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Toronto Union Station Atrium design for mid-portion of train 
shed, interior as seen at track level.

TORONTO UNION STATION REVI-
TALIZATION UPDATE: Story on PAGE 3.

HUGE COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
ERUPT OVER DIESEL POLLUTION 
AND DESIGN FAILINGS ON GO’S 
PLANNED GEORGETOWN CORRI-
DOR EXPANSION
! What began as a dispute several years ago over trains 
racing to the airport through Weston has now got commu-
nities the length of the Georgetown line up in arms. Offi-
cially called the Georgetown South Service Expansion, the 
original GO Transit plan was to triple track the CN line 
from Bathurst in downtown Toronto to roughly Hwy 427 
in Peel to provide added capacity for more GO trains, for 
express trains between Union Station and Pearson airport, 
and for VIA which uses this route for its Toronto-Kitche-
ner- London service. The original Environmental Assess-
ment (EA) fell apart in 2006   !   ...continued on PAGE 2

FROM THE PRESIDENT
NATALIE LITWIN
The Trucking Lobby Rides Again

The power of the 
trucking industry 
never ceases to 
amaze me. Of 
course I am not 
privy to discussions 
between the two, 
but it looks like the 
trucking lobby’s 

Rasputin-like hold on the Province has 
tightened again.
! Its latest initiative is to bamboozle 
the Province into accepting a one-year 
trial of Long Combination Vehicles 
(LCVs) on Ontario’s roads. Already 
large and often unstable trucks will 
grow from an overall length of 25 me-
ters to 40 meters. These road trains 
will haul two trailers of 16 meters each. 
If we other users were afraid of sharing 

the roads with large trucks, these 
monsters should make us very afraid.
! We are assured that these giants 
offer many advantages: $3.2 million 
annually in economic benefits (largely 
reduced labour costs), some fuel econ-
omy with a proportional reduction in 
carbon emissions, and eight fewer 
truck collisions. In other words, these 
monsters, the Ministry of Transporta-
tion (MTO) claims, will be safer, 
cheaper and cleaner – safer apparently 
because there will be fewer trucks on 
our roads. 
! If the trucks are gigantic, so is my 
skepticism. We know that our current 
system of highways is built for tractors 
and 48-foot trailers. To insure safety, 
MTO is placing many restrictions on 
where LCVs can operate (see below). 
After the trial period, restrictions will 
likely be relaxed. That's the pattern 
that now allows for the present use of 
shorter combination trucks. While 
truck collision statistics appear to be 

stable, the published data is for 2005! 
While the trucking industry sees cost 
savings with LCVs, real costs to tax 
payers are likely to go up as we pay for 
the added policing to keep these larger 
trucks out of trouble. Although the 
Ministry claims that road damage and 
related costs will not increase, there has 
to be an           ...continued on PAGE 2
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FROM THE PRESIDENT
 ...continued from PAGE 1

added cost as current turning/access 
lanes will have to be rebuilt to accom-
modate these unmanouverable mon-
sters. 
! The poor guy or gal behind the 
LCV’S wheel gets very little attention in 
this or in previous Ministry policy 
statements or regulations. He/she just 
has to be well-trained to handle these 
huge rigs. No thought is given to the 
longer hours recently mandated to make 
their bosses richer but their lives scarier. 
! For those who can be easily assur-
ed, the Ministry has come up with a set 
of restrictions on where and when LCVs 
can travel. They are restricted to mainly 
the 400-series highways, must not de-
tour from specified routes, exceed 90 
kph, must not operate on the evening 
before and last evening of a long week-
end, must not operate through the GTA 
during morning and evening rush hours, 
or in inclement weather or slippery con-
ditions. My skepticism continues: What 
happens when a storm hits suddenly? 
Where do these rigs go if a road is 
blocked, being repaired, etc.? This has to 
be a route-planner’s nightmare. 
! Instead of turning itself inside out 
to accommodate truck trains on our 
roads, why don’t our governments lend a 
helping hand to real trains? Short line 
railways are efficient freight haulers. 
They are independent companies that 
generally link industries or industrial 
towns with mainline railways like CN 
and CP. They will not hog our roads or 
pose a threat to other road users. A leg 
up from the Province and the feds 
would give them capacity to move more 
goods from road to rail – the greenest of 
all land transportation modes. This is a 
federal-provincial infrastructure project 
waiting to happen. Actually, the feds 
have offered Ontario financial help for 
short lines. Ontario, though, continues 
to ignore helping to keep our short lines 
in operation and good condition. 
! Of course trucks have an impor-
tant place in the transport of freight. 
But the Province has to ditch Rasputin 

