofegional and inteprovincial travel trends theNational Capital

Region (NCRJs divided into the followinghreecomponents

e firstly, identifying and describig key relationships between variablesorded in the
2005TRANS National CapitaRegion household origidestination QD) survey and
thereby providingan understanding of significant transportation characteristics and
patternsaacrosshe NCR(documentedeparately in the Part 1 report)

e secondly, using data from previous surveys in 1995 andih9&@ler to derive trends
andto compare these trends with those in other cities; and

e thirdly, using the existing data and identified tretmextrapolatgrojected
transportation patterrfsr future yeargor comparison with TRANS model forecasts

This reportcomprisingPars 2 and 3of the theestep procesdurther examinethe
indicators selectenh Part 1by comparing their values in 1986 and 1995, wiasaglable,
against the 2005 resultRart 2) Comparing the three yedesads taa list of significant
trendssubsequentlgxtrapolatedn Part 3.

Data used are taken from the three NCR ordgstination surveys, with the exception of
employment data (Jus bydistrict of work) which were provided separately by the City of
Ottawaor (for the 1996 Gatineau districts employment data) by the Ville de Gatineau
from Statistics Canada

Report s tructure

Thisreport is dividednto six chapterdetweertheintroductionandthe conclusion

following and expanding on the structure of the Part 1 repodorganizedas follows:

£ Demographic structure, illustrating populatiemployment&and household
characteristics across the National Capital Refescribed irChapter 2;

e Transportation activity, illustrating how the demographic characteristics described
previously influence the geographic attributes of trips, as well as the reasons for
which they are madg@escribed irChapter J,

E Modal shares, illustrating hotlie demographic, geographic andoigsed
characteristics identified above help to define what method of travel will be chosen
(described in Chapten4

E Public transituse investigating the transit stdmmponent of the overall modal share
in greater detil to determine what characteristics most appear to influence people in
choosing to make a transit tigescribed irChapter %

£ ldentification of overall trends, based on a comparison and analysis fafuir
previouschaptersgrouped into the categes of demographic shift, gender balance,
trip rates and transit/nemotorized mode shafeescribed irChapter & and
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e Extrapolation of major trenddased on those identified in the sixth parguggest
future impacts of these trends and provide a coisgaformodelledprojections
(described irChapter 7.

1.3 Study a rea

Exhibit 1-1 depicts the study areBor the purposes of this report, four levels of
aggregation are usgdepending on the type of indicat{ffor any given indicatqrone or
more may be used in order to show it more clgarly

Aggregation levels are:
e Overall (the National Capital Region as a whole)
e Provincial level (separation of the Ontario and Québec portions of the National
Capital Region (NCR
e Urban structural level (separation of city centndyan,suburban, and rural elements
of the Ontario and Québec portions of the NARthe exhibits that follow,
AOnt ari oo and AQu®beco are used to denot e
e District level (breakdown of data to the level of @@districts of the NCRwhich are

shown inExhibit 1-1).

Masson-Angers

Rural Northeast

Rural Northwest

Gatineau Est

Gatineau
Centre

Orléans

Hull
Périphérie

.. Ottawa Edst
ile de e ]
Hull ottalva
vo¢ Coplie '\

Ottawa
Inner Area
' Alta Vista

Plateau

Rural East

Rural West

ot
Merivale

Bayshore/
Cedarview

Hunt Club Rural Southeast

Kanata/

Stittsville Souireliﬁllgucestel/

South Nepear}\

.‘|
|
\k
Rural SOM \
SR

Exhibit 1-1: Geographical aea (rural districts not shown in full)
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The urban structural level separates the districts as follows:

E
E
E

M s M

FOR | [T

CentralOttawa (Ottawa Centre, Ottawa Inner Area

Central Gatinea(ile de Hully

Urban Ottawdinside greenbe)t (Alta Vista, Bayshore/Cedarview, Beacon Hill,
Hunt Club, Merivale, Ottaa East, Ottawa West);

Suburban Ottawéoutside greenbg@lt(Kanata/Stittsville, Orléans, South
Gloucester/Leitrim, South Nepean);

Urban Gatineau (Hull Périphérie);

SuburbarGatineau/Aylmer, Gatineau Centre, Gatineau Htateau)

Rural Ontario (rural est, west,southeast and southwest); and

Rural Québec (MasseAngers, rural northeast and northwest).
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2. Demographic Structure

This chapterdooks at how population (atesidentsaandall labour force participants) and
employmentas well as household attriestare distributed amongst the National Capital
Re gi o n 6 sandiwha thanges in these distribution patterns can be noted between
1986 and 2005This gives an initial highevelidentification oflikely trip flow patterns
(between areas of high pdgation and nearby areas of high employmealbjich is
investigated further in latehapters

2.1 Population and employment aistribution

Observedrends:

£ Population grows fastest in suburban areas, with Orléaesnost populous
districtin 2005(up from fifth in 1986)

e Jobs grow by 60% outside thentral Ottawadistricts, but only by 20% within
them. Between 1996 and 2005, employment in Tle de Hull decreases by 4%
employment elsewhere in Gatineau goes up by 30%.

e Beacon Hil, Kanata/Stittsville and Bayshore/Cedarview are net generators o
trips to workprior to 2005, but then become net attractdrghile Bayshore and
Kanata become net attractors, jobs in the adjacent Rural West have decreas
24% between 1995 and 2005.

E Many districts havencreasedheir number of jobs compardd number of
resident employees withogsulting inmore intradistrict work trips. Alta Vista
has 19,000 more jobs in 2005 than in 1995, but fewer Alta Vista residents w
that district. Baysbre has a similar pattern.

e Only Kanata/Stittsville has a large increase in job®(QD) for local residents,
and has become significantly more smihtained over time

£ On the Québec side, the population growth is in Plateau and the rural distric
with other districts showing slow or negative growth from 1986 to 2005.

e Female workforce participation has grown from 40% in 1986 to 45% in 2005
with Gatineau growing faster than Ottawa in this regard.

The population of the National Capital Region (NCR) in 2005 was 1,150r%18ding
865,6% residents othe 17 Ontariodistricts and 284,884 afie 9 Québedistrictsi a
ratio of 75%- 25% between the two sides of the Ottawa Rigempared with a ratio of
77%23% in 1986 and 74926% in 1995
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The geographical distribution of residentshe district level is shown iBxhibit 2-1,

with a comparable distribution of jobs (at the same scale) sholxhiibit 2-2. The
overallpopulation has increased frof88688 (1986) and 98890 (1995) This is an

overall annual rate of increaBem 1986 to 200%f 1.94% (1.83% in Ontario and 2.30%

in Québec), although Ottawa has grown faster than Gatineau sinceTh@9argest

areas of population growth over the-yi®arperiod are in suburban Ottawa outside the
greenbelt (3.36% annual rate) and the rural Québec districts (3.43% annual rate), both of
which nearly doubled their population from 1986 to 2005.

The most recent year (i.e. 2005) is shown at the top, with thedistent (1986) at the
bottom and 1995 in the middle.

RMNonheast
Rtw Northwest

\ # \ \
\_Soyth Gloucester/
eitrim \

2005 population

1995 population

o193 population
50000

\ » g
RW Squthvie,‘ ; ){\,

Exhibit 2-1: National Capital Region population totals, 19862005

Between 1986 and 2005, the number of jobs in the Ontario part NQRencreasedy

50%, from 34324610 514,093. This is an annual increase of 2.1%8ster than the
corresponding population growth either in the Ontario part of the NCR (1.84%) or in the
NCR as a whole (1.94%)Growth was substantially faster from 1995 to 2005 (2.49%
annually) than from 1986 to 1995 (1.77%)

Between 1996 and 2005, jobs in the Québec part of the NCR (1986 job data are not
available, and 1996 is used in place of 1995) increase by 20%, for an annual increase of
2.09%, which is lower than the equivaleatent trend for Ontario. While the Ontario
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districts added 112,000 jok®8% growth)between 1995 and 2005, the Québec districts
added 17,40021% growth)oetween 1996 and 2005.

The most recent year (i.e. 2005) is shown at the top, with the most di€186) at the
bottom and 1995 in the middI&986is shownwhere availableand 1996 is used for
Gatineau districts to represent 1995

Maison—Angers
Rurlal Northeast =

Rurlal Northwest

Gan‘neau Est

2N

Rur?l East |
\

\. R u‘al West

Ruri’al Southeast

) [x N - \
| A\ ' \ “
'f ! \_Soyth Gloucester/
o g eitrim \
B SN X /o \ ', 2005 jobs
7\ - e 1995 jobs
\ ‘TSOch ngedﬂ \ b o BESjebe
: N L2 N ) 50000

Ru‘al S\a\quthyvt

3

Exhibit 2-2: National Capital Region eanployment totals, 19862005

Exhibit 2-1 indicatedthat population on both sides of the Ottawa River is-disliributed
among the eastest suburban districts, with Orléaasdthe Ottawa InneAreahaving

the highest number of resideatisd Kanata/Stittsville growing into one of thighest
populated districtsIn contrastExhibit 2-2 shows a much more concentrated distribution
of jobs compared with thaif residentswith the focus on theentral areagstead of the
suburbsQutside the aatral areas, however, Alta Vista sithe highest concentration of
jobs,with most of the remaining urban andsuban jobs located mest Ottawa.
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Exhibit 2-3 provides a different look at the populatiqrankedby largestfor 2005first).
This shows Orléans as the most populous district, having surpassed other districts such as
Ottawa Inner Area, Bayshore and Alta Vista in recent years.

Orleans

Ottawa Inner Area
Kanata / Stittsville
Bayshore / Cedarview
Alta Vista
Merivale

South Nepean
Hunt Club
Gatineau Centre
Ottawa East

Hull Périphérie
Ottawa West
Gatineau Est
Aylmer

Beacon Hill

Rural Northeast
Rural Southwest
Rural Southeast
Rural West
Masson-Angers
Rural Northwest
Plateau

Rural East

South Gloucester / Leitrim
Tle de Hull
Ottawa Centre

1986

District

m 1995
m 2005

Q

20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000
Population

Exhibit 2-3: NCR population by district, 19862005

Exhibit 2-4 shows the distribution by age group, and how all age groups above 10 years
old have shown an increase between 1995 and E@®#bit 2-5 shows how the

distribution of the population by age has remained reasonably constant over time, though
with slight increases at the upper and lower ends.
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600,000

500,000

400,000

300,000 = 1986

200,000 11995

2005

100,000
,  mml mll N B

11-14 15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+

Age Range

Exhibit 2-4: NCR population by agegroup, 19862005

70%

60%

50%

40%

W 1986

30% M 1995

11-14 15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+

2005

20%

Exhibit 2-5: NCR population distribution by agegroup, 19862005

Considering the Ontario and Québec districts separateiy donebelow inExhibit 2-6,

it can be seen that, grouping the ages imtea categoriefor residents 11 and over

while Ontario districts are not showing any particular trend, the Québec districts are

showing a gradualging of the population. Thisisreflectedbg& c | i ne i n t he i
category comprised largely of studemind young workers and a gradual increase in the
ifiretireeo cat egowhjethe middleltategoey représerding the mane r

part of the workforce remains in the-68% rangeDue to this pattern, the trip rates for

the older category are liketo become more significant for Québec districts over time.
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Ontario11-24 Ontario 25-64 Ontario65+ Québec 11-24 Québec 25-64 Quéhec 65+

10% -

0% -

Exhibit 2-6: Ontario and Québecpopulation distribution by agegroup, 19862005
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As seen irExhibit 2-7, Exhibit 2-8 andExhibit 2-9, the populatiorand employment
growing predominantly outside the three central distr{ttsthe population chart,
ficentral ar e aeHulilaswell as thetwo Qttéime cebtialalistrimtdereas
the employment chagtare separateds for Gatineau there are employment data only for
1996 and 200F-or population, growth has been relatively constant over the two periods
of 19861995 and 198-2005, while forOttawaemployment, growth has accelerated
since 1995Thoughlle de Hullemployment has decreased by Bétween 1996 and
2005,in the rest of Gatineainere has been a 30% increase, leading to a total inénease
the Québec districtsf over 17,000 jobs during this time period.

450,000 0%
400,000
60%
350,000 1
300,000 . =0% i
- g
& 250,000 H £ 4% N
£
£ 200,000 i E 30% —| M Central Area
150,000 — .
20% - Outside Central Area
100,000 1
50,000 . 10% B
0 o 0% I
1986 to 19951986 to 2005 198610 1995 19E86to 2005
Change in Population Change in Population

Exhibit 2-7: Relative change in Central Areapopulation, 19862005

160,000 70%
140,000 60% u
120,000 —
50% |
« 100000 — g
2 = 40% |
E 80,000 — E
-
30% |
Z 50,000 o B Central Ottawa
40,000 ——— I - 0% - - Rest of Ottawa
g 0%
1986to 1995 19861to 2005 1986 to 1995 1086 tg 2005
Change in Employment Change in Employment

Exhibit 2-8: Relative change in Central Ottawa employment, 19862005
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20,000 3507
0% —
15000 — 250 |
209 ——m8m8— —]
= 10,000 | & lle de Hull
2 £15% —
E
= S10% ——— —
z 500 — £ Rest of
2% ] Gatineau
0 0%
-5%
-5,000 -10% :
Change in Employment Change in Employment

Exhibit 2-9: Relative change in Central Gatineau {le de Hull) enployment, 1996
2005

The central area population increase24900 from 1986 to 2005, or BDO from 1995
to 2005 percentage changesX8% and 17%espectivelyThis is similar to the 22% and
21% CBD population increases in Calgary and Vancouver from 1996 té, 2006
considerably more than the 4% in Montréal over the same pdhodgh less than the
54% in CBDpopulation growth experienced in Toronto between 1986 and 220%
between 1996 and 2006)

! Transportation Association of Canatlztban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Finap&t TAC,
December 2009, p.27

2 For comparisons with 1986 and 1987, the Montréal urban area refers to the island of Montréal, and the
Greater Toronto urban area includes the municipaliti@®aofnto, Pickering, Ajax, Oakville, Mississauga,
Brampton, Newnarket, Aurora, Rhmond Hill, Markham an&/aughan Comparisons with 1996 are made

to either the respective CMA or (if specified as such) the Existing Urban Area (EUA), i.e., the continually
urbanized area around the city centre, but not rural areasghboeeiring municipalities with an intervening
undeveloped sector. Full maps can be found in [Transportation Association of Garizda,

Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final RepbAC, December 2009, Appendix B].

% University of Toronto Data Mamgment Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data, PI86.

