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TRANSPORT 2000 ONTARIO, INC.

Fighting For Environmentally, Scorally & Economically Sustainabie Transportation

26 Robina Avenue
Taronto, ON M&C 376
November 27, 2006

Ms. Hayley Berlin, Projects Otficer

Minisay of the Environment

Environmental Assessent & Approvals Branch
2 5t Clair Avenue West, Floor 124

Teronto, ON M4V 115

Dear Ms. Berlin;
Re: Georgetown Pearson Study Terms of Reference {TOR)

Transport 2000 Ontario is an meorporated volunteer organization that promates public transportation.
We have members across the provinee. espectally in its major urban cenlers. We support initiatives in
the GTA 1o expand public ransit in terms of service improvements and nctwork expansion.

We believe strongly that GO Transit's commuter rai) system should move quickly to provide all-day two-
way service on an cxpanded network serving longer distance travel in the GTA, We also bolieve that
frequent diesel rail rapid ronsit. using technologies that are compatible with GO, VIA and ON freight.
should be instituted on the corridor between Union Station and Pearson Alrpart to reduce vavel times.
HUFACE Car drivers, and prompt new transit-oriented development on Toronto's west side.

In addition, linking the Pearson Airport 1o downtown Toronlo makes possible access 1o the VIA Ruil
system for medinm and long-distance inter<City train trips that can help reduce airpor: tlight congestion, a
straiegy that has been successtul in Europe and Japan. It should be noted that the very iikely adoptions
of carbon taxes and carbon crodits 25 a means to reducing greenhouse gas omissions will be an incenlive
for airlines 1o focus on long-haul flights, requiring improvements to medim-distance rail services for
regional connections o major airport hubs. Thus the further timeliness of the eail link t© Pearson
AlporL

Tothese ends. we are pleased 10 offer four recoruuendations wilh respect 10 the Terms of Reference for
the Georgetown Peasson 1EA.

We would aote that, of our total membership in the GTA, over one-thisd of our members live in the study

area of the Georgetown Pevson [GA. Aga group of fransit users, we therefore speak with some authority
regarding the need for expanding and mnpreving (ransit in the GTA.
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Recommendation 1. Consideration of Long-term Intensive Train Frequencies on the Georgetown
GO Transit Rouie,

We find the present TOR deficient with respect 1o considering the Riture frequency of GO train service
on the Georgetown eoule (aside from possible train service into the zivport along the Geargetown route).
Although Exhibit 2-1 of the TOR calls attention © alblay service, an eaphicit statemnent needs 1o be in
the TOR that trgnsportation demand modeling will take into consideration an intensive all-day two-way
frain service in the Georgelown comidor sirmtlar 1o the service evalution widely desired by transit
consumers in the GO Transit Lakeshore corridor.

A more inlensive service on the Georgetown route should 2lso envisage the possibility of altcmatives to
locomotive powered trains, An ali-day network of intra-regional rail service would likely draw on new
DMU (diesel multiple unit) wehnology designed W facilitate the change tfrom peak-hour only commuter

operations 1o all-day services more akin o urban rapid transit.

The desirability of all-day two-way rail services in the GTA can he found in many government reports
and privatc reports such as the study hy the Toronto Board of Trade published in the year 2000.

Recommendation 2. Design Alternatives and Mitigations in the Weston/Mt. Dennis Aren

It is well-known that the communitics of Weston and Mt Dennis were severely distressed with plass for
& mapor ncrease of train freguencics through their communitics that they parcetved woutld be especially
generated by the proposed Union Station-Pearson Airport train service. These communities were
additionolly distressed hecause the detailed designs olfered for their segments of the il corridor
provided massive civil engineering works with very large community impacts, These included huge
hridges or underpasses hased on extravagami clearances that involved significant condemantion of
adjavent privale property, or a trench design that involved closure of a key local street (but excluded the
Fresght zail line in the corridor). I bricf, the designs offered were grossly cut-of-scale in the Weston/Mu,
Dennis community setting, and were also out-of-seale when compaied to the way other railway lines in
ihe city have been grade separated in earlier times,

Atissue here is a detailed design which embodies significint mitigations of impacts that these two
community will experience s a result of eventual service intensification on the Georgetown rail line.

The evaluation criteria of the TOR do not provide the Weston and Mt. Dennis communitics with
assurance that they will be offered design alternatives that minimize impacts.

A key problem is that, in Tuble 6-1 and in accompanying text of the TOR, no reference is made
achieving a best design which minimizes intrusion into the Wesion and Mr. Bennis communities, that
may be innovative, though may cary somewhat higher overall capital costs,

[t should be noted that this is a particular problem for the Weston/Mt. Dennis area on the Georgetown
route (similar problems may exist at spme other locations) because the CN and CP railway track is at
ground level directly adjacent to commercial and residential quarters, There is also a great deal of people
movement in this rather confined area that is the center of Weston/Mt. Deanis. The community concemn
with detailed design is therelore quite understandable,

The TOR in Table 6-1 refers w0 “Adherence to applicable desizn standards and gnidelines,” with
‘ A ) be £ 5 ;
prevedimg text reforring o alternatives that “ure efficient/direct and meet eehuteal objectsdesign
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requirernents. but also minimive/avoid impacts o significant environmental and swidy arca featurcs o the
extent possible,” Citizens of Toronto could reasonably ask how an innovative design, one that uses more
expensive materials (more structwral steel and less cement, for instance), and one that uses, say,
hastorically lower clearances that still accommodate emergency vehicles. would be possible under the
o of reference as idicated above? The language quoted above needs to be clarified by some Further
rules,

In the interest of & design alternative with low environmental impact. and that {its the scale of the
Weston/Mt. Dennis arca, we recommen! an additional paragraph in 6.1 of the TOR that states explicitly:
(5 Civif enginecring detaled designs shall include consideration of design innovations that minimize
community impacts and that such designs shall he preferced over designs that sacrfice low impact o
achieve overall cost reduction. (23 Standards and guidelines will be followed 1o achieve strength and
safety standards, but that clearmnee dimensions shall be open o minimizing environmental impacts by
having proliles that match the non-arterial character of the streets thal crogs the railways ai present andd
malch similar profiles that are found at other grade separations in the old City of Toronto, for example
along most of the CPR railway hine that parallels Dupont Street 10 the nosth.