and implement a sensible policy on 
goods movement fair to rail and road. ■

!
GO’S GEORGETOWN 
CORRIDOR EXPANSION

 ...continued from PAGE 1
when Weston found GO's short trench 
design worsened the barrier effect of 
the railway line on the community. 
Even the new individual EA that was 
then started was shut down. (The 
Province has recently acquired owner-
ship of this portion of CN track.)
! It's now three years later. The 
region-wide transit planning agency 
Metrolinx has issued a regional transit 
masterplan, The Big Mov" , which 
commits to frequent all-day two-way 
train service on the Georgetown cor-
ridor, electrification in the future, and 
a Union Station-Pearson Airport rail 
link. EA rules were altered by the 
Province first to fast-track municipal 
transit EAs, but this was later ex-
tended to GO Transit heavy rail pro-
jects. Gone are requirements to pre-
sent meaningful design options for 
public consideration. The new EA 
process is more about public relations 
using expensive consultants to tell lo-
cals what has already been decided and 
why anything else is impossible. Me-
trolinx is now being merged with GO 
with an appointed board rather than 
local elected officials, firmly putting 
decision-making in the Province's 
hands, decisions that will largely be 
made behind closed doors.
! Now neighborhoods along the 
corridor have formed themselves into 
the Clean Train Coalition with a web-
site under that name. They have three 
demands: that there communities not 
be split and isolated; that there will be 
more stops so that local communities 
can use the service at reasonable cost; 
and that the corridor is electrified 
starting now. 
! The Coalition is against increasing 
the barrier effect when track is up-
graded. In Weston, for example, GO 
has stuck to its short trench design 
which results in the closing of John 

Street but keeps the parallel CPR 
freight line at grade in its present loca-
tion. In contrast, the community 
wants the trench extended under John 
Street and Lawrence Avenue, and the 
CPR included in the trench as well. 
This is community building. It would 
re-establish the local street grid and 
provide land for new development. In 
the Liberty Village community, the 
City of Toronto proposed lowering the 
rail tracks under Strachan Avenue. 
Instead, GO wants a super bridge with 
a major new barrier effect. 
 The proposed rail corridor will 
now carry four railway tracks, with 
two for express train service.  (The 
CPR has two additional tracks from 
the Junction area north through Wes-
ton). This leaves two tracks for local 
trains. To the dismay of communities 
along the corridor, new local stations 
are not being added to the local tracks, 
such as at King Street and at St. Clair. 
Adding stops would provide a new 
rapid transit-like service on Toronto's 
west side which is currently transit 
deficient. 
! Finally, with from 300 to 500 
diesel-powered trains per day planned 
for this corridor, communities on the 
route are deeply concerned about the 
large increase in fumes carrying, 
among other pollutants, deadly par-
ticulate matter, along with increased 
noise levels. They want electrification 
sooner rather than later and are aware 
that staged electrification can be ac-
commodated by acquiring dual-
powered locomotives (Montreal's 
AMT has just ordered such locomo-
tives). As a more efficient propulsion 
than diesel, electrification pays for 
itself in the long run. Electric trains 
operate faster than diesel trains allow-
ing for added stops without longer 
schedules.
 GO Transit is now grade separat-
ing the CN and CP lines in the West 
Toronto Junction area using bone 
shattering and ear splitting pile driv-
ers. GO has rebuffed requests to adopt 
more advanced quiet pile driving tech-
nology telling the local communities to 
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grin and bear it. Weston is next in line 
for the pile driving experience.
 The Clean Train Coalition sees a 
pattern here of building on the cheap 
and callous disregard for short- and 
long-term quality of life for the areas 
on the corridor. GO’s attitude: Forget 
using best practices. Forget that the 
CP freight line will also be used for 
GO trains to Bolton. Disregard health 
and community building potential. In 
the eyes of the Coalition, this is not a 
world class act by the Province. The 
Coalition is letting the Province know 
this project deserves to be done better. ■

