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must collaborate to resolve the safety concern within 90 days. If an agreement cannot be reached
within the 90 day period, the road authority must notify the Minister of Transport.

Whistling Cessation

The proposed Regulations include enforceable anti-whistling requirements such that when the
Regulations come into force, authorities will be prohibited from enacting anti-whistling at grade
crossings that do not meet the specified standards with respect to warning systems and signage.

Analysis

Staff acknowledge the worthy goal of the proposed Regulations to improve public safety at
railway-roadway grade crossings but have concerns regarding the potential costs to
municipalities of complying with the proposed Standards as well as issues not fully addressed,
namely:

e the prescription of standards versus guidelines plus the need to upgrade existing public
crossings within the specified time frame without any financial considerations; and

o the lack of a maximum time limit that a moving train may block a roadway causing delays,
frustration, and potential safety consequences of other road users, including trucks.

These concerns are shared by a number of municipalities across Canada and staff have continued to
participate in discussions with Transport Canada regarding the proposed Regulations and Standards
through the aegis of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM). Transport Canada also
recognizes that the proposed Regulations and Standards are crafted from a legal perspective and
lack clarity with respect to their practical application in the field. The agency is therefore in the
process of developing a manual for road authorities that will provide interpretation and guidance.

Standards versus Guidelines

As stated in the previous report, staff recommend that the proposed Regulations be introduced as
guidelines rather than standards to allow for a risk-based approach that provides flexibility for
road authorities to address any identified safety concerns. Compliance with the proposed
Standards is likely to create an additional burden for the City and, given limited resources, may
displace other municipal priorities as discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Preliminary Assessment of Existing Public Grade Crossings

Based on information supplied by Transport Canada in 2012 and staff knowledge, there are 39
active public at-grade crossings in Richmond, all of which (30 roadway crossings and nine
pedestrian crossings) are used by CN Rail (see Attachment 1 for their locations). Of the 30
roadway crossings, the City shares responsibility with the Ministry of Transportation &
Infrastructure for one crossing (Alderbridge Way-Highway 91 just east of Shell Road) and the
remaining 29 are wholly within the jurisdiction of the City. While the two pedestrian crossings
at the south end of the Horseshoe Slough Trail and the pedestrian crossing for the Bath Slough
Trail are all signed as private, the three crossings have been deemed public as the City has signed
the trails (i.e., the path is maintained by a road authority and is designed for public use). The 11
at-grade crossings along CP Rail’s former Van Horne spur in north Richmond have been
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o Sightlines (within 5 Years): Per Table 1, the basic Standards do not identify any requirements
for sightlines. The full Standards do not apply to roadway crossings with warning systems
(lights and bells) and gates (five crossings). For roadway crossings with warning systems but
without gates (11 crossings), roadway crossings with stop signs (10 crossings) or pedestrian
crossings (eight crossings), sightlines requirements must be met from the stop position of the
vehicle or individual to approaching railway equipment. For roadway crossings without
warning systems or stop signs (four crossings), additional sightlines are required (i.e., from
the stopping sight distance to the stop position of the vehicle).

Staff’s preliminary assessment indicates that 26 crossings (23 road and three pedestrian) have
sightline issues, the majority of which (22 of 26) are due to overgrowth of vegetation within
the sightline area. The remaining four road crossings, three on Vulcan Way and one on
Bridgeport Road east of Viking Way, are all located on spur lines and have sightline issues
due to buildings situated within the sightline area. More detailed assessments (i.e., sightline
calculations) at these four crossings as well as discussion with CN Rail as to the actual train
movements on the spur lines will be undertaken to confirm whether or not there is a sightline
concern and, if so, what level of warning system is warranted.

o Warning Systems (within 5 Years): the full Standards identify a formula to determine
whether or not a warning system is needed based on the speed of the train, the average annual
daily railway movements and the average annual daily traffic of vehicles using the crossing.
Warning systems would not be required for the pedestrian crossings in Richmond due to the
combination of a low train speed and only one set of tracks at each crossing. Of the 15
roadway crossings without warning systems, the combined low volume of daily railway and
vehicle traffic indicates that it would be unlikely that any crossing would need to be
upgraded based on rail and vehicle movements. However, as discussed above, sightline
requirements may still necessitate upgraded warning systems. More detailed assessments
(i.e., traffic volume counts and train speeds) will be undertaken to confirm whether or not a
warning system is warranted based on rail and traffic volumes.