* Transportation Association of Canadlizban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final ReféxC,
December 2009, p.27

11

FOR | [T



National Capital Region Travel Trend Study

Parts 2 and 3 Final Report

TRANS Committee

Orleans Ottawa Centre
Ottawa Inner Area : Alta Victa e
Kanata / Stittsville . Ottawa Inner Area
Bayshore [/ Cedarview | Merivale T
Merivale R — Kanata / Stittsville g |
Alta Vista Bayshore / Cedarview |
South Mepean I Ottawa West [l
Gatineau Centre — Hull Périphérie [
Hunt Club — N fle de Hull —
Hull Périphérie — Ottawa East |
Gatineau Est | Beacon Hill g,
Ottawa East " Orleans g
Ottawa West |, Hunt Club [,
Aylmer . Gatineau Centre g 1588
Rural Mortheast g Gatineau Est g 1935
Beacon Hill | Aylmer g 2005
Rural Southeast [ South Nepean |
Rural Southwest [ Rural Southwest g
RuralWest | South Gloucester / Leitrim |
Masson-Angers Lk Masson-Angers |
Rural Northwest | g Rural Southeast
Plateay g RuralWest |
RuralEast g Rural Northwest
South Gloucester / Leitrim |y Rural Northeast
flede Hull |y Rural East
Ottawa Centre | Plateau
a 70000 40000 60000 0 40,000 80,000 120,000
Labour Force Jobs

Exhibit 2-10: NCR employed labour force and jobsby district, 19862005

Exhibit 2-10, above, compares labour for@ecluding onlyemployed residentgnd jobs
across all the distrist For Québec districts, 1986 jobs are unavailadned 1996 jobs are
used instead of 1995 jolSttawa Centre and Alta Vista have botlowh a substantial
increase in jobs in recent years, such that Alta Vista has passed Ottawa Inner Area as the
district with the second greatest number of jobs, while Orléans, Kanata/Stittsville and
South Nepean have the greatest increases in labour feramagahe case with
population) Exhibit 2-11 to Exhibit 2-16, on the following pages, illustrate for each
district the changes in population, labour force and employnetwelen the survey

years both in absolute and relative terridge can see from these a general decrease in
the labour force in urban areas such as Merivale, Alta Vista and Beacon Hill, while
suburban districts like South Nepean and Plateau increase siaigtant

In Gatineaupetween 1996 and 200e can note a significant increase in jobs in Hull
Périphérie (almost equal to the change in population and a much higher pejcanthge

®1996 job figures used for Québec districts in place of 1995 jobs

12
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a very large rate of increase in both population and employment in Rlsti@ding from
a low number in 1996.

Bayshare / Cedarview
Bayshore / Cedarview
Ottawa West
Oftawa West
Merivale
Merivale
B Change in Population, 1986
Hunt Club 01995
Hunt Club B Change in Population, 1986
to 2005
) Alta Vista B Changein Number of lobs,
Alta Vista 1986 to 1985
M Change in Number of lobs,
Beacon Hill 1986 to 2005
Beacon Hill
®m Change in Employed Labour

District
Ditrict

Force, 1986 to 1995

Ottawa East B Change in Employed Labour

Farce, 1986 to 2005

Ottawa East

Cttawa Inner Area
Ottawa Inner Area

Oftawa Centre

Ottawa Cenfre

-50% 0% 50% 100% 150%
-10,000 0 10,00020,000 30,000

Percent Change

Mumerical Change

Exhibit 2-11: Central/Urban Ottawa change inpopulation, ELF and jobs, 19862005
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Hull Périphérie Hull PEriphErie B Change in Population,

198610 1985

m Change in Population,
1986 to 2005

k. B Changein numberof
Jobs, 1996t0 2005
W Change in Employed
Labour Force, 1986 to
Tle de Hull Tle de Hull 1895
m Change in Employed
Labour Force, 1986 ta
2005
[H]

-5,000

District

District

5,000 10,000 15,000 -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60%

Numerical Change Percent Change

Exhibit 2-12: Central/Urban Gatin eauchange in populationand ELF, 19862005

Kanata / Stittsville Kanata / Stittsville

B Change in Population, 1986
to 1995

South Nepean South Nepean B Change in Population, 1986
to 2005

District
District

m Change in Number of lobs,

1986 to 1985
South Gloucester /

South Gloucester /
Leitrim

® Change in Mumber of Jobs,
Leitrim

1886 to0 2005

W Change in Employed Labour
Force, 198610 1995

B Change in Employed Labour

Force, 198610 2005
Orleans Orleans

-20000 0 20,000 40,000 60,000 -200% 0% 200% 400% 600%

MNumerical Change Percent Change

Exhibit 2-13: Suburban Ottawa change in population ELF and jobs, 19862005
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Gatineau Est Gatineau Est

Gatineau Centre Gatineau Centre

M Changein Population, 19860
1995

District

M Change in Population, 1986to

Aylmer Aylmer 2005

m Change in number of labs, 1996
to 2005

M Change in Employed Labour
Force, 1986 to 1995
Plateau
M Change in Employed Labour
Force, 1986 to 2005
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T
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Exhibit 2-14: Suburban Gatineauchange in populationand ELF, 19862005

o '

Rural Southwest

Rural West

m Change in Population, 1986t0

1945
Rural Southwest

M Change in Population, 198610
2005

W Change in Number of Jabs,
198610 1995

M Change in Number of Jobs,

Rural Southeast 1986to 2005

Rural Southeast

m Change in Employed Labour

Force, 198610 1995
M Change in Employed Labour
Force, 198610 2005
Bural East Rural East
0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 0% 100% 200% 300% 400% 500%
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Exhibit 2-15: Rural Ontario districts change in population ELF and jobs, 1986
2005
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Masson-Angers Masson-Angers

B Change in Population, 1986
Rural Morthgast to 1985

B Change in Population, 1986
to 2005

Rural Mortheast

Ditrict
District

M Change in number of lobs,

Rural Morthwest Rural Northdrest 199610 2005

Change in Employed Labour
Force, 1986 to 1995

5000 O 5000 10,000 15,000 20,000 -50% 0%  50% 100% 150% 200% ™ Changein Employed Labour

Force, 1986 to 2005
Numerical Change Numerical Change

Exhibit 2-16: Rural Québecdistricts change inpopulation and ELF, 19862005

Over the entire urban aregpfaoximated by taking alonir ur al 6 di stricts)
population increases 7% between 1986 and 2005, or 19% between 1996 and 2005.

This growth rate is similar to that of tB&eater Toronto urban aré43% between 1986

and 2008 or 19% between 1996 and 200énd considerably greater than that of

Montréal (6% between 1987 and 2008&)is between those of Vancouver (15% between

1996 and 2006) and Calgary (32% between 19862806).

Exhibit 2-17 compares the average number of workers per household at the district level.
Although there is somewhat of a trend towards lower average numbers of workers as
employment density increases@, to some extent, population density), the oveatits

are much closer togethtran population or employment. The higher rates in the rural

and newer suburban districts are consistent with expectatind$rave shown a decrease
over time as densitincreasesWe should nte also that the populations of the two
downtown centres and of the rural districts are small; meaning that the significance of
these 6extremitiesd may be distorted.

® University of Toronto Data Management Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data2AG&6

" Transportation Association of Canadlzban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final Refak€,
December 2009, p.27

8 Secrétariat aux enquétes Origibedination métropolitaines, Enquéte Origibestination 2008 Faits
Saillants, Agence métropolitaine de transport, 2008, p.14

® TAC, December 2009, p.27
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District

Rural Northeast
Plateau

Orleans

South Nepean
Rural Southeast
Rural East

Rural West

South Gloucester / Leitrim
Aylmer

Rural Southwest
Kanata / Stittsville
Gatineau East
Hunt Club

Rural Northwest
Gatineau Centre
Masson-Angers
Bayshore / Cedarview
Beacon Hill
Merivale
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Ottawa West
Ottawa East

Alta Vista

Ottawa Centre

Tle de Hull

|
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W 1995
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|
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Workers per Household

Exhibit 2-17: Workers per household, 19862005
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In contrast to thiselative similarity, the numbaeaf jobs per resident workéry district
features a huge difference between downtown OttaWweshahas grown from4 jobs per
resident worker in 1995 to 24 in 2Qa5 ile de Hull, which has remained at around 6
jobs per workerto rural areas with a small fraction of a job per worRdris pattern has
remained largely constant over timieghe full spread of district ratios is givenkxhibit
2-18, which expresses the comparison of jobs and workers presertighilyit 2-10in
terms of ratios.

Ottawa Centre
Tle de Hull
AltaVista

Merivale

Ottawa West
Beacon Hill
Ottawa Inner Area
Hull Périphérie
Kanata/ Stittsville

South Gloucester / Leitrim
Bayshore / Cedarview

Ottawa East

g Hunt Club
;% Gatineau Centre 1986
Rural Southwest 1995
m 2005

Masson-Angers
Aylmer

Rural East
Gatineau East
Rural West
Rural Southeast
Orleans

Rural Northwest
South Nepean

Plateau

Rural Northeast

°Wﬂﬂﬂl||lll|

5 10 15 20 25

Jobs per Worker

Exhibit 2-18: Jobs per resident worker by district, 19862005
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Alta Vista

Merivale

Ottawa West

Beacon Hill

Ottawa Inner Area
Hull Périphérie
Kanata [/ Stittsville
South Gloucester / Leitrim
Bayshore / Cedarview
Ottawa East

Hunt Club

Gatineau Centre

District

Rural Southwest
Masson-Angers
Aylmer

Rural East
Gatineau East 1986 m 1995 m 2005
Rural West
Rural Southeast
Orleans

Rural Northwest
South Nepean
Plateau

Rural Northeast

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5

Jobs per Worker

Exhibit 2-19: Jobs per resident worker by district (excluding downtown cores),
19862005

Employmentdata for the Québec districts anely available for 200and 19965so job
ratios for198 are just shown for Ontario districts, and 1996 is used to approximate 1995
in Gatineau.

Exhibit 2-19, above, excludes the two downtowns of Ott&eatreandile deHull. This
is because those two districts haweh a high job to resident worker ratio that it is
difficult to distinguish between the ratios of the remaining districts (Exbit 2-18)
when all are shown togethéme ratio of jobs to workers in Alta Vesitan now be seen
to have grown significantly between 1995 and 2@&n more dramatic chargare
noticed in South Gloucestand in Plateaubut here the absolute numbers for 29996
are quite small (only 700 joldsr South Gloucester, and 200 for fela) which accounts
for the impact on the ratio.
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In Exhibit 2-20, below, the number of jobs in each district is compared with the
employed labour force in that district to calculate the surplus or deficibs (@ttawa
Centre has 9600 more jobs than employed residents (an increase@@8ince 1995),
and other central and urban areas suchltasVista and Tle de Hull also have job
surpluses, while the majority of districts have memgployees than job©¢léans has a
deficit that has been increasing over time, from arourn@0®5n 1986 to 3®00 in
2005). Some districts have gone from being net generators of workers to being net
generators ofobs (such as Beacon Hill and Kanata/StittsvilleEnploymentdata arenot
available fothe Québec districts before 19®&it from 1996 (used instead of 1995) to
2005, the most noticeable change is in Hull Périphérie, which g&i@8 imore jobs than
workers.

The numbersn Exhibit 2-20 represent an estimate of the minimum necessary daily work
movementd$o and from each district based on the districtos
resident workerdn Exhibit 2-22, these areomparedvith the actual number of
externallyworking residentso assess how setbntained each district is.

Ottzwa Centre | e e
Alta Vista *I
Merivale _I
Tle de Hull —
Ottawa Inner Area _
Ottawa West _
Hull Peripherie |
L BeaconHill
— Kanata / Stittsville -
Emmmm Bayshore/ Cedarview |

Ottawa East

South Gloucester p 1986

- Rural East m 1905
_ﬂ Masson-Angers

ﬁ Rural Southwest | 2005
d Hunt Club
d Rural Morthwest
d Rural West
d Plateau
d Rural Southeast
—d Gatineau Centre
d Aylmer
_d Rural Northeast
ﬁ Gatineau Est
.— South Nepean
— Orleans

1
-40000 -20000 < o 20000 40000 £0000 80000 100000

Exhibit 2-20: NCR job-labour force surplus by district, 19862005
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Exhibit 2-22 shows how many additional work trips are required to and from each district
beyond those resulting from the imbalance between workers and jobs, and what
percentage of work trips made by residents of each district are made withintieé dist
This is a measure of the selbntainment of the district, or how efficient it is at providing
Jjobs for its residents, aThdsfartheusampl®i ni mi zi n
A Di st ddpicted inkbibit 2-21, therewould need to be a minimum ofdaily trips

to workacross the district boundary as there5angore resident workersah jobs. As

there are in fact 16rossboundarytripsto work, the surplus, such as is expressed for

NCR districts on the left sidef Exhibit 2-22, would be 5-5=10. Meanwhile, as there are

5 intradistrict work trips, the intralistrict percentage, such as is expressed for NCR
districts on the right side d&xhibit 2-22, would be 33%, 5 of the 15 workers who live

in the district also work there.

DISTRICT X 10
Workers: 15 Work
Jobs: 10 trips

\ O g8 5

Exhibit 2-21: Method of calculating surplus daily work trips

Some areas, such as Ottawa East, have similar numbers of workers ahdtjsbhsh a

large percentage of the resident workers travel elsewhere to their jobs (fewer than 15%
work in Ottawa East) that the actual number of work trips exceeds the minimum number
of work trips by over 40,000. In general, only Kanata/Stittsville srgglhave

significantly increased their percentage of irdrstrict work trips since 1986 (from 16%

to 31%, which puts this district behind only Ottawa Centrterims of theroportion of

its residents who work in the same distritt)Gatineau, only Rlteau has increased in
seltcontainment, due to the increase in jobs there from virtually none in 1986 .job

data were not available, and 1996 j¢ist not work tripsire used to represent 1995, for
the Québec districts.
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Alta Vista Alta Vista

Aylmer Ayimer
Bayshore / Cedarview Bayshore / Cedarview
Beacon Hill Beacon Hill

Gatineau Centre Gatineau Centre

Gatineau Est Gatineau Est
Hull Périphérie Hull Périphérie
Hunt Club Hunt Club
Tle de Hull flede Hull

Kanata / Stittsville Kanata / Stittsville

Masson-Angers Masson-Angers

Merivale Merivale

E Orleans Orleans
= m 1986

a Ottawa Centre Ottawa Centre
m1995

Ottawa East Ottawa East
= 2005

Ottawa Inner Area Ottawa Inner Area

Ottawa West Ottawa West

Plateau Plateau

Rural East Rural East

Rural Northeast Rural Northeast

Rural Northwest Rural Northwest
Rural Southeast Rural Southeast
Rural Southwest Rural Southwest
Rural West Rural West

South Gloucester / Leitrim south Gloucester / Leitrim

South Nepean South Nepean

a 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 90,000 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Difference between Surplus Jobs and Work Inflow Percentage of work trips that are intra-district

Exhibit 2-22: NCR extent of daily inter-district work travel , 19862005

Thefollowing series of exhibitgfor the NCR overall and for Ontario and Québec
separatelypreals the populatiordown by age group and occupation statasngaring

the three year$-or 1986 and 199hereweresome people (particularly between the ages
of 15 and 24) whavere classified aBoth workers and students;these cases anyone
who identified themselves asfull-time worker and student was includedhe full-time
worker category only, and anyone who identified themselves as a student atideart
worker was included in the student category only. Tié 8ge grouphas definitions of

a student that vary by survey, smisitted from the comparison.

22




TRANS Committee

National Capital Region Travel Trend Study

Parts 2 and 3 Final Report

m Nonworlkers / students
M Part-Time Employees
® Full-Time Employees

= Students

5009
S66T

9861

500¢

100%

90%

A= - - -
o © & © © © o©
® ~ ©® o I M o~

uonejndod jo agejuadiad

10%

0%

+
n
w0

55-64

~

20-24

15-19

Age Range

Exhibit 2-23: NCR population by age group and occupation statysl 9862005

m Non workers / students
m Part-Time Employees
B Full-Time Employees

m Students

00| | ——
S66T
o) L
SRR RN RN AR RNRRT R R
S66T) Tl
sssT N .
oot
s
986T
oo WL
96T T e
ool D
£ = £ 2 =2 2 2 £ £ = =8
8 88 RITREIRRES
=

uone|ndod jo a8ejuadiad

15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+

11-14

Age Range

Exhibit 2-24: Ontario population by age group and occupation statysl9862005
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1986
1995
2005
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W Nonworkers / students
= Students

M Part-Time Employees

Percentage of Population
w
(=]
=

M Full-Time Employees

11-14 15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+

Age Range

Exhibit 2-25: Québecpopulation by age group and occupation statys19862005

In Exhibit 2-23, Exhibit 2-24 andExhibit 2-25, above, similar demographic patterns are
shownfor both Ontario and @bec. The near 100% of students in the lower age range
and near 100%either studenor employed in the higdst agecategoryareas exgcted

for all three geographical breakdow@nce allowing for the fact that many pérhe
working students were not classified as such in 2005, the distribution appeies
across the three survey yeaakhough there is substantiatirop in fulktime employment
in the 2024 categorypetween 1986 and 19268 workers are replaced by studeatsd a
overalldrop in paritime employment between 1995 and 20@&h full-time

employment gaining)

If we combine the age categories, and remove thetipggtworkers that make the total
exceed 100%ye notice inExhibit 2-26 an overall drop in fultime employment from
51% to 48% between 1986 and 1995, and subsequent partial recovery to 49% in 2005.