 
VIA Receives New Federal 
Funding 
Still no word on track up-grading 
Toronto-Kitchener-London
! The good news is that VIA Rail has 
received a further $407 million in January 
from the federal government for much 
needed further equipment and track up-
grades ($516 million in 2007). VIA up-
graded track between Ottawa and Mont-
real last year, and started an engine re-
building program. Also last year the Ot-
tawa train station received a $500,000 
facelift. This year passing track will be 
added to the Mon-treal-Toronto route to 
allow for faster trains and also eventually 
increased frequencies. New stations are 
to be built at Windsor, Smith Falls, Bel-
leville and Brock-ville. VIA’s LRC coach 
fleet will be renovated, along with its 
much smaller RDC fleet, and Renais-
sance cars will receive accessibility im-
provements. But there still is no word 
regarding badly needed track upgrades on 
the North Main Line Toronto-Kitchener-
London, though the necessary funds have 
been available for two years.
! VIA has signed a new agreement 
with CN on track charges and on-time 
incentives. A simpler scheme for deter-
mining on-time performance will be tried 
out. Hopefully passenger will experience 
on-time arrivals for most combinations 
of origins and destinations on VIA's sys-
tem which mainly uses CN rail. The new 
10-year contract with CN is worth $600 
million. ■T2000 Ontario Asks 

Province to Support To-
ronto's Purchase of New 
Streetcars
! On April 24 the Toronto Transit 
Commission (TTC) announced the 
selection of Bombardier to build 204 
new-low-floor streetcars for the TTC's 
present streetcar system. Both Sie-
mens and Bombardier promised to 
assemble its streetcars in Ontario if 
they were awarded the contract. Bom-
bardier's bid was substantially lower 
than Siemens' bid. The contract, 
which is worth $1.22 billion, is contin-
gent on funding.
! In recent weeks the infrastructure 
Minister, George Smitherman and 
Premier Dalton McGuinty raised 
doubts about the funding, Smitherman 
saying he was surprised that a deal had 
been struck. Writing in the Globe and 
Mail on April 30, columnist John Bar-
ber heaped scorn on the Province for 
baulking at the TTC's funding request 
to replace its obsolete streetcar fleet. 
The TTC's streetcar procurement 
process has been ongoing for several 
years. The Province has already given 
the green light to several of the TTC's 
proposed LRT routes as part of the 
TTC's Transit City plan that will re-
quire even more new streetcars. 
! Transit advocate Steve Munro on 
his blog wonders why the Province is 
willing to fund new dedicated streetcar 
lines but not the cars that would run 
on them? Munro notes that the TTC 
has downplayed the high rate of fail-
ures of the old cars now often requir-
ing some use of substitute buses. The 
shortage is dire. Huge numbers of 
TTC riders are moved daily by TTC 
streetcars and not providing a new 
generation of streetcars quickly will 
significantly hobble the TTC's effort 
at attracting more riders by providing 
more service. 
! In a press release on May 12, 
T2000 Ontario asked the Province to 
support the order to acquire new 
streetcars. They are absolutely needed 
to maintain and extend mobility, as 
well as to reduce pollution, in the high 

density older areas of Toronto. In ad-
dition, the Province has a legal re-
quirement that the entire TTC fleet 
of buses, subways, and streetcars be 
accessible which clearly means that 
the present fleet, more than 30 year 
old, needs to be replaced 
! At press time (May 15), the Province 
and the feds announced funding for the 
Sheppard Avenue East LRT, part of Tran-
sit City, to be served by Bombardier vehi-
cles. There is still no explicit announce-
ment of money for the TTC’s order of 
low-floor streetcars for its legacy routes, 
but prospects appear to be improving. 
The contract with Bombardier for these 
204 cars carries a June 27 deadline. ■