Recommendation 3: That the TOR Include 3 Further Elaboration as to Purpose in Section 2.0
Regarding Service to Northwest Toronto and the LBPIA

Northwest Toronto and the adiacent Airport area are poorly served by transit. Even an hourly service on
GO would not meet transit needs in these areas. Rail service that meets today’s mobility needs in urban
areas require at minimum every 20 minute service 20 hours a day. at the same fares as bus transit. The
reality is that this part of the GTA is uniikely to see any future subway construction. {The Spadina
subway even when extended is nol much of an oplion due w its distance w0 the east.) A rapid transit (ype
of service thus falls into GO Transit’s domain given the well placed Georgetown rail night of way. It
needs to e highlighted bt there are large population, commercial and industrial centers in the area
providing employment and residences. The potential for further transit-orienied residential and
commercial development in the corridor is significant. While the TOR highlights the importance of
moving air fravelers from Pearson Airport to and from downtown Toronto, the many other transit needs
of the area require emphasis. To the transit necds of Northwest Toronto should be added Uransit needs of
airport employees themselves, the adjacent hotel/service seclor emplovees. and nearhy industries.

At the same time, as southern Ontaric’s population grows. there will be a growing need to expand GO
raf] service west of Georsetown o Guelph and potentially Kitchener-Watertoo (and/or increased VIA
service). That will mean mere calls for express service within the City of Toronto/GTA. Al some poiRt,
GO will have 1o face instituting two levels of service €as on the Lakeshore line), with local and SXAPreSs
wais. There are numerous examples of commuter rail Hines that have evolved inte hi gh capacity all-day
transportation corridors based on a mix of local and express trains. The Lakeshore toute is evolving in
this direction, and there are cxamples ¢lsewhere inciuding in the New York City area,

Recommendation 4. Add Fxplicit Consideration of LRT and DLRT in the Elaboration of “(iii)
Surface rail service...” in Section 5,1,2

Over the past 3 years in North America there has been a rebirth of surface, or largely surface. ratl rapid
transit on corndors similar to the Georgetown route. Electrically powered light rail ransit (LRT) lines
have upened in Edmonton and Calgary, Afherta. and in an expanding numher of US cities on such rights-
of-way,
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More recently in North America, diesel light rail transit {DLRT) has been successtully instituted

in g oumber of places.  [n most of these situutions, DLRT was chosen in order 1© obtain die benefits of
sapid transit in the absence of the financial ability to mke on the added eost of electrification associated
with LRT. DLRT is in use belween Trenton and Camden, New Jersey, and will be soon opened on a
roule just north of San Diego, California, It is being considered as the technology of choice for the
Esquimals and Nanaimo Railway on Vancouver Island between Victoria and Duncan, BC. DLRT was
highly successful in Otrawa, Ontario using equipment approved by Transport Canada.

DLRT"s popularity lies in the fact that it is Iess expensive than LRT hecause it does away with electric
power supplies, and that, depending on the equipment specified, it can safely run with other train types.
lecan provide rapid ansit quality service for the fraction of the price of a conventional grade-separated
clevated or subway rapid transit, with efficient one-person-operation of short trains matched with low-
cost shost platforms.

The Georgetown corridor would be helpad greatly by DLRT. It would speed up service to local
communities und to employment centres compared with subway and bus options. while permitting more
atiractive express service for longer distance GO riders. Alrport and airport-vicinity cmployees would
find this scrvice much more convenient to their needs than the limited-stop LBPIA-downmown/Union
Station express trains. With swift acceleration and deceteration, DLRT could serve more stops than GO
operations. Additional stations might conld include Eglinton West, St. Clair West, the Junciion,
DundasfColiege, Parkdale (Queen Street West) and Bathurst.

Frequent DLRT service could bring transtt-oriented-development (residential and commercial) with
property tax revenues helping to pay for Georgetown corridor upgrades. Much of the comidor south of
Weston is populated by aging, ontmaeded industrial huildings that could be redeveloped into new housing
and commercial buildings, just as rapid transit led 10 a similar rejuvenation of the Skytrain rail corridor in
Vancouver,

Lasily, by improving transit service to local communities, DLRT would make the rail infrastructure
improvements planned for the corridor more justifiable. Many residents and businesses feel the current
proposed upgrading of the Georgetown corridor benefits only air fravelers and 905 commuters.
Providing fast, frequent, attractive and low cost rapid transit to the communities on this corridor is
theretore a matter of social equiry.

Inclosing, on behalf of Transport 2000 Ontario. we {oke this opporiunity 1o commend the futare
mvestments that arc planned for the Georgetown line of GO Transit. These infrastructure improvements,
10 be followed by service increases. are long overdue.

Sincerely,
» . ™,

L vl |

Tony Tumittin, Co-Chair, Pearson Airport Access Committee
Transport 2000 Ontario
416-633-4002
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