55%
50%
45% -
40% —
35%
30%

W 1986

W 1995
2005

Full-time Part-time (non-student) Student Other

Exhibit 2-26: NCR employment status 19862005
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The exhibits beloveomparefull-time enploymentproportionsby gendeleach age
category adding up to 100%l)he balances are similar across geographic areas and age
groyos, other than in categories where the sample size is very suddilas 189 and

over 65 Between 1986 and 2005, the female share of the work force has increased from
40% to almost 45% across all age categdaétbough the 224 age category shows the
opposite trend as female representation has dropped below 50% over the same time
period). In 1986, women representggproximately the sanmshare of thdull-time work
force in Québec (40.3%@ndin Ontario (40.8%). By 2005, however, the Québec
proportionhad increased to 45.9%, while the Ontario equivalent had increased to only
44.5%, indicating that while female participation in the workforce is growing across the
NCR, it is growing fastest in Gatineau.

100%

1986 1995 2005
90%

80%

70%

60% -
50% -

m Male
40% - Female
30%
20%

10% -

0% -

15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+ Overall 15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+ Overall 15-19 20-24 25-54 55-64 65+ Overall

Age Range

Exhibit 2-27: NCR full -time labour force activity by age and gender19862005
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Exhibit 2-28: Ontario full -time labour force activity by age and geder, 19862006
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Exhibit 2-29: Québecfull -time labour force activity by age and gender1986:2005
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2.2 Urban densities

Observed trends:

e The dfference betweearban and suburén densities islecreasing over time

E No district shows a decrease in density; the fastest growing djstrict
percentagewisas South Gloucester/Leitrim (more tha®00% density
increase), while the slowest is Ottawa East (15%).

£ Kanata/Stittsville, Orléanand South Nepean add over 145,000 residents,
almost half the total NCR population increase.

e Alta Vista, Merivale and Bayshore/Cedarview add more jobs than residents

£ From 1995 to 2005, Ontario district density increases faster than Québec
district density

To show uban densities, thieve densestlistricts are separatdécm the remaining 21
due to the different magnde of density for these central are@ike spread ranges from
over 41,000 residents and jobs combined per square kilometre in @Qtéantrain 2005
(by far the densest of the districesxd up by 20% compared with 1996 fewerthan8
residents and jabper square kilometre in tiRral Westin 1986 For Québec districts,
density can only be shown for 2086d 1995 (using job numbers from 198@6)job
figuresare not available before that.

Thehighestabsolute increase density is found in Ottawa Ca (7,000 residents and

jobs combined Tle de Hull, in contrast, shows a slight declsiece 1995 but,
percentagewise, this is low compared with some of the suburban districts such as South
Nepean (increasing by four times) and Kanata/Stittsville (isangebya factor ofnearly
three timespetween 1986 and 200Although there are n@ntariodistricts that do not
experience at least a 15% increase in dessgitge 1986the urban districts such as

Ottawa Inner Area, Ottawa West and Ottawa East havé touer increases (180%)

than the suburhs&nd the only Gatineau districts to show large increases since 1995 are
the lowdensity Plateau and Rural Northeadtus, the trend has been to reduce the
disparities between urban and suburban density oved tim&986 the density of Ottawa
Inner Area was 26 times that of South Nepean, but in 2005 it was less than 8 times as
dense

From 1995 to 2005, the average density of districts in the Ontario part of the NCR

increased by 25%, while the average densityisifidts in the Québec part increased by
15%.
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Exhibit 2-30: Urban density (population and jobs)/sq km (central districts) 1986

2005
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Exhibit 2-31: Urban density (population and jobs) / sq km (suburban/rural
districts), 19862005
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The density of the Ontario part of the NCR increases from an overall aver@ab# of

people and jobs per square kilometre in 1986, through 383 in 1995 to 477 people and jobs
per sgiare kilometre in 2005. Excluding the rural districts, the equivalent numbers for
1986, 1995 and 2005 are 1,672, 1,951 and 2,422 people and jobs per square kilometre.
Density increases in all districts.

Looking aross Canaddhe 2005density approximatedosely to other urban areas, such

as Montréal (Z00 people and jobs per square kilometre), Vancouved@? and
Calgary (2200). Only Toronto, at,800, is significantly dens¢ilAC, 2009, p. 28).

2.3 Household ¢ haract eristics

Observed trends:

£ Household size remains relatively constant, but average number of vehicles
household increases by 5%

£ A larger percentage of households are inhabiting detached housing

e The number of twwehicle households is increasing faster thiaa number of
onevehicle households
The fastesgrowing household size is the eperson household
Average household sizes in Québec districts of the NCR have become smal
those in Ontario districts.

The survey examines households in several different ways; these include number of

people comprising the household, number of vehicles available for household use, and

type of structure that the household inhalistails of these attributes are displayed in

Exhibit 2-32, Exhibit 2-33 andExhibit 2-34, below.These are also displayed showing th
percentage of all households that fall into each categdgyfhibit 2-35, Exhibit 2-36 and

Exhibit 2-37. Dwelling types are shen only for 1986 and 2005. This is because the 1995
survey aggregated the types to fihouseo and
cannot be compared with the other years.

Household size has remained relatively constant in Ontario (averagingehe2wié and

2.54 people) while in Québec there has been a decreasing trend from 2.63 in 1986 to 2.43
in 2005. Consequently, average household sizes in the Québec part of the NCR have
become smaller than in the Ontario part. Both sectors reflect a tremavet to detached
housing, which has come to be preferred by a majority of households (55% in 2005,
compared with 47% in 1986)here is also a rising overall trend in numbevethicles

per household, (despite a drop from 1.34 to 1.27 from 1986 to 189&yerage

subsequently increased to 1.41 by 2005

% Density figures refer to the Existing Urban Area (EUA), as defined previously.
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Exhibit 2-32: NCR household characteristic§absolute numbers) 19862005
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Exhibit 2-33: Ontario household characteristics(absolute numbers) 19862005
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In Exhibit 2-38 andExhibit 2-39, the variation across the districts is shdamnaverage
number of vehicleper householdnd average household siz€ke pattern follows the
inverse of the urban density pattern showExhibit 2-30 andExhibit 2-31. There is,
however, not much veation over time, other thamccasiondy in suburban districts.
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Exhibit 2-38: Average vehicles per household by districtl 9862005
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Exhibit 2-39: Average people per household by district, 1988005

2.4 Conclusion

This chapterhas identified the following trends between 1986 and 2005:
E

The areas of largegrowth in terms oboth populationandemployment are the
suburbs, wth central areas growing only by-18% and areas outside the centres
growing by nearly 60% on average,;

The disparities in urban density between suburban and urban areas have been
decreasing over time;
Some districts outside the central areas have beoetrgenerators of jobs, such as
Hull Périphérie Beacon Hill and Kanata/Stittsville;

Some districts have moved toward a much higher proportion of their labour force
working within the district (Merivale), but others have gone in the opposite direction
(Ottawa East);
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e The female share of the workforce has increased over time from approximately 40%
to approximately 45%;

e The proportion of households living in detached housing and the average number of
vehicles per household habethincreased, despite the asge household size
remaining approximately the same.

The nextchapterfocuses on linking tapopulation employment and household attributes
through the analysis of trip patterns.
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3.

3.1

BHR

Transportation Activity
This chapterexpands on the demographic informatpresented previously by looking at

historicaltrip flow patterns in terms of origin and destinatigariation by time period
andhow farthe purposegof trips affect their distribution.

Trip distribution patterns

Observedrends:

E No identifiable change can been in average (straighine) trip lengths

£ Trip rates per capita decline in all peak periods (for example, from 0.60 to 0.
in the AM peak)

E  23% of AM peak trips are destined to suburban areas in 2005, compared wi
12% in 1986

£ Intra-urban area trips she only a small increase

The averagestraightline length of a trip varies considerably depending on its point of
origin or destination and the density of that origin or destinaEghibit 3-1, below,
indicates the extent of this disparityrdm an averag2005trip length of 14.7 km in the
rural Ontario portion of the NCR to only 5.9 kmthre urban Ontario proportion
(downtown Ottawa)The distribution patterns by destination were found to be almost
identical.Although it appearthat the tips from rural areas appear to be increasing in
length over time (though data were not available for 1986), while the shorter suburban or
urbanrorigin trips do not show the same tendeljops are moving to the suburbs as well
as residents}his is largey due to a sudden change in average trip length in the Rural
West which is likely affected by a small sample sitem 8.5 km in 1995 to 17.0 km in
2005, rather than an overall rural trend.
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Exhibit 3-1: Changes intrip length distribution by origin district type , 19952005

Details of the trip flow numbers between aggregated districts (urban, rural, and so on
are giverfor each of the three yearsTable3-1 to Table3-9, below.Also shown are

trip rates (based on population of the origin district for AM anepetik trips, and
population of the destination district for PM trips) and the percentage of all tripathat e
OD pairing represent3rip rates by purpose are shown in the next secliba.tables are
colour-coded so that the highesblume flows appear darker for quick referefe can
note that these are mainly inta@ea trips or those to or from Centrdtava).Origin
districts are shown in rows, and destination districts in columns.

The survey data indicate there is a significant drop in AM trip rateslj9&&, despite the
overall 18% increase in AM peak trips. There is a pattern of trip redistribuiibrine
percentage destined to central and urban Ottawa decreasing over time (from 73% of trips
in 1986 to just 62% in 2005) and more trips to suburban areas taking their place (up from
12% to 23% over the same time frame). Overall, the EUA has a pt tgprate of

0.60 in the AM peak in 1986, dropping to 0.51 in 2005. This is within the same range as
Toronto (0.51 in 1986, 0.48 in 2006and Montréal (0.55 in 1987, 0.58 in 20608

™ University of TorontdData Management Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data; 2085
12 Secrétariat aux enquétes Origidestination métropolitaines, Enquéte Origbestination 2008 Faits
Saillants, Agence métropolitaine de transport, 2008, p.20
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Table 3-1: AM peak period trips between aggregated districts2005

Central Central Urban Urban Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
AM PEAK FLOWS| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 288140 1750 1697( 850 2160 550 430 190 51720
Central Gatineau 1180 1020 1220 840 240 550 40 90| 516(
Urban Ottawa 50920 4290 13124d 2370 1418(Q 1340 3600 420 20836(
Urban Gatineau 4390 3920 2970 9480 330 3100 110] 620 2492(
Suburban Ottawa 24420 1970 46860 1580 56900 700 4130 220 13677(
Suburban Gatineau 12570 6360 11410 1264(Q 1750 31710 480 1930 7884
Rural Ontario 5280 390 12710 260 7710 260 11730 50 3838(
Rural Quebec 2870 2400 3000 5030 530) 8830 80| 7880 30620
Total 130440 22090 226380 33044 83790 4703( 20610 11400 57476(
AM PEAK TRIP
RATES (BY
ORIGIN Central Central Urban Urban Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 0.30 0.02) 0.18 0.01 0.02 0.014 0.00 0.00 0.59
Central Gatineau 0.13] 0.12) 0.14 0.10 0.03} 0.06} 0.00 0.01 0.59
Urban Ottawa 0.12 0.01] 0.31 0.01 0.03} 0.00 0.04] 0.09 0.49
Urban Gatineau 0.09 0.08 0.06} 0.19 0.014 0.06} 0.00 0.01 0.5¢
Suburban Ottawa 0.09 0.044 0.18 0.01 0.22 0.00 0.02] 0.0d 0.52
Suburban Gatineau 0.08} 0.04 0.07] 0.08 0.0 0.20 0.00 0.01 0.5¢
Rural Ontario 0.06} 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.09 0.0 0.14 0.0d 0.44
Rural Quebec 0.04) 0.03 0.04) 0.07] 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.11 0.44
Total 0.114 0.02 0.20 0.03] 0.07| 0.04] 0.02] 0.01] 0.5¢
AM PEAK Central Central Urban Urban Suburban] Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 5.0% 0.3% 3.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 9.0%
Central Gatineau 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9%
Urban Ottawa 8.9% 0.7% 22.8% 0.4% 2.59% 0.2% 0.6% 0.1% 36.39
Urban Gatineau 0.8% 0.7%) 0.5% 1.6% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 4.3%
Suburban Ottawa 4.2% 0.3%) 8.2% 0.3% 9.9% 0.1% 0.7% 0.0% 23.89
Suburban Gatineau 2.2% 1.1%) 2.0% 2.2% 0.3% 5.5% 0.1% 0.3% 13.7%
Rural Ontario 0.9% 0.1% 2.2% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 6.7%
Rural Quebec 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.9% 0.1% 1.5%) 0.0% 1.49 5.3%
Total 22.7% 3.8% 39.4% 5.7% 14.6% 8.2% 3.6% 2.0%
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Table 3-2: AM peak periodtrips between aggregated districts1995

Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
AM PEAK FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 27180 2480 16570 690 1180 530 250 70 4896(
Central Gatineau 1570 1480 1290 1340 30 500 0 100 6314
Urban Ottawa 50230 4880 126690 1690 7600 570 2560 220 19444(
Urban Gatineau 3560 3720 2670 9130 280 2290 60 32( 22014
Suburban Ottawa 19014 2010 3592( 630) 2827( 160 3170 80 8926(
Suburban Gatineau 1133( 7140 9810 9890Q 650 31040 110 1204 7117(
Rural Ontario 4210 400) 11750 120 4800 60 11150 20 3250(
Rural Quebec 2750 1740 2190 2460 200) 3790 10| 762( 2076(
Total 11984( 23830 20689(¢ 25950 43014 3894( 17310 9630 48540(
AM PEAK TRIP RATES Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
(BY ORIGIN RESIDENTS)| Ottawa | fle de Hull] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario | Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 0.33 0.03 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.0d 0.60
Tle de Hull 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.13 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.59
Urban Ottawa 0.13 0.01 0.33 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.0d 0.51
Urban Gatineau 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.20 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.49
Suburban Ottawa 0.11 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.16) 0.00 0.02 0.0d 0.52
Suburban Gatineau 0.08 0.05 0.07] 0.07] 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.49
Rural Ontario 0.06 0.01 0.17 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.16 0.0d 0.44
Rural Quebec 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.15 0.40
Total 0.13 0.02 0.22 0.03 0.04 0.04} 0.02 0.01 0.51
AM PEAK Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | fle de Hull] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 5.6% 0.5% 3.4% 0.1%) 0.2%) 0.1%) 0.1% 0.0% 10.19
Tle de Hull 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3%
Urban Ottawa 10.3% 1.0% 26.19% 0.3% 1.6% 0.1%) 0.5% 0.0% 40.19
Urban Gatineau 0.7% 0.8% 0.5%) 1.9% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 4.5%
Suburban Ottawa 3.9% 0.4% 7.4% 0.1%) 5.8%) 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 18.49
Suburban Gatineau 2.3% 1.5% 2.0% 2.0% 0.1%) 6.4% 0.0% 0.2% 14.79
Rural Ontario 0.9% 0.1% 2.4%) 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 6.7%
Rural Quebec 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0%| 0.8% 0.0% 1.6% 4.3%
Total 24.79% 4.9% 42.6% 5.3% 8.9% 8.0%) 3.6% 2.0%
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Table 3-3: AM peak periodtrips betweenaggregated districts 1986

Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
AM PEAK FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 32480 3550 18320 870 960 410 170 100 5686(
Central Gatineau 1340 2350 1380 1580 30 640 0 0 7330
Urban Ottawa 65000 7030 122160 1810 5900 930 1550 100 20449(
Urban Gatineau 3920 3750 2910 8700 110 2280 0 210 2189(¢
Suburban Ottawa 17520 2040 26930 740) 16240 80 890 0 6444(
Suburban Gatineau 1087( 6070 6870 7140 300 18720 70 33( 5036
Rural Ontario 4650 530) 9200 210 3250 110 6430 20 2439(
Rural Quebec 2490 1440 1910 2300 70 2200 0 676( 1716(
Total 13827( 26750 189680 23344 2687( 2536( 9120 7520 44691(
AM PEAK TRIP RATES Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
(BY ORIGIN RESIDENTS)| Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 0.43 0.05 0.24 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.0d 0.75
Central Gatineau 0.12 0.21] 0.12 0.14 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.0d 0.65
Urban Ottawa 0.19 0.02 0.35 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.0d 0.59
Urban Gatineau 0.10 0.10 0.07] 0.22 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.56
Suburban Ottawa 0.16 0.02 0.25 0.01 0.15 0.00 0.01 0.0d 0.60
Suburban Gatineau 0.11 0.06 0.07] 0.07] 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.0d 0.51
Rural Ontario 0.13 0.01 0.26 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.18 0.0d 0.69
Rural Quebec 0.07] 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.19 0.47
Total 0.18 0.04 0.25 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.60
AM PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 7.3% 0.8% 4.1% 0.2%) 0.2%) 0.1%) 0.0% 0.0% 12.79
Central Gatineau 0.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6%
Urban Ottawa 14.59% 1.6% 27.39% 0.4% 1.3% 0.2%) 0.3% 0.0% 45.8Y
Urban Gatineau 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 1.9% 0.0%) 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.99%
Suburban Ottawa 3.9% 0.5% 6.0% 0.2% 3.6%) 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 14.49
Suburban Gatineau 2.4% 1.4% 1.5% 1.6% 0.1%) 4.2%) 0.0% 0.1% 11.39
Rural Ontario 1.0% 0.1% 2.1% 0.0%) 0.7% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 5.5%
Rural Quebec 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%| 0.5% 0.0%| 0.5% 0.0% 1.5% 3.8
Total 30.99% 6.0% 42.4% 5.2% 6.0% 5.7% 2.0% 1.7%
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Table 3-4: PM peak periodtrips between aggregated districts2005

Central | Central | Urban Urban | Suburbar] Suburbar] Rural Rural
PM PEAK FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineay] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ontario | Quebec| Total
Central Ottawa 40050 1430 49050 4430 2149(Q 1180( 4360 3290 13591(
Central Gatineau 1810 1180 3740 3590 1910 5790 230 2160 20414
Urban Ottawa 23530 10900  15988( 3530 4685( 10780 12200 344q 26130(
Urban Gatineau 1210 1520 2600 12420 1310 12760 190 4750 3676
Suburban Ottawa 3850 210 20030 680 6084( 1900 7370 570 9544(
Suburban Gatineau 1270 850 2380 4980 770 40620 330 830( 5949(
Rural Ontario 880 30 5220 90 5630 620 9690 270 2242(
Rural Quebec 430 110} 800 820 260 3590 100 895( 15050
Total 7303( 6410 24369(Q 30550 139050 8786( 34450 31730 64677(
PM PEAK TRIP RATES (BY Central | Central | Urban Urban | Suburbar] Suburbar] Rural Rural
DEST RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineay] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ontario | Quebec| Total
Central Ottawa 0.42 0.16| 0.12 0.09 0.08] 0.08] 0.05 0.0 0.17
Central Gatineau 0.02] 0.13 0.01 0.07] 0.0 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.02
Urban Ottawa 0.25 0.12 0.38 0.07] 0.18 0.07] 0.14 0.0 0.23
Urban Gatineau 0.0 0.17] 0.01 0.25 0.00 0.08] 0.00 0.07 0.03
Suburban Ottawa 0.04 0.02| 0.05 0.0 0.23 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.09
Suburban Gatineau 0.0 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.26| 0.00 0.17 0.05
Rural Ontario 0.01 0.00| 0.01 0.00 0.02] 0.00] 0.12] 0.04 0.02
Rural Quebec 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02) 0.00 0.02] 0.00 0.13 0.01
Total 0.77] 0.73 0.57] 0.62 0.53 0.56] 0.41 0.46 0.59

Central | Central | Urban Urban | Suburbar] Suburbar] Rural Rural
PM PEAK PERCENTAGEY Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ontario | Quebec| Total
Central Ottawa 6.2% 0.2% 7.6% 0.7% 3.3% 1.8% 0.7% 0.5% 21.09
Central Gatineau 0.3% 0.2% 0.6%9 0.6% 0.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.3% 3.29
Urban Ottawa 3.6% 0.2% 24.7% 0.5% 7.2% 1.7% 1.9% 0.5% 40.49
Urban Gatineau 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 1.9% 0.2% 2.0% 0.0% 0.7% 5.7%
Suburban Ottawa 0.6% 0.0% 3.1% 0.1% 9.4%) 0.3% 1.1% 0.1% 14.89
Suburban Gatineau 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.8% 0.1% 6.3% 0.1% 1.39% 9.2%
Rural Ontario 0.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.1% 1.5% 0.0% 3.5%
Rural Quebec 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 1.49% 2.3%
Total 11.3% 1.0%  37.7% 47% 2159 13.69 5.3% 4.9%
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Table 3-5: PM peak periodtrips between aggregated distigts, 1995

Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
PM PEAK FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 4030( 1320 4732( 3440 16800 10570 3840 2514 12611(
Central Gatineau 2660 1950 4370 4280 1580 6890 380 1680 2378(
Urban Ottawa 22430 1710 155700 2780 3180( 9070 11250 2130 23687(
Urban Gatineau 990 1670 1600 13590 470 10390 140 228( 31134
Suburban Ottawa 1780 70 11590 260 3506( 680 5430 33( 5519(
Suburban Gatineau 1030 1040 1380 3730 240 4184Q 90 3930 5328(
Rural Ontario 510 20 3990 10 3900 200 11490 40 20174
Rural Quebec 340 80 220 600 80 2230 50 975( 1335(
Total 70030 7860 22617( 28690 8994( 8187( 32670 226440 55988
PM PEAK TRIP RATES Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
(BY DEST RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 0.49 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.13
Central Gatineau 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.07
Urban Ottawa 0.27] 0.16| 0.41f 0.06| 0.18 0.06 0.16 0.04 0.25
Urban Gatineau 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.04 0.03
Suburban Ottawa 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.20 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.06
Suburban Gatineau 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.09 0.06
Rural Ontario 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.17 0.0d 0.07
Rural Quebec 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.19 0.01
Total 0.86 0.74 0.59 0.64 0.52 0.57 0.48 0.44 0.59
PM PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 7.2% 0.2% 8.5%) 0.6% 3.0%) 1.9% 0.7% 0.4% 22.59
Central Gatineau 0.5% 0.3% 0.8%) 0.8%) 0.3% 1.2% 0.1% 0.3% 4.29%
Urban Ottawa 4.0% 0.3% 27.89% 0.5%) 5.7% 1.6% 2.0% 0.4% 42.39
Urban Gatineau 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 2.4% 0.1%) 1.9% 0.0% 0.4% 5.6%
Suburban Ottawa 0.3% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0%) 6.3% 0.1% 1.0% 0.19% 9.9%
Suburban Gatineau 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0%) 7.5% 0.0% 0.7% 9.5%
Rural Ontario 0.1% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%) 0.7% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0% 3.6%
Rural Quebec 0.1% 0.0%, 0.0% 0.1%| 0.0%| 0.4%| 0.0% 1.7% 2.4%
Total 12.59% 1.4% 40.4% 5.1%) 16.19% 14.6% 5.8% 4.0%
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Table 3-6: PM peak period trips between aggregated districts1986

Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
PM PEAK FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 4203( 1700 65040 4500 14690 10770 3380 2104 14420(
Central Gatineau 4170 2540 7080 4580 1630 5520 420 1160 2709¢
Urban Ottawa 25610 1380 158210 3090 23114 6370 9090 1480 22835(
Urban Gatineau 1140 2280 1780 12250 710) 6800 190 1950 27104
Suburban Ottawa 1750 50 9480 170 2123( 170 3570 150 3658(
Suburban Gatineau 1140 860 1730 2520 210 20174 20 1970 28614
Rural Ontario 290 0 2600 0 1510 50 5820 0 1027(
Rural Quebec 180 130 530) 490 40 870 0 589( 813(
Total 76310 8940 246430 27600 6313( 5073( 22480 14710 51033(
PM PEAK TRIP RATES Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural
(BY DEST RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 0.56 0.15 0.19 0.11 0.14) 0.11 0.10 0.06 0.19
Central Gatineau 0.06 0.23 0.02 0.12 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.04
Urban Ottawa 0.34 0.12] 0.46| 0.08| 0.21 0.07 0.26 0.04 0.30
Urban Gatineau 0.02 0.20 0.01 0.3 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.05 0.04
Suburban Ottawa 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.10 0.0d 0.05
Suburban Gatineau 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.05 0.04
Rural Ontario 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.16 0.0d 0.0]
Rural Quebec 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.16 0.01
Total 1.0 0.79 0.71] 0.70 0.58 0.52 0.64 0.40 0.64
PM PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 8.2% 0.3% 12.79% 0.9%) 2.9% 2.1% 0.7% 0.4% 28.39
Central Gatineau 0.8% 0.5% 1.4% 0.9%) 0.3% 1.1% 0.1% 0.2% 5.3%
Urban Ottawa 5.0% 0.3% 31.09 0.6% 4.5%) 1.2% 1.8% 0.3% 44.79
Urban Gatineau 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 2.4% 0.1%) 1.3% 0.0% 0.4% 5.3%
Suburban Ottawa 0.3% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%4 7.2%
Suburban Gatineau 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.0%) 4.0% 0.0% 0.4% 5.6%
Rural Ontario 0.1% 0.0% 0.5%) 0.0%) 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 2.0%
Rural Quebec 0.0%, 0.0%, 0.1% 0.1%| 0.0%| 0.2% 0.0% 1.2% 1.6%
Total 15.09 1.8% 48.3% 5.4% 12.49% 9.9% 4.4% 2.9%

As with the AM, PM peak trip rates alsbowa decrease between 1986 and 1995,
although the 1995 and 2005 rates are clog®e.PM, as a neanirror image of the AM,
shows the same trend where central and urban Ottawa become less of a focus point for
attracting trips in the AM and producing them in the PM, and suburban Ottawa and
Gatineau take on a greater role.
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Table 3-7: Midday off-peak periodtrips between aggregated districts2005

MIDDAY OFF PEAK Central | Central | Urban Urban | Suburbar| Suburbany Rural Rural

FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ontario | Quebec| Total
Central Ottawa 70320 1100 4413(Q 1980 9350 3960 2350 910 13410(
Central Gatineau 1650 2090 1340 3150 580 2110 20 580 11514
Urban Ottawa 4737( 1290 259700 2630 3510( 5490 8900 2180 36266(
Urban Gatineau 2150 2340 2340 21410 670 10420 160} 291( 4240(
Suburban Ottawa 10030 420 351440 600 9329( 790 8890 560 14971(
Suburban Gatineau 3510 1600 4610 10020 850 53940 160, 6900 8158(
Rural Ontario 2260 60 9440 90 8530 280) 15240 140 3603(
Rural Quebec 1060 350 1750 2510 360 5530 90 1315( 2481(
Total 13834 9250 358440 42380 148744 82510 35810 27330 84281(
MIDDAY OFF-PEAK TRIP

RATES (BY ORIGIN Central | Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburbanf Rural Rural
RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario | Quebec| Total
Central Ottawa 0.74 0.01 0.47 0.02 0.10 0.04 0.02 0.01 1.41
Central Gatineau 0.19 0.24 0.15 0.36 0.07] 0.24 0.00 0.07 1.32
Urban Ottawa 0.11 0.00 0.61) 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.85
Urban Gatineau 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.43 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.04 0.89
Suburban Ottawa 0.04 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.57
Suburban Gatineau 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.34 0.00 0.04 0.52
Rural Ontario 0.03 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.43
Rural Quebec 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.19 0.39
Total 0.12 0.01 0.31 0.04 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.73
OFF-PEAK Central | Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburbary Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario | Quebec| Total
Central Ottawa 8.3% 0.1% 5.2% 0.2%) 1.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 15.99
Central Gatineau 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 1.4%
Urban Ottawa 5.6% 0.2%) 30.8% 0.3% 4.2% 0.7% 1.1% 0.3% 43.09
Urban Gatineau 0.3%) 0.3%) 0.3% 2.5%) 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.3% 5.0%
Suburban Ottawa 1.2%) 0.0% 4.2%) 0.1%) 11.1% 0.1% 1.1% 0.1% 17.89
Suburban Gatineau 0.4% 0.2%) 0.5% 1.2% 0.1% 6.4% 0.0% 0.8% 9.7%
Rural Ontario 0.3% 0.0%) 1.1% 0.09%9 1.0%) 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 4.39%
Rural Quebec 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 1.6% 2.9%
Total 16.49% 1.1% 42.5% 5.0%) 17.6% 9.8% 4.2% 3.2%
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Table 3-8: Midday off-peak periodtrips between aggregated districts1995

MIDDAY OFF PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural

FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 73400 1780 3933d 1740 4750 2630 860 670 12515(
Central Gatineau 1770 3730 1210 3530 190 2060 80 270 1285(
Urban Ottawa 4145( 1030 251310 1870 2331 3890 7220 94( 331014
Urban Gatineau 2190 3060 2080 21830 260 7080 30 1400 37934
Suburban Ottawa 5610 140 2028d 210 46300 240 5750 130 78660
Suburban Gatineau 3250 2010 3150 6600 200 5652( 110 3920 75750
Rural Ontario 1210 10 7570 20 5990 70 18270 30 3316(
Rural Quebec 740 180 800 1490 130 3270 30 1285( 1949(
Total 129614 1194Q 325720 3730( 8113( 7576( 3235(0 20204 71401(
MIDDAY OFF-PEAK

TRIP RATES (BY ORIGIN|] Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural

RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 0.90 0.02 0.48 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.01 1.53
Central Gatineau 0.17 0.35 0.11] 0.33 0.02 0.19 0.01 0.03 1.2
Urban Ottawa 0.11 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.0d 0.86
Urban Gatineau 0.05 0.07] 0.05 0.49 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.03 0.89
Suburban Ottawa 0.03 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.27 0.00 0.03 0.0d 0.46
Suburban Gatineau 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.39 0.00 0.03 0.52
Rural Ontario 0.02 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.27 0.0d 0.49
Rural Quebec 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.25 0.39
Total 0.14 0.01 0.34 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.75
OFF-PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 10.3% 0.2% 5.5% 0.2%) 0.7% 0.4%) 0.1% 0.1% 17.59
Central Gatineau 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.5%) 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8%
Urban Ottawa 5.8% 0.1% 35.29% 0.3% 3.3% 0.5%) 1.0% 0.1% 46.49
Urban Gatineau 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 3.1% 0.0%) 1.0% 0.0% 0.2% 5.3%
Suburban Ottawa 0.8% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0%) 6.5%) 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 11.09
Suburban Gatineau 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.9%) 0.0%) 7.9% 0.0% 0.5% 10.69
Rural Ontario 0.2% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 4.6%
Rural Quebec 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%| 0.2% 0.0%| 0.5% 0.0% 1.8% 2.7%
Total 18.294 1.7% 45.6% 5.2%) 11.49% 10.6% 4.5% 2.8%
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Table 3-9: Midday off-peak periodtrips between aggregated districts1986