Toronto Union Station Up-
date, and Doors Open May 
23 and 24              ...from PAGE 1
! Though several months behind 
schedule, implementation plans to 
revitalize Toronto's Union Station are 
almost ready. A report will be going to 
the City of Toronto's Executive Com-
mittee at the end of May, for approval 
and then to Council in early June. It is 
hoped that funding from federal and 
provincial governments will be in place 
by the time Council takes its action on 
the report. This requires that the City 
announce its selection of the head les-
see of the commercial space being de-
veloped in the station. This is particu-
larly necessary as finalizing the design 
of the station's interior, to be com-
pleted by the end of July, requires in-
put from the firm that will manage the 
commercial space.
! A main feature of the station's 
revitalization is the "dig down," adding 
a new basement level that does not 
now exist. There are several reasons 
for a new lower level in the station. 
The station’s train tracks under the 
train shed are mainly single track 
bridges on large cement pillars, with 
rather narrow platforms hung between 
these bridges. A consequence of this 
feature of the original station ...con-
tinued on PAGE 4
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UNION STATION UPDATE
...continued from PAGE 3

is that passengers waiting for com-
muter trains, the main function of Un-
ion Station currently, must wait in a 
concourse area below track level until 
boarding time given the constrained 
platform space. The revitalized Union 
Station will see an enlarged GO Tran-
sit concourse area on the east side of 
the station, and a new equally large 
GO concourse area built on the sta-
tion's west side. (The present VIA 
waiting area will remain as it is.) Since 
there are constant pedestrian flows 
through the station, and in the future 
even more so as the station becomes a 
hub for the commercial and condo 
areas around it, a lower level below the 
concourses is absolutely essential. A 
new lower level also provides an op-
portunity to provide retail services 
that have become expected in termi-
nals around the world whether rail 
stations or airports. The management 
of the retail elements of Union Station 
will be in the hands the head lessee 
under a contract as already indicated.
! Union Station's tracks and train 
shed are owned by GO Transit. GO is 
adding a new track and platform on 
the south side of the station, is renew-
ing track and switches leading in and 
out of the station, and is replacing the 
old signal and switch control system 
with an entirely computerized new 
system. This alone is a multi-year pro-
ject to be completed by 2014. Aside 
from the new concourse areas de-
scribed above, GO has gone for a 
"wow" factor with the construction of 
a glass Atrium across the centre sec-
tion of the train shed, along with 
renovations to the historic train sheds 
that will remain either side of the 
Atrium. The contract for this work is 
out to tender. 
! The revitalization of Union Sta-
tion will require from five to six years. 
The complexity of the work means 
that it will be done in stages starting in 
the southwest corner of the station 
and moving in sections to the north-

east. The TTC will simultaneously 
rebuild its Union Station subway sta-
tion so that each track will have a 
separate platform thus helping reduce 
platform overcrowding. When TTC 
passengers walk upstairs to the mez-
zanine level above its tracks, instead of 
climbing still more stairs to enter Un-
ion Station, they will be able to walk 
directly into Union Station entering at 
the new lower level. If they are head-
ing for a GO or VIA train, they will go 
up to the relevant concourse level at 
one of many new access points that 
will connect the lower level with the 
concourses. 
! Union Station is part of Doors 
Open, an annual event that takes place 
in Toronto the weekend of May 23 and 
24 that gives public access to a selec-
tion of the city's architectural master-
pieces, many not otherwise open for 
viewing. As in previous years, there 
will be hourly tours of Union Station. 
It is anticipated that there will also be 
several displays by the City and GO 
Transit that will explain and provide 
graphic displays of the planned im-
provements described above. Come 
and enjoy. ■

Kitchener-Waterloo Rapid 
LRT and Bus Proposal 
Moves into Final Phase
! Regional Council of Waterloo has 
unveiled a $790 million rapid transit 
system that would link Waterloo, 
Kitchener, and Cambridge. Six years in 
the making, Council has settled on a 
plan that would see a core light-rail 
transit (LRT) route between Con-
estoga Mall in Waterloo and Fairview 
Park Mall in Kitchener with a con-
necting rapid bus to Ainslie Street 
Terminal in Cambridge. The