o Traffic Control Devices (within 5 Years): As shown in Table 1, the basic Standards do not
identify any requirements for traffic control devices. With respect to the full Standards, stop
signs may be necessary at the four roadway crossings where there is no stop sign and
sightline issues exist ( two crossings on Vulcan Way, one on Viking Way and one on Rice
Mill Road leading to BC Ferries site). All four roadway crossings are located on local or
collector roads where the installation of a stop sign would not unduly impact traftic
movements. Additional signage (e.g., stop/railway crossing ahead) would not be required as
the railway crossing sign and/or stop sign are visible within the stopping sight distance.
Although not required by the Standards, the City’s practice is to also install a stop bar; 16
road crossings are lacking stop bars while six crossings have stop bars that need refreshing.
Two of the 29 roadway crossings and six of the nine pedestrian crossings lack railway
crossing signage, which is the responsibility of the railway authority. Stop signs are not
required at pedestrian crossings.

In summary, the majority (34 of 39) of public road and pedestrian crossings in Richmond do not
meet the basic and/or full Standards. However, the vast majority of the deficient crossings (30 of
34) require only remedial work (i.e., repaving, shouldering, signage, pavement markings, trimming
of vegetation) to comply with the Standards. Only the four road crossings that have sightline issues
due to a building located within the sightline areali_ ha\ée ggtentially major deficiencies.
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Crossings Blocked by Moving Trains

Since the start of the consultation process on the proposed Regulations and Standards led by
Transport Canada, municipalities across Canada have consistently voiced (through FCM) a
preference for a maximum time limit (between five and 10 minutes) that a moving train can block a
crossing for reasons of public safety (e.g., need for emergency vehicle access) and negative impacts
on the local road network (e.g., congestion and delays, particularly for goods movement). That
preference was rejected by railway companies plus Transport Canada deemed that there is
insufficient evidence that a blanket 10-minute rule is required. Transport Canada has further
advised that the clause is intended to address safety concerns only and not the impacts to other
travel modes. However, blockages of long duration may encourage drivers to engage in risky
manoeuvres such as U-turns on two lane roads.

As noted earlier, the proposed clause contains qualifying conditions that would in effect eliminate
virtually all crossings in most urban areas from consideration, as the threshold distance of three
kilometres between crossings is measured along the railway line and most crossings are spaced
closer than that. The clause does not take into account the configuration of the local road network
where the detour for motorists may be much greater than three kilometres.

In addition, the clause does not identify any recourse for road authorities after they have notified the
Minister of Transport that a blockage concern could not be resolved with the railway company.
While Transport Canada has advised that a guideline similar to the whistling cessation process
will be developed, a guideline lacks certainty and authority.

Given the shared concern of roadway authorities regarding blocked crossings, Transport Canada
initiated a short-term project in December 2013 to examine measures to mitigate risky behaviour
by road users at blocked crossings. The study comprises a literature review of railway
operational reasons for blocking crossings, road user behaviour at blocked crossings and
countermeasures to avoid risk taking behaviour. Both FCM and City staff are participating on
the project steering committee, which is chaired by Transport Canada’s Rail Safety Directorate
and also includes representatives from the Railway Association of Canada. Staff recently
received a draft of the final report, which identifies the following potential countermeasures
outside of grade separation of the crossing:

« use of communications technologies and/or changeable message systems to provide real-time
information on expected blockages and wait times, and alternate routes;

« pre-emption of traffic signals to clear traffic through the crossing;

» linkage of emergency service providers with rail traffic control centre to display crossings
either blocked or potentially blocked, and also the nearest clear crossings; and

 shorter trains, track circuit upgrades and revised train schedules.

As the City has received concerns from local businesses regarding the negative impact of blocked
crossings, particularly in the East Richmond area, a notice was published in the March 5 and 19,
2014 editions of the City Page of the Richmond Review advising the public of the proposed
railway-roadway grade crossing regulations and, in particular, the lack of a maximum time that a
moving train can block a crossing. The public and business owners were encouraged to review
the proposed regulations and provide feedback directly to Transport Canada, particularly if they
have been negatively impacted by a blocked crossing.
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