MIDDAY OFF PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural

FLOWS Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 76760 3960 5542( 2920 4510 3380 970 55( 14846(
Central Gatineau 3880 4650 1780 4240 270) 2030 70 290 1720(
Urban Ottawa 58220 2090 25735( 1670 17620 4340 5920 49(Q 347714
Urban Gatineau 3530 4350 2610 200140 120 4700 0 98( 36314
Suburban Ottawa 3670 220) 16040 130 2366( 200 2630 70 4662(
Suburban Gatineau 3330 1650 3540 5260 170 33214 90 1580 4883(
Rural Ontario 1000 20 5790 20 2360 20 9010 50 1825(
Rural Quebec 740 420 770) 1270 110 1500 0 609( 1090(
Total 15113( 17360 343290 3551( 4882( 49380 18690 10090 67429(
MIDDAY OFF-PEAK

TRIP RATES (BY ORIGIN|] Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban] Rural Rural

RESIDENTS) Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 1.02 0.05 0.73 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.01 0.0% 1.97
Central Gatineau 0.34 0.41] 0.16 0.38 0.02 0.18 0.01 0.03 1.53
Urban Ottawa 0.17 0.01 0.74 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.0d 1.01
Urban Gatineau 0.09 0.11] 0.07] 0.51] 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.03 0.97
Suburban Ottawa 0.03 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.02 0.0d 0.43
Suburban Gatineau 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.34) 0.00 0.02 0.50
Rural Ontario 0.03 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.25 0.0d 0.57
Rural Quebec 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.04} 0.00 0.17 0.30
Total 0.20 0.02 0.46 0.05 0.07] 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.90
OFF-PEAK Central Central Urban Urban | Suburban| Suburban| Rural Rural
PERCENTAGES Ottawa | Gatineau] Ottawa | Gatineau| Ottawa | Gatineau| Ontario Quebec Total
Central Ottawa 11.49% 0.6% 8.2% 0.4%) 0.7% 0.5%) 0.1% 0.1% 22.09
Central Gatineau 0.6% 0.7% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6%
Urban Ottawa 8.6% 0.3% 38.29 0.2%) 2.6%) 0.6%) 0.9% 0.1% 51.69
Urban Gatineau 0.5% 0.6% 0.4% 3.0% 0.0%) 0.7%) 0.0% 0.1% 5.4%
Suburban Ottawa 0.5% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0%) 3.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 6.9%
Suburban Gatineau 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0%) 4.9%) 0.0% 0.2% 7.2%
Rural Ontario 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 2.7%
Rural Quebec 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%| 0.2% 0.0%| 0.2% 0.0% 0.9% 1.6%
Total 22.49% 2.6% 50.99% 5.3% 7.2% 7.3% 2.8% 1.5%

In the middayinter-peakperiod(covering trips that start from 9:00 AM to 3:29 PiAigre
are more trips overall than in either individuahkgebutonly by around 2€80%, andthe
time period is twice as lond\s with the peak periods, there is a large drop in trip rate
from 1986 to 1995, and a small one from 1995 to 2008re is also a similar (though
not unidirectionallyfocused) redistribiion of trips towards suburban areas over time.
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3.2 Worktrip profile s

Observed trends:

e Distance travelled to work shows no clear variation over time, though there i
slight increase for Ontario and a slight decrease in Québec to reduce the dig
between provincial averages
Nonmotorized commutascrease from 7% to 9% of work trips
For residents of the three central districts and Ottawa Westnmotorized
commutes increase from 22% to 30% of work trips

Theaverage distance travelled to get to work by district is indicateshibit 3-2 for
1995 and 2005 (distancts 1986 are unavailable).

The mean distance travelled to work is 9.3 km in 2005K@& #h Ontario and 9.&min
Québecxompared with 10.0 km in 1995 (&6 in Ontario and 10.8&m in Québec), so

the difference between provinces is narrowing as agthe trip length decreasing

overall. However, if we look just at the urban area as defined in Seztibthemean
distancas 8.0 km for both years, suggesting that the change in trip length is confined to
rural areasAs work trip lengths are not available for the Rural East and Rural West
districts, and these districts could be expected to raise the average trip length, the urban
area comparison is likely a more accurate representation of theTrendparent

variation in the rural south districts should be considered in combination with the
understanding that these are small sample sizes due to the low district populations.
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District of Residence

Rural West

Rural Northwest
Masson-Angers
Rural Southwest
Rural Southeast
Rural East

Rural Northeast
Orleans

Kanata / Stittsville
South Gloucester / Leitrim
South Nepean
Aylmer

Gatineau Est
Bayshore / Cedarview
Hunt Club
Gatineau Centre
Beacon Hill
Plateau

Merivale

Alta Vista

Ottawa West

Hull Péripheérie
Ottawa East

fle de Hull

Ottawa Inner Area
Ottawa Centre
Quebec Average
Ontario Average
MNCR Average

11995
m 2005

5 10 15 20 25

Average Work Trip Length {km)

Exhibit 3-2: Average work trip length, 19952005
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The following exhibits consider thosénho travel to work by nomotorized means
(walking or cycling). This comparison is separated into two p&ibit 3-3 to Exhibit

3-5 andExhibit 3-6 to Exhibit 3-8, because of the great difference in percentage of non
motorized travellers between dense urban areas and muclspneagl out suburban and
rural districts.

The overall percentages of people using-natorized means (walking or cycling) to get
to work go from 6.9% in 1986 to 6.4% in 1995 and 8.9% in 2B6b6comparison,
equivalent percentag@s Toronto are 3.0% @86)2, 5.8% (1996) and 6.0% (2006); in
Montréal, 7.2% (1996) and 7.5% (2006); in Calgary, 5.5% (1996 and 2006); and in
Vancouver, 7.5% (1996) and 8.0% (2006). Thus, none of these other Canadian cities
exceed the Ottaw&atineau nommotorized commute perotage for 2005.

The average in the four densest districts is 21.9% in 1986, 27.7% in 1995 and 29.5% in
2005.

Ottawa Centre
Ottawa Inner Area
fle de Hull

Ottawa West

District

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Percentage of Work Trips

m Walk Bike

Exhibit 3-3: Percentage of noamotorized commuters (walk + bike)by place of
residencein high-density areas, 2005

Ottawa Centre
Ottawa Inner Area
fle de Hull

Ottawa West

District

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Percentage of Work Trips

m Walk Bike

Exhibit 3-4: Percentage of noAmotorized commuters (walk + bike by place of
residence inhigh-density areas, 1995

13 University of TorontdData Management Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data; 2085
1 Transportation Association of Canadllztban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final Report
TAC, December 2009, p.44
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Ottawa Centre

fle de Hull

Ottawa Inner Area
Ottawa West

District

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Percentage of Work Trips

m Walk Bike

Exhibit 3-5: Percentage of noamotorized commuters (walk + bike) by place of
residence inhigh-density areas, 1986

Ottawa East

Hull Périphérie
Merivale

Alta Vista

Beacon Hill
Plateau
Bayshore / Cedarview
Hunt Club
Gatineau Centre
Aylmer
Masson-Angers
Orleans

Rural Northwest
Kanata / Stittsville
Gatineau Est
Rural Southeast
Rural East

South Nepean
Rural West

Rural Southwest
South Gloucester / Leitrim
Rural Northeast

District

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10%

Percentage of Work Trips

mWalk Bike

Exhibit 3-6: Percentage of noAmotorized commuters (walk + bike)by place of
residencein suburban and rural areas, 2005
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Ottawa East

Alta Vista

Beacon Hill
Masson-Angers
Merivale

Hull Périphérie
Bayshore / Cedarview
Orleans

South Gloucester / Leitrim
Aylmer

Hunt Club

Rural Northwest
South Nepean
Gatineau Centre
Rural Southwest
Rural West
Gatineau Est
Rural Southeast
Kanata / Stittsville
Plateau

Rural Northeast
Rural East

District

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7% 8% 9% 10%
Percentage of Work Trips

mwWalk Bike

Exhibit 3-7: Percentage of noAmotorized commuters (walk + bike) by place of
residence n suburban and rural areas, 1995

Ottawa East *_
Hull Périphérie
Hunt Club
Gatineau Centre
Masson-Angers
Alta Vista %
Rural Northeast
Rural Northwest
Merivale
Bayshore / Cedarview '
Gatineau Est #

South Nepean I I
Beacon Hill

Plateau #
Rural Southeast I
Orleans
|——
—

District

Kanata / Stittsville
Aylmer

Rural Southwest

Rural East

Rural West

South Gloucester / Leitrim

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7%

Percentage of Work Trips

m Walk Bike

Exhibit 3-8: Percentage of nonmotorized commuters (walk + bikg by place of
residence n suburban and rural areas, 1986
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3.3 Trips by purpose

Observedirends:

e All purposes of trips increase in number between 1986 and 2005, but vpsrk t
do not increase as fast as the population (the other purposes keep a reason
constant trip rate)

E  Work trips decline between 1986 and 1995 from 0.67/capita to 0.48/capita, &
then to 0.47/capita by 2005.

Exhibit 3-9 to Exhibit 3-12 showdetailed breakdowspof trip purposescross the NCR

for peakperiod travel. Work and school trips dominate the AM peak, with most trips in
the PM peak being to return horferesumably mainly from work and schadlyhile

overall there is a gjht increase from 1986 to 2005, the trip rgteps per resident over

the age of 103how a dexease over the same time period, reflecting how the increase in
number of (especially) work trips have not kept pace with the increase in number of jobs.

350,000

300,000

250,000 |-

200,000 |

150,000 |- 1986
1995

100,000 |- = 2005

50,000 | .
o | l

Work or Work School Serve Passenger Return Home Other
Related

Number of Trips

Trip Purpose

Exhibit 3-9: Trip breakdown by detailed destination purpose AM peak periods
19862005)
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if; 1986
= 1995
W 2005
Work or Work Related School Serve Passenger Return Home Other
Trip Purpose
Exhibit 3-10: Trip rate breakdown by detailed destination purpose (M peak
periods, 19862005)
500,000
450,000
400,000
350,000
£ 300,000
=
; 250,000
_E 1986
3 200,000 m 1995
150,000 = 2005
100,000
50,000
o L
Work or Work School Serve Passenger Return Home Other
Related
Trip Purpose
Exhibit 3-11: Trip breakdown by detailed destination purpose PM peak periods,
1986:2005)
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0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3 1986

Trip Rate

1995

0.2 W 2005

0.1

0 —— I

Work or Work Related School Serve Passenger Return Home Other

Trip Purpose

Exhibit 3-12: Trip rate breakdown by detailed destination purpose (PM peak
periods, 19862005)

Table3-10, below, shows how the overall trip rates in the main workigg categories
(between 20 and 64) have declined steadily over time (other than-8#csegoy in
Québec districts), while othege categories have declined less or increased.

Table 3-10: Trip rates by age group and region

Age Group 1986 1995 2009

11-14 2.67 2.90 2.87

15-19 2.95 3.13 2.94

20-24 3.28 3.08 2.52

NCR [25-54 3.51 3.36 2.96
55-64 2.87 2.76 2.70

65+ 2.31 2.07 2.17
Overall 3.19 3.09 2.79

11-14 2.75 2.86 2.84

15-19 3.09 3.14 3.09

20-24 3.38 3.10 2.54
Ontario |25-54 3.66 3.40 3.02
55-64 3.08 2.83 2.84

65+ 2.52 2.16 2.24
Overall 3.33 3.12 2.84

11-14 2.47 2.94 2.89

15-19 2.57 3.07 2.73

20-24 2.95 3.02 2.44
Québec]|25-54 3.07 3.18 2.79
55-64 2.13 2.49 2.39

65+ 1.12 0.82 1.771
Overall 2.74 2.88 2.60
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There is an evident decline in the work trip rate A®86, both in thé\M peak (when

the bulk of trips to work occur), and over 24 hours, so the decrease is not due-to peak
spreading. The decrease is also not due to a proportional reduction in the labgaisforce
trips peremployedworker also decline. However, as seen in

Table3-11, Toronto(the extended urban ares$o shows decrease, though less

pronounced and more linear, since 1986, so the trend is not unique to the NCR. The 2005
NCR trip rates are comparable, though slightyher, to those found in Toronto in 2006.

Table 3-11: Comparison of work trip r ates, 19862006°

NCR Trips to work  [Work trips per capita [Work trips per worke
Year AM Peak|All day [AM Peak (Allday |AM Peak |All day
198§ 288,652 501,882 0.38 0.67 0.71 1.23
1995 272,367 459,913 0.28 0.48 0.57 0.9
2005 319,753 542,372 0.28 0.47 0.59 1.0
Toronto Trips to work |Work trips per capita |Work trips per worke
Year AM Peak|All day [AM Peak (Allday |AM Peak |All day
198 972,3881,533,676 0.3 0.49 0.55 0.87
199 984,7741,749,72% 0.29 0.44 0.52 0.93
200§ 1,115,0232,002,219 0.24 0.44 0.49 0.89
Conclusion

This chapteras identified the following trends between 1986 and 2005:

E Average trip lengths byistrict (19952005) do not show any significant change,
except for possibly in rural areas, where the low overall numbers make it difficult to
assessWork trips arealso of similar length between 1995 and 2005.

e While the overall numbers of most types mbs increase, the corresponding trip rates
decreasgi.e. the numbers of trips do not grow as fast as the population. This is
noticed for all three time periods.

e Work tripsdecrease from 1986 to 1995, although afterwards they climb again and
surpass the986 number by 2005.

E There is a decreaswer time in trips to and from central and urban areas (in all time
periods) in favour of an increase in trips to and from suburban Ottawa and Gatineau.

e There is a small increase in the percentage ofmotorized conmutes (7% to 9%)
between 1986 and 2005, a trend that is more visible in the four highest density
districts (which show a 21% to 29% increase).

e The work trip rate declines abruptly from 1986 to 1995, and then stabilizes (at a level
more comparable with bér cities) from 1995 to 2005Suggesting a more reliable
trend for future extrapolatiois the one observetlring this later periad

!5 Toronto numbers are taken from the TTS, using the diefinif the Greater Toronto urban area
described in Sectio®.1
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4. Modal Shares

This chapter following on from the isolation of trip characteristics such as purposes and

times, breaks tps down further into the possible modes that can be used to complete the
trip. It looks at different demographic characteristics, such as occupation and possession
of a driverds |licence, t
well as how purpose and location influence the choice of mode.

4.1 Mode availability

TRANS Committee

O assess the impac

E Rat e

Observed trends:
o flicedceposessiord remains neaonstant by occupation status
and location
E The average number of vehicles per worker in amarson household climbs
from 1.1 to 1.6 between 1986 and 2005, a 45% increase. There is a 20% ina
for two-person households.

The mode chosen to make trips is to some extent determined by household or personal

attributes.

Wi t or anuavailable vahicléhe autedrise modes rmin ¢ e

an option, while possessing a transit pass makes choosing transit veryBiebjit 4-1,
Exhibit 4-2 andExhibit 4-3 describe how licence possessioniesbetween occupation
groupsand yearsfor the NCR, Ontario and Québec, respectivBtydents age 10 or

younger are excluded as they are counted differently in each survey.

- 100%
o 80%
ﬂ.l (k] —
g o
€5 60% -
SE 40% T 1986
a a o
E S 20% |- 1995
e 0
@ 0% 2005
= Total Full-Time Part-Time Students Other
Population Employees Employees
Occupation Status
Exhibit 4-1: NCRdr i ver 6s | i cence hol #9865 by occupat
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Licensed Percentage of

Population

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

Total
Population

Full-Time

Part-Time

Employees Employees

Occupation Status

Students Other

1986
11995
m 2005

Exhibit 4-220nt ari o drivero6s | i cenc@o8R006bder s
. 100%
o
w 80%
&
‘5’ 5 60%
= ' 40% 1986
3
8 a 0
20%
e ; = 1995
0
3 ° ™ 2005
pr Total Full-Time Part-Time Students Other
Population Employees Employees
Occupation Status
Exhibit 4-3: Qu®bec driverds | i cencle862005 der s

by

by

In Exhibit 4-4, below, thepercentages of the population with transit passes are shown for

each region and occupation type el are shown only for 2005 as data are unavailable

for earlier years.
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45%
40%

35%

30%

25%

20% ® NCR

15% .

10% Ontario
59 Quebec
0% N

Total Full-Time Part-Time Students Other
Population Employees Employees

Percentage of Population

Occupation Status

Exhibit 4-4: Transit pass holders by occupation status, 2005

In Exhibit 4-5, Exhibit 4-6 andExhibit 4-7, we can see that the number of vehicles per
number of workers (car sufficiency) at a household lbaslincreased over time, with

similar trends visible foboth Ontario and Québec (apart from 5 or moeeson

households, but there are a comparatively low number of these). In the ensuing series of
exhibits Exhibit 4-8, Exhibit 4-9 andExhibit 4-10), the percentage changes are shown
directly to indicate the effect of time and there we see that, with the cited exception of
large households in Québec, all the trends are positive overTimaehanges are much

more prominent from 1995 to 2005 than from 1986 to 1995, despite there being only one
additional year in the later peripand are especially noted for eperson households

(note that the ratios are aggregated over all househottle shme size, and many ene
person households will have a car but no workers).
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. 1.8
2
£ 1.6
=
= 1.4
3
S 1.2
o e
2 é 1.0
S 3 1986
t% 1995
5 0.6
=3 M 2005
z 0.4
o
'S 0.2
e
a 0.0
1 2 3 4 5+
Number of People in Household
Exhibit 4-5: NCR vehicle sufficiency per worker,1986:2005
- 1.8
o
g 1.6
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E 1.4
=
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L= ™ 1995
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o
o
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=
3 0.0
1 2 3 4 5+
Number of People in Household
Exhibit 4-6: Ontario vehicle sufficiency per worker,19862005
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1.8

1.6

1.4

1.2

1.0

1986
0.8 |-

= 1995
06 = 2005

0.4

0.2 -

Sufficiency (Number of Vehicles / Number of
Workers)

0.0

1 2 3 4 5+

Number of People in Household

Exhibit 4-7: Québec vehicle sufficiency per worker19862005

60%
50%
40%
30%

20% - 1986to 1995
10% | I . . l M 1986 to 2005
0%

1 2 3 4 5+

Number of People in Household

Percentage Change in
Sufficiency (Vehicles per
Worker)

Exhibit 4-8: NCR change in \ehicle suficiency per worker by district, 19862005

60%
50%
40%
30%

20% 1986 to 1995
10% |- ] . l ® 1986 to 2005
0%

1 2 3 4 5+

Number of People in Household

Percentage Change in
Sufficiency (Vehicles per
Worker)

Exhibit 4-9: Ontario change in vehicle sufficiency per worker by district, 1986005
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4.2

BHR

60%
50%
40%
30%
20% H
10% 1986 to 1995
0%
-10%
-20%

1986 to 2005

Percentage Change in
Sufficiency (Vehicles per
Worker)

1 2 3 4 5+

Number of People in Household

Exhibit 4-10: Québec chang in vehicle sufficiency per worker by district, 19862005

Mode choice overview

Observedrends:
e Transit mode share from 1986 to 2005 decreases from 18% to 15%, althoug
1995 to 2005 trend is positive (13% to 15%) and there is an increase in Gat
£ Walk mode share increases from 7% to 11%.
= Auto mode share remains almost the same
Overall umbers of trips increase by similar percentages in all three time per

A general look at mode shares and how they are affegtdtelpurpose of the trip in the
NCR ispresentedn Exhibit 4-11 to Exhibit 4-15, with influenceof time period instead of
purpose shown subsequentlyErhibit 4-16 andExhibit 4-17. Trip purposes are
displayed sepately for clarity.

In the 1986 survey, school buses were included in a bus category, so in the comparisons

with other years done below they are included with transit. However, this only affects
school and return home t rleisueand mélicahtaps,as t r i p
well as any that do not fall into any of the other described categories.

There is a marked increase in auto drive tigpsvork and retursfhome purposes

between 1995 and 2005, but this only maintains the auto mode skarettie overall

greater number of trips, while the transit mode share increases despite this being less
evident from the absolute numbers of trips. Nootorized autopassenger and other

modes show smaller increases, although there is no mode thaisdedreabsolute

number of trips between 1995chR005. 1986 appears to have a greaverall number

of transit trips (remembering that this is including school buses) 1995 with 39000
compared with 321,000 in 1995ut the numbers increase agai 84,000 in 2005.

Transit mode share decreases from 18% to 13% before recovering to 15%. The difference
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is mainly assumed by walk trips, which increase from 7% in 1986 to 11% in the later
years.

The overall number of work trips goes from 502,000 in 1988000 in 2005. This, an
increase of 8.0%, is comparable with the increases in Toronto from 1986 to 2008)(6.4%
or in Montréal from 1987 to 2008 (8.5%

400,000

350,000

300,000 |-

250,000

200,000 |- 1986

w1995

Number of Trips

150,000
2005

100,000 |

50,000

Auto-driver Auto-passenger Public transit and Taxi Bicycle Walk Other
School Bus

0

Mode

Exhibit 4-11: Work trip breakdown by mode, 19862005

120,000

100,000

80,000
60,000 1986
1995
40,000 ®2005
= “
0

Auto-driver Auto-passenger Publictransit and Taxi Bicycle Walk Other
School Bus

Number of Trips

Mode

Exhibit 4-12: School trip breakdown by mode, 1986005

18 University of Toronto Data Management Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data20G&6
" Secrétariat aux enquétes Origidestination métropolitaines, Engjie OrigineDestination 2008 Faits
Saillants, Agence métropolitaine de transport, 2008, p.19
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40,000
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0 - e

Auto-driver Auto-passenger Publictransit and Taxi Bicycle Walk Other
School Bus
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Exhibit 4-13: Serve passenger trip breakdown by mode, 1985005
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School Bus
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Exhibit 4-14: Return home trip breakdown by mode, 19862005
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Exhibit 4-15: Other trip breakdown by mode, 19862005
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In Exhibit 4-16, below,the total number of tripsicreases for all time periodsy a
consistent amount for each, thus maintaining a similar daily time profile.

900,000

800,000

700,000

600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000
100,000

0

Number of Trips

AM Peak (6:30-8:59)  Off-Peak (9:00-15:29)

Time Period

PM Peak (15:30-17:59)

1986
11995
W 2005

Exhibit 4-16: Trip breakdown by time of day, 19862005
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Exhibit 4-17: Trip breakdown by modeand time period, 19862005

Examining the modes in detail as shown abd@sehibit 4-17) shows that we have in
effect fourmodes (autalrive, auto passenger, public transit/ school &og walking)
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with othershavingminimal influenceThe distribution between times of day by mode
does not show any major variations from 1986 to 2005.

The mode shares for each of the three time periodshaken directlyfrom Exhibit 4-18

to Exhibit 4-26. It should be noted that in 1986, school bus numbers are included as part
of public transit, which is why the school busge is shown as 0% for thyear.

However, there is stith markety larger transit share fdr986 than for the other years,

even when this is taken into account, for all time periods.

The overalltransit mode share is 18% for 1986, 13% for 1995 and fd5%Z005. A
decrease for a similar timeframe was also noticed in Montréal (25% in 1987 to 21% in
2008}® and in Toronto (25% in 1986 to 19% in 2086 algary (9% in 1996, 8% in
20065° and Vancouver (11% in 1996, 10% in 2006) also have shown decreasas over
more recent spaMeanwhile, the nomotorized mode share has climbed in the NCR
from 8% in 1986 to 12% in 2005, and this trend is also seen in other cities, including
Calgary (11% to 16% from 1996 to 2006), and Vancouver (12% to 13% from 1996 to
2006).However, Montréal (13% to 11% from 1987 to 2008) and Toronto (10%soto 9
from 1986 to 2006) @ not follow the same pattern.

B Auto Driver

W Auto Passenger

m Public Transit

B School Bus

B Taxi

m Bicycle

m Walk

= Motorcycle
Other

Exhibit 4-18: 2005modeshare (AM peak period)

18 Secrétariat aux enquétes Origibestination métropolitaines, Enquéte OrigiDestination 2008 Faits
Saillants, Agence métropolitaine de transport, 2008, p.20

¥ University of Toronto Data Management Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data20G&6

# Transportation Association of Canadlzban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final Report
TAC, December 2009, p.33
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Exhibit 4-19: 1995modeshare (AM peak period)
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Exhibit 4-20: 1986modeshare (AM peak period)
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Exhibit 4-21: 2005mode share (PM peak period)
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Exhibit 4-22: 1995modeshare (PM peak period)
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Exhibit 4-23: 1986modeshare (PM peak period)
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Exhibit 4-24: 2005mode share (midday off-peak period)
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Exhibit 4-25: 1995modeshare (midday off-peak period)
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The following series of exhibits present the varying influence of occupation status on
mode choice over time, both in absolute numbers of trips and overall percentages of trips.
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Exhibit 4-27: Trip breakdown by mode and occupation status(absolute numbers)
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Exhibit 4-28: Trip breakdown by mode and occupation status (percentages), 2005
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Exhibit 4-29: Trip breakdown by mode and occupation statugabsolute numbers)
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Exhibit 4-30: Trip breakdown by mode and occupation status (percentages), 1995
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Exhibit 4-31: Trip breakdown by mode and occupation statugabsolute numbers),
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Exhibit 4-32: Trip breakdown by mode and occupation status (percentages), 1986

We can see frorixhibit 4-33, below, that there is an increasing trend in the percentage

ofdr i

ver 6s

| iwlcoept todrive upfrond A6 is 1986 to 63% in 2005.

However, the numbaeaf licensed drivers who opt to take transgiaincreases, at least
from 1995 to 2005. The number of overall tnfakers without licencegriesfrom 16%
of trips in 1986 to 19% in 1995 and 10% in 2@%s does not include trips made by
people under 11 years of ag€jansit pass holder relationpliwere also reported in Part
1, but these data are not available for the earlier years.
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Exhibit 4-33: Trip breakdown by mode and licence status19862005

Exhibit 4-34, below, illustrates the number of daily trips made per resident of the NCR,
by mode. As before, an overall decline in trip rate for motorized modes can be seen
possibly in connection with the decrease in the percentage -oifiellworkers
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Exhibit 4-34: Modal trip rate trends by licence status, 19862005

FromExhibit 4-35, it can be seen that there is a notable increase in male auto passenger
mode sha¥ in 1995 at the expense of drive mode share, but the 1986 pattern is resumed
in 2005. Other modes are relatively constant.
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Exhibit 4-35: Trip breakdown by mode and gender 19862005
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Exhibit 4-36: Male auto driver mode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-37: Male auto passengemode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-38: Male transit / school busmode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-39: Male non-motorized mode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-40: Male dtherdmode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-41: Femaleauto driver mode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-42: Femde auto passengemode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-43: Femaletransit / school busmode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-44: Femalenon-motorized mode share by age group, 1988005
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Exhibit 4-45: Female ®therémode share by age group, 1988005

From the above exhibits we can note an increase in the auto drive mode share for women
25 and over, while auto passenger and transit show a corresponding decline. Meanwhile,
the male auto drive mode share for men 25 and over has remained essentially the same,

meaning thathe difference between the genders is narrowirtgis regard
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4.3 Mode chor ce by location

Observedrends:

e For trips to and from the Ottawa CBD, the auto drive mode share was higher th|
the transit mode share in 1995, but lower in 1986 and 2005.

E The auto mode share $igenerally increased to over 50%, while transit mode sha
has decresed to below 25% for tripthat end in Ontario. Transit within Gatineau;
however, shows indications of an increased share

The following charts, fronfExhibit 4-46 to Exhibit 4-50, describe the variation of mode
share over time. The drop in transih@daschool bus) mode share from 1986 to 1995,
while drive and passenger shares increaseayrigplarly noticeable in Ontario, where the
transit mode shares are higher initially than in Quélmet986 thered a noticeable
difference between origin tramsnode shags in Ontario (31%) and Québ@3%), with
destinations (30% and 27%) much more similar, but by 2005 transit mode share in
Ontario by origin has decreased to 27% while the Québec equivalent has risen to 25%.
Québec transit shares decrease beten 1986 and 1995, which may be partly due to
the removal of provincial public transportation funding in Québec in 1992.
differences between origin and destination mode shares are now minimal for the AM
peak period for both Ontario and Québec ditsric
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Exhibit 4-46: AM peak period mode share¢gNCR), 19862005
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Exhibit 4-47: AM peak period origin mode sharegOntario), 19862005
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Exhibit 4-48: AM peak period origin mode sharegQuébec),19862005
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Exhibit 4-49: AM peak period destination mode sharefOntario), 19862005
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Exhibit 4-50: AM peak period destination mode sharefQuébec) 19862005

For AM peak periodrips originating in ordestined to tha@igh-densityCBD (Ottawa

Centre), as shown iBxhibit 4-51, auto drive and public transit hasenilar shares

Transit, with anode share of 4@, exceeds the 35% shavédriving in 2006 This isa
reversal of the situation in 199%ough it is a lower number than the 45% transit share of
1986 Walkingis in third placein 2006with 13%, up from7% in 1986(non-motorized in
total is 15% if cycling is includedAuto passengeat 86, has decreased from 12% in

the earlier years

Comparing with other cities between 1996 and 20&&nsit mode shares to the Ottaw

CBD (39% and 4%0) are not dissimilar to those to other CBDs, suciascouver (38%

and 30%), Toronto (47% and 52%) and Montréal (50% and 47%). Thsotorized

mode share to Ottawa (12% and 13%) exceeds Toronto (5% and 8%) and Montréal (7%
and 12%) ahliough there appears to have been a huge increase in Vancouver over the
same time (7% to 25%).

Z Transportation Association of Canadlztban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final Report
TAC, December 2009, p.35
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Exhibit 4-51: AM peak period origin + destination mode share§Ottawa Centre),
19862005

In the following clarts(Exhibit 4-52 andExhibit 4-53), we expand on the trip flow data

presented in Sectidh1to see how the AM mode share iearby origin and destination

di strict type. Here, the modes are aggrega
taxi, motoréyémenand bBonthedes wal k and cyc
publictransit For this comparison, the schdmis male is omittedso 1986 must be left

out as it does not distinguish school bus from public traasii) would make an auto

against transit comparison difficult, especially in rural avelasre there are considerably

more school bus users than pulbtansit users

From these charts, we notiae increase in transit and rorotorized mode shares

originating in urban and central areas in both Ottawa and Gatineau, and a corresponding
decrease in auto mode shares. The same can be seen for desexatph$or urbaand
suburbarOttawa districts, which retain almost the same mode sHeawesvork trips

(Exhibit 4-54), transit mode share specifically for work trips is similar in 1986 and 2005
for Ontario residnts (with a drop in 1995) while it has increased for Québec residents so
that now both Ottawa and Gatineau have similar work transit mode shares for similar
district types. These are in the 1624%, apart from in rural areas where transit service

can be epected to be lower.

84

BOR |



TRANS Committee

National Capital Region Travel Trend Study

Parts 2 and 3 Final Report

Motorized

™ Non-
M Transit

m Auto

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%
50%
40%

adejuadniad

30%

20%

10%

0%

District

Exhibit 4-52: AM peak period origin mode shares by district type19952005
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Exhibit 4-53: AM peak period destination mode shares bglistrict type, 19952005
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Exhibit 4-54: Transit work trip mode share by district type, 19862005
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4.4 Ridesharing patterns

Observed trends:

E Average auto occupancy decreases for threeon, onevehicle households
from1.5t0 1.4

e Small decreases are also noted in the average PM peak apdaiffauto
occupancies, the AM peak is less affected

The following analysis investigates hdle populariy of ridesharing, i.e., the popularity
of the auto passenger mode, is influenced by geographic, personal and household
attributes, as well as the types of trips that are being made by auto passengers.

Exhibit 4-55 tabulates the auto passenger share for all trips by district of resal@hce
survey yearThe exhibitshows that over most of the districts the mode share taken up by
auto passengers, indicating the amount of ridesharing that occurs, is relativelptconsta
between 10% and 15%here are, however, some rural areas where there has been a
large decrease over tinfeom more than 20% down to the more usuall5%6, but in

these cases the overall number of trips is not very high, which may account for greater
fluctuations Gatineau Centre and the Rural Northwest show a substantial increase from
5% to 15% (Gatineau Centre goes fromeingthe district with the lowest percentage in
1986 tohavingthe highest in 2005). In summary, the auto passenger mode percentage
fluctuates greatly among the districts in 1986, but by 2005 has become much less
variable.
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District
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Exhibit 4-55: Choice of auto passenger modey geographic locationof residence

19862005

The next three char{&xhibit 4-56 to Exhibit 4-58) indicatefor the NCR andts Ontario
and Québec parts how the increasing number of vehicles per household member
influences vehicle occupancThere are no significant differences between the survey
years(numbers for fowperson ona/ehicle households are low which may explain the
fluctuation there)apart from a slight drop in occupancy in Ontario for thperson
householdswhich is not réected in Québec
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Exhibit 4-56: Ridesharing patterns by household siz€NCR), 19862005

1.90 1986 1995 2005
1.80

1.70
1986 1995 2005 1986 1995 2005
1.60

1.50
1.40

1.30
1.20
1.10
1.00
2
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Exhibit 4-59 compares ridesharirgjatistics, in the form of auto occupancyimates,

over the course of the dagased on a comparison of occupancies between years (1986
occupancies are not available) there appears to be a slight trend towards lower auto
occupancy from 1995 to 2005, as this is reflected in all time peittisugh less in the
AM peak than later on in the daljhe offpeak has fewer school trips, which may help to
explain the lower overall average occupancy.
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=
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A Off-Peak PM

Time Period

Exhibit 4-59: Ridesharing patterns by time period,199%-2005

4.5 Conclusion

This chapteras identified the following trends between 1986 and 2005:

E Many characteristics, such awayior operties
occupancy/ridesharing pattermemain essentially unchanged,;

e The number of householehicles per worker has increased for all household sizes,
but especially for onperson households (by 50%) and {person households (by
20%);

e Transit mode share has decreased over (@Enpattern also noticed in other Canadian
cities)from 18% to 15%,Hough as it was 13% in 1995, the latest trend shows an
increase. Meanwhile, the walk mode share has increased from 7% to 11%, and the
auto share has virtually stayed the same;

e The overall drop in transftom 1986 to 199%an be noticed especially in trips
destined tdntariodistricts but there is a recovery peBE995, especially in Gatineau

E Anincrease in transit and nonotorized travel has occurred primarily in central and
urban districts, except for trips destined to urban Ottawa. Over time, Gatiagau
almostcaught up to Ottawa in terms of ranto mode share for similar district types
and in transit work trip mode share
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5. Public Transit

This chapterfocuses more closely on the specifics of transit users; their age range, gender

TRANS Committee

balance, househicharacteristics and why they use transit, in ordantterstand some
of the motivating factors behind transit use in the N@vEr time

5.1 Demographic characteristics of transit users

E

Observed trends:

There is a proportional increase in transit use in theb25age group in 1995,
resulting in over 50% of all transit users falling into this category. However,
transit use reverts back to the previous proportion in 2005, driven by a decre
Ontario.

The proportion of transit users in the-28 age categories increases over time i
Ontario and overall, but decreases in Québec.

The following chartsExhibit 5-1 to Exhibit 5-3, indicate how the overall transit mode
share (15% in 1986,0% in 1995 and 13% in 2005) is distributed amongst age groups.
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Exhibit 5-1: NCR transit user percentageshy age group,19862005
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Exhibit 5-2: Ontario transit userpercentagesy age group,19862005
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Exhibit 5-3: Québec transituser percentagesy age group,1986:2005

Exhibit 5-4 to Exhibit 5-6 show, for each age group, how transit mode share split by
gender varies acrosse yearsThe female transit share remains consistently above the
male share over timé general trend for the female share to increase with age is

particularly noticeable in 1995 and for Gatineau.
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Exhibit 5-4: NCR transit mode share by gender19862005
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Exhibit 5-5: Ontario transit mode share by gender 19862005
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Exhibit 5-6: Québec transit mode shardoy gender,1986: 2005

5.2 Household characteristics of transit users

E

E

Observed trends:
The transit mode share irv@hicle households has decreased from 58% in 19|
to 44% in 2005, though it has increased from 38% in 1995.

The transit mode share in multipleorker householdssiconsistently marginally
lower than that for onevorker households, a comparison that does not vary
between the years.

As seen irExhibit 5-7, transit mode share is very slightly lower for households with
multiple workers than for orerorker households. This tendency is the same for all years.

Transit Share
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Exhibit 5-7: Transit mode share by householsghumber of workers, 19862005

Living in a nevehicle household makes it much more likely that a pevst take
transit, as the mode shasemuch higher for these householdsslagwn inExhibit 5-8,
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but this percentage has decreased to some degree over time, fre®0%0 1985 to
40%-45% in 2005.

60%
50%
40%

30%

Transit Share

20%
10%

0%

NCR Ontario Quehec

Region

0 Vehicles in Household, 1986
m 0 Vehicles in Household, 1995
m 0 Vehicles in Household, 2005
W 1 Vehicles in Household, 1986
m 1 Vehicle in Household, 1995
W 1 Vehicle in Houshold, 2005
m 2+ Vehicles in Household, 1986
H 2+ Vehicles in Household, 1995
M 2+ Vehicles in Household, 2005

Exhibit 5-8: Transit mode share by household number of vehicle49862005

Exhibit 5-9 shows a similar pattern for each number of workers per household for each
region, wih a decrease in transit mode share with the corresponding increase in number
of household vehicleseflected across all yearEhere appearto be a substantial jump in
transit share for zereehiclehousehold between 3 workers and more than 3 workers

1995 and 2005 (but not 1986 in Québek but we should note that this applies to a very
low sample sizehence the variability

90%
80%
70%
60%

Transit Share

0%

50% -
40%
30% -
20% -
10% |

0 Vehicles in Household, 1986

m 0 Vehicles in Household, 1995

m 0 Vehicles in Household, 2005

= 1Vehicle in Household, 1986

1 2 3 4

Number of Workers in Household

B 1 Vehicle in Household, 1995

B 1 Vehicle in Household, 2005

= 2+ Vehicles in Household, 1986
W 2+ Vehicles in Household, 1995
M 2+ Vehicles in Household, 2005

Exhibit 5-9: Transit mode share by worker/vehicle sufficiency NCR), 1986-2005
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Exhibit 5-10: Transit mode share by worker/vehicle sufficiency (Ontario) 19862005
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Exhibit 5-11: Transit mode share by worker/vehicle sufficiegy (Québec),19862005

The charts froniExhibit 5-12 to Exhibit 5-14 crosscomparehe variation in transit trg
with household workers and available vehicles. The highesbes of transit trips are
madeby people from 2vorker,1-vehicle households number that is almost the same
in 1986 and 2005, despite an intervening year .dtowever, there are almost as many
transit trips taken by people from emehicle, oneworker households.
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Exhibit 5-12: NCR transit trip trends by vehicle availability, 19862005
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Exhibit 5-13: Ontario transit trip trends by vehicle availabiity, 1986-2005
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Exhibit 5-14: Québectransit trip trends by vehicle availability, 19862005

96




National Capital Region Travel Trend Study TRANS Committee
Parts 2 and 3 Final Report

5.3 Transit trip purposes

Observed trends:

e Transit mode share declines almost equally (by around 4%) across all purpo
between 1986 and 2005

E Since 1995, moddnare has been rebounding, particularly for work and school
trips

E Mode share lost between 1986 and 1995 for non work oisobaol trips does
not appear to be recovering to the same extent as work and school trips

Exhibit 5-15, bdow, focuses in on the areas that were shaded for trarisihitit 5-4,
indicating what actual percentage of each purpose corresponds to transanulipsw
this varies over the yeafso, for example, almo&0% of trips to work are made by
transit in 1986, dropping to 14% in 199kxhibit 5-16 andExhibit 5-17 show the
percentage changéom 1986 in absolute (mode share pentage point change) and
relative (change in mode share / old mode share) t€ompared with 1986, all
purposes have a decreased mode share in 2005, althibatfo increasérom 1995to
2005 indicating a possible ongoing upward trend.
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Exhibit 5-15: Transit mode shareby trip purpose, 19862005
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Exhibit 5-16: Absolute (percentage point)changein transit shares by purpose 1986
2005
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Exhibit 5-17: Relative change in transit shares by purpose, 1988005
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5.4 Transit trips to work

Observed trends:

e Transit work trip modelsare variation follows a repeated pattern (decline
followed by partial recovery) that appears independent of household or age
properties, or age group

E As South Nepean increases its employmensity to more thahOO jobs per
square km, transit mode share increases from 5% to 14%. Similarly Beacon
Hull Périphérie and Kanata/Stittsville, all with large increases in employment
density, double or more than double their transit mode share.

The following series of exhibits display the variation over time of the transit mode share
to work The usual pattern indicates a drop of around 5% from 1986 to 1995, and then a
recovery of most of the mode share by 2005. Exceptions to this, other than in cases with
very low samples (such as the nearking age categories, aneticed in Québec where

in many casethe transit mode share in 2005 exceeds that in 1986.

Overall, the transit mode share to work (as was seErhibit 5-15) is 20% in 1986,

14% in 1995 and 16% in 2005. This is lower than Montréal c¥awver, and Toronto, all
of which are 22% in both 1996 and 2006, though similar to Calgary (13% in 1996 and
16% in 20067%.
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Exhibit 5-18: NCR work trip transit mode share by household siz49862005

% Transportation Association of Canadlzban Transportation Indicators Fourth Survey Final Report
TAC, December 2009, p.44
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Exhibit 5-19: NCR work trip transit mode share by vehicle availability, 198&2005
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Exhibit 5-20: NCR work trip transit mode share by age19862005
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Exhibit 5-22: Ontario work trip transit mode share by vehicle availability 1986-
2005
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Exhibit 5-23: Ontario work trip transit mode share by age19862005
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Exhibit 5-24: Québecwork trip transit mode share by household size19862005
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Exhibit 5-25: Québecwork trip transit mode share by vehicle availability 19862005
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Exhibit 5-26: Québecwork trip transit mode share by age19862005

The next chartzxhibit 5-27, compares the employment density of each district with the
transit mode share of tripsade by people who work the district (in the AM peak
period).We can note fomostsuburba districts that undergo density growth, such as
Orléans Aylmer, Gatineau Esand South Nepeaand for the urban district of Hull
Périphériethere is a corresponding increase in transit mode share oveatihmigh

this does not apply for the urbarstlict of Merivale, where transit mode share remains
similar despite density growth
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Exhibit 5-27: Transit mode share by employment density] 9862005

The AM peak tansitridership, overalldecreases®ém 0.17 transit trips per capita in

1986 to 0.12 transit trips per capita in 2005 (with 0.11 in 1995). However, Toronto and
Montréal also show decreases over this time, with Montréal going from 0.14 transit trips
per capita in 1987 to 0.12 in 2088&nd Toronto going from 0.13 transit trips per capita

in 1986 to 0.09 in 2066

5.5 Conclusion

This chapterhas identified the following trender transitbetween 1986 and 2005:

E The gender split is consistent through the years, with the female share on transit
greater than the male for age categories 25 and over;

E The transit mode share variation by number of household vehicles is consistent across
the years;

e All purposes (work, school, return home and other) decrease their transit mode share
between 1986 and 200y B.5% to 4.5%;

% Secrétariat aux enquétes Origibestinaton métropolitaines, Enquéte Origifestination 2008 Faits
Saillants, Agence métropolitaine de transport, 2008, p.22
% University of Toronto Data Management Group, Transportation Tomorrow Survey data20®&6
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e Transit mode share to work decreases from 20% to 15% between 1986 and 1995, but
increases to 16% by 2005;
E The number of transit trips per capita in the AM peak drops from 0.17 to 0.12
between 1986 and 2005, in line with the trends noticedher large Canadian cities;
E There is an increase in transit mode sha@ttawaand Gatineaguburban areas
from 1995 to 2005, in parallel to density growth in those athasaghthe correlation
is lesswell defined forurban areas.
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6. Identification of Trends

From the survewnalysesve can identify the following major demographic and-trip
makingtrendswithin the National Capital Regidmetween 1986 and 2005

6.1 Demographic patterns

The fastest growing residential areas are the suburban and ruratsjigthile in the

central areas population has increased only slightly in 20 years (population has more than
doubled outside the Ottawa greenbelt, but increased by only 20% inside it).

Additionally, theareas where jobs are concentrgiadhe Ontario prt of the NCR)
havespread out over time, as the percentage of jobs located in central Ottawa has
decreased from 39% to 31%. Jobs in suburban areas have increased markedly, such as in
Kanata/Stittsville, which had two resident workers for every job ir61B8t more jobs

than workers in 20Q5lespite a large increase in populatidacompanying this

widening of the employment area are changes in the commuting patterns with some
districts retaining a much larger percentage of their resident workforce kamwihiat
districtthan others

6.2 Transit, ridesharing and non  -motorized mode share

From 1986 to 2003ransit mode share shows an overall decrease from 18% to 15%,
though more recently it increases from 13% in 1995. There is also a drop in transit trips
per capita, with a decrease for trips in the AM peak of 0.17 to 0.12 between 1986 and
2005. Decreases areen to bereasmably consistent (percentagewiseyoss all

purposes. However, transit mode share does not decreass fiodividual district type,

the drop in overall mode share results instead from a large proportion of trips shifting to
districttypes with lower transit usag&eanwhile nonmotorized travel hascreased
(changing from 8% to 22 of all trips) over the whole NCR, buhe increasery applies

to central districts, which already had a significant-nastorized shareNon-motorized
commuting in the four densest (central) distrintgeases from a 21% mode share to
29%.The drop in transit use can be most noticed for trips that fini€mtario (not
necessarily interprovincial tripthough) and it does not apply to trips starting in

Gatineau, which have grown numberover time Vehicle occupancy patterns are largely
unchanged, ass the overall auto mode share.

6.3 Gender balance

Over time the female percentage of the work force in the NCR increases froim 40%
1986 to nearly 46% in 2005, significantly increasing the evenness of the distribution.
Female participation in the workforce is growing faster in Gatineau than in Ofthea.
mode distribution des not change notably over time, with the female transit share
remaining consistently higher for both Ottawa and Gatineau, though theggea |
increase in the auto driver mode share for women, particubarbeover the age of 55.
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Trip distribution patterns

Work trips decrease from 1986 to 1995, but then increase to the highest level of the three
by 2005.Work trip rates decrease notably from 1986 to 1995, but then stabilize at around
0.28 work trips per capita (0.58 per worker)iach AM peak period.here is no

discernible change in average trip lendflos work trips or for all tripspetween 1995

and 2005 (with data not available fi#86), but there are changes in trip patterns as the
proportion of trips to and from suburbdistricts increases. In 19885% of AM peak

trips in the NCR were destined to one of the central or urban districts. By 2005, this
proportion had dropped to 72%.

Time of day variation

The daily profile remains similar from 1986 to 2005, withicreasen trips but

decrease in trip rates noted for all three time peribdgs are growing at a similar rate in
all time periodsasoff-peak tripancreased by Z& from 1986 to 2005, while the AM

and PM peaks grew by 28% and 27%, respectively.

Impact of u rban density

Urban density was only considered for the 1995 to 2005 period, due to the unavailability
of Québec employment data for 1986, but within this time thasebeen an increase in
suburban area density alongside an increase in transit modeSihaee1995, Ottawa
density has been increasing slightly faster than that of Gatineau, but the rates are quite
similar. As the number of job&nd, the corresponding employment dendigg

increased in Orléansiull Périphérie, Gatineau Est, Aylma&nd Soth Nepean, so has

the percentage of transit trips. Looking at the NCR as a whole, with the growth of
suburban areas the number of vehicles per household and percentage of households
inhabiting detached housing have also increased from 1986 to 2005.

Major trends

Based on these conclusions, we can identify the following significamds:

£ Shift of both population and employment to suburbs and less densg areas
e Adjustment in gendebbased workforce and mode share distribytion

e Decrease in trip rates per cap{especially for work trips)

E Increase in suburban transit mode share and CBBmuaiarized mode share

The followingchaptemill extrapolate these t8031, using both the 1988005 and 1995
2005 trends where availablnd examine them in closer detail
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Extrapolation of Trends

The followingsignificanttrendswere identifiedoy analysingsurvey results from 1986 to
2005 ashas beemlescribed in the poedingchaptersin thischaptey formingPart 3 of

our study, we extrapolate &9)31to suggestheimpacts ofcontinuing the trenddn the
exhibits that follow, a continuation of the 198605 trend is shown in blue, and a
continuation of the 1992005 trend is shown in red. The space between them as they
diverge over time represents a range of pdggibor the value of the indicator in a
particular yearThus, we take into account all the details provided by the surveys.

These extrapolations are intended to show where trends are heading, not to provide
detailed projections such as are carriedoyuthe TRANS modelnor to critique methods
used to develop existing model inputs or the current model struttoweever, they can

be used to confirm directionality of model projections, and so comparisons with selected
model results are also includétlalso is important to note that, in accordance with the
mandate of this project, the extrapolation that follows is intended to provide insight as to
how the future development of the TRANS model or of inputs might be complemented or
enhanced.

Trends arextrapolated linearfy for the purposesf this analysis changes in proportions
are assumed to be constant over time, althoughatipopulation and employment
numbersare assumed to grow accordance with the growth rates seen over the past 10
or 19 yeas. As will be seen, the realization of these extrapolations would resalfeiw
cases, in extreme and clearly unrealistic situations: it is essential to keep ithatitice
purpose of these extrapolations is to indicate the direction in which tius taee

pointing. It is clear that, in actuality, several unforesaesntscould influence

extrapoldaed outcomes over the next 2¢ears.

Shift to suburbs

A shift (in both residents and jobs) is occurring from central and urban districts towards
suburba and less dense areas. This may lead to changes (as described below) in
demographic properties and travel behaviousudmirbartrips increase faster than radial
tripsto and from the central areds.terms of future model development, as TRANS
consides its next generation of modelegtechangesnay require adjustments to

modelling parameters, or expansion of the modelling focus to consider suburban trips, to
deal with the implications of these trends. Models focusdyglon forecasting trips to

and fom city centres will not capture the whole picture in light of these evolving trends.

7.1.1 Suburban residential growth proportionate to centre

FOR | [T

In 1986, 63% of NCR residents lived in central or urban districts, but in 2005 only 50%

did. The population of sulsban and rural areas more than doubled while that of central

and urban areas increased by a comparatively low 23%. This trend of increasing suburban
growth, if continued, will lead to twthirds of NCR residents living in suburban and
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rural districts by 281. The comparable number from the TRANS model is 57%,
indicating a shift in the same direction.

From 1986 to 2005, there has been a progressive shift of population from urban areas to

suburban and rural areas, althotigé shift issteeper between 1986ca1995 For the

NCR as a whole, the suburban/rural proportion of residents approaches 50% between
2005 and 2010Bxhibit 7-1), and for just the Ontario districts, it approaches 50% in the
vicinity of 2021 (Exhibit 7-2). In Gatineaywhere there are fewer central arrdan

districts, the majority of residents have lived in suburban and rural areas since 1986
(Exhibit 7-3), and the urban and suburban trends appear to comdimieerge These
proportionsare assuming that districts keep their definitions overdime., that a
suburban district does not become redefined as an urbawimgto an increase in
density
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Exhibit 7-1: Urban-suburban resident trend (NCR)
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Exhibit 7-2: Urban-suburban resident trend (Ontario)
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Exhibit 7-3: Urban-suburban resident trend (Québec)

7.1.2 Suburban employment growth proportionate to centre

In 1986, 92% of jobs were located in central or urban districts, but by 2005 this

proportion had dropped to 79%. At this rate of decrdassthan twaethirds of jobs will

be in the central or urban areas by 2@dtween 1995 and 2005 the number of jobs in

central Ottawa still increased 22,700, but this 14% increase is much lower than the

22% increase in jobs in Ottawa as a whole. Jobs in central Gatineau decreased by 1,200, a
5% decline compared with a 17% iiease for all of Gatineau.

The next series of exhibits show the same patterns for jobs as were previously shown for
residents. For Ontario district&Xhibit 7-5), trends are shown based on both the 1986
2005 and 1992005 changs as 1986 job data are available, but for the NCR and

Québec exhibitsExhibit 7-4 andExhibit 7-5), only the 1998005 trend is used as 1986

jobs are not available for Québec. However, we can seeHrbibit 7-5 that the 1986

2005 and 1992005 rates of convergence of central/urban and suburban/rural jobs are
very similar, as the trend lines are almost overl@ikrall, the movement of jobs away

from central and urban areasslswer than the corresponding movement of residents, but
it is still noticeable, especially in Ontario where almost a third of jobs may be in suburban
or rural areas b2031 In the Gatineau distrigtenly two of which are central or urban,

the situatioris different, as suburban and rural jobs already represent a majority and their
proportion is actually declining very slightly over tink@recasts from the TRANS

model indicate that 68% of jobs will be in central and urban areas in 2031, which is
consiséent with the surveypased findings.
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Exhibit 7-4: Urban-suburban employment trend (NCR)
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Exhibit 7-5: Urban-suburban employment trend (Ontario)
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Exhibit 7-6: Urban-suburban employment trend (Québec)
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7.1.3 Variation in commute patterns

The proportion of people travelling in the AM peak to suburban and ruralteasas
increasedrom 15% in 1986 to 28% in 2005, r@nd that, if continued, would see over

40% of AM peak trips made to the suburban and rural districts by 2031. Meanwhile, half
of all AM peak trips originate in the suburban or rural districts in 2005, up from 35% in
1986. This has implications for modeasé calculations, as suburban and rural trips need
to be given more attentio@ne implication is that, in future model developm@mANS
mayneed to develomode share functiortbatapply separately to trips destined to the
downtowns; to elsewhere orethapid transit system; to suburban town centres (key
nodes); and to the suburbs generally.

Exhibit 7-7 to Exhibit 7-10 show the anticipated changetire distribution of pealperiod
trips between subuan/rural and central/urban areAs.could be expected, these are
similar in appearance to the population and employment tr@wdg.the AM pealperiod
is shown(the PM peaKeatures whais largely a reverse of the AM trip flows, ags
seenin Section3.1), and the 198@005 and 1992005 trends are very similar.

In Ottawa, suburban and rural areas are attracting an increasingly higher proportion of
AM peak trips, to the extent that if the present trend continues theirrgorpwill reach

40% by2031 The TRANS model produces similar results, with 36% of AM peak trips
destined to suburban and rural districts in 2@iburban and rural districts already
represent more than half of the AM peak destinations in Gatineathesdlurban/rural
proportion appears to be increasing at a similar rate. If trends continue, more than half of
AM peak trips will begin in suburban and rural areas in the Ontario distri@82iyIn

the Québec districtsvheresuburban and rural areasealdy form the great majority of

origin points the growth is slower as there is less room for expansion.
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Exhibit 7-7: AM peak trips to suburban/rural areas (Ontario)
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Exhibit 7-8: AM peak trips to suburban/rural areas (Québec)
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Exhibit 7-9: AM peak trips from suburban/rural areas (Ontario)
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Exhibit 7-10: AM peak trips from suburban/rural areas (Québec)
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Exhibit 7-11 shows a predicted gradual decline in the proportion of AM peak trips headed
to the CBDs of Ottawa (Ottawa Centre) and Gatineau (ile de Hull). TheZ#5and
19952006 trends are reasonably similar, leading to there not being much variation in the
decreaseBy 2031, the trend indicates that 10%df@werof AM peakperiod trips will be

to downtown cores.
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Exhibit 7-11: AM Peak trip proportions to CBD (Ottawa Centre and ile de Hull)

7.1.4 Increase in vehicles per househot!

Between 1986 and 2005 the average number of household vétasiesreased from

1.33 to 1.41 (or from 1.27 to 1.41 between 1995 and 2005). Gatiasagown slightly
faster than Ottawaver this time Based on the slower 192005 growth rates, a
continuing trend would see 1.53 vehicles per household by 2031 (1.47 in Ontario and
1.74 in Québec), which should be noted for forecasting auto ownership, whignces
mode share at the household level.

In contrast, the TRANS model predicts a dectmé.38 vehicles per household by 2031.
However, survey trends indicate a difficulty in establishing a-teng patterd aftera
decrease from 1986 to 1995, tihheerage number of vehicles in a houseliasincreased
pronouncedly from 1995 to 2005, with a slightly faster increase in the less dense
Gatineau districtsompared wittthe Ottawa districtsThis means that,apending on
whether the shotterm (19952005 or longterm (19862005, with the drop and
subsequent recovery) trend is extrapolated, there is adargd¢ionin the future nmber

of vehicles per householdhich could remain in the 1.4 to 1.6 range or climb towards
1.9,as seen iEexhibit 7-12. In summary, it is a difficult trend to projectonetheless, the
general upward trend still contrasts with the downward trend predicted by the model
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Exhibit 7-12: Average vehicleger household

While theaverage number of vehicles per householdmagased, thpercentage of

zeracar households has decreased from 16% in 1995 to 12% in 2005, which is consistent
with the fact that the central districts are comprised of 35 to 40%car households,

and the proportion of residents living in these areas is decreasing (12.9% of NCR
households were in the central districts in 1995, but only 11.5% in 2005). Additionally,
with most new jobs not being located downtown, those who daltiwetown are more

likely to have to commute out of the central districts, a travel pattern that may not be
recognized well by transit models that are
tripsto the downtown areas. In a related finding, the ayeraumber of vehicles per

worker, which indicates the level of accessibility people have to vehicles for work trips,
also increases from 1.00 (Ottawa) and 1.02 (Gatineau) in 1986 to 1.20 (Ottawa) and 1.24
(Gatineau) in 2005.

As seen inExhibit 7-13, the proportion of households without a car is deéngas both
Ottawa and Gatineau, especially steeply if the 12986 trend is followedl'he 1986

2005 trend looks more reasonable, as otherwise there will be virtually roarero
households by031 This trend is based only on the change in proportions over recent
years though, and does not take into account the implications of future actions such as
improved suburbatransit servicetransitoriented development arniigher densities
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Exhibit 7-13: Proportion of zero-car households

7.1.5 Increase in proportion of residents living in detached housing

The percentage of NCR residents in detached housing climbs from 48% in 1986 to 55%
in 2005. Were this trend to continue it would reach 64% by 2031 (a proportion similar to
that of comparable US citiesday). The TRANS model also predicts an (even faster)
increase, to 69% by 203This is likely connected to the trend of faster population
increases in less dense areas, and the growth in number of cars per household, which if it
continues is likely to reduce the probability of choosing tra@dtawa (historically
having a lower percentage of its inhabitants living in detached houses) inigrsigris

that it will equal Gatineau at around the 65%
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7.2 Gender balance

Gender balance varies over the years between surveysntietims of work force
participation and mode srakimg@attelnssometobut i on,
resemble more closely those of men. This may require the adjustment of separate trip

rates for trip forecasting over the long term, as overall theepgage of all trips (by those

above the age of 10) made by females increases from 49.2% in 1986 to 50.7% in 2005.

The overall trip rate per resident above the age of 10 is 11% higher for males than

females in 1986, but only 4% higher in 2005.

7.2.1 Increase in female full-time work force representation

Between 1986 and 2005 the female proportion of thetifuk work force grows from
41% to 45%. Based on continuing the increase from 1986 to 2005 it may approach
equality (50%) by2031, while based on the slowgrcrease from 1995 to 2005 it may
reach 48%Exhibit 7-15 showsthe approach demale work force participatioto 50%
over time (the Gatineau loftgrm trend indicates that 50% will be reache®021, so it
is cappedat that l@el asextending it beyon80% would require additional assumptions
about work patterns that cannot be inferred from the available shrveys
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Exhibit 7-15: Female representation in fultltime workforce

7.2.2 Aglustment in mode shares by age group
Between 1986 and 2005, there have been notable fluctuations in the transit and auto drive
mode shares, as shownErhibit 7-16 to Exhibit 7-21, but the overall trend indicates that
male (solidline) and female (dashdohe) mode share patterns are moving closer
together.

In 1986, almost as many womage65 and over take transit (27% mode share) as drive

(29% mode share), but in 200%ny more drive (54%) than take transit (8%). The male
trend is less dramatic as men oage65 were more likely to drive than take transit in all
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threesurveyyears, and the mode share distribution in that category has remained almost
unchanged since 199after a large drop in transit between 1986 and 1995.

Some of the extrapolated trend liressandthen divergen the future(such as in
Exhibit 7-18), which is unlikely to be the casgereality, but the extbit only reflects what
would happen if existing trends were maintairiéthe decline in transit mode share by
womenin the55-64 (Exhibit 7-17) and over 65Kxhibit 7-18) age groups continues, then
transit mode share will reach zero2331 This is an extreme casad one not likely to
occur in realityput the trends do indicatasseen irExhibit 7-20 andExhibit 7-21, that
driving is becoming much more frequent among women ageb5, whereas in the past
there was a great disparity between male and female auto drive mode shares.

Because of the difference in trend directions betw#®86, 1995 and 2005, there is a
substantial difference iforecasteduture mode shares depending on whether the-1986
2005 or the 1992005 trend is followed. This applies particularly to the 55 and over age
group, as changes in the main workeqge groupZ5-54) are muchess pronouncednd
male and female auto and transit mode shares are close together.

Exhibit 7-16: Transit mode shares (ages 254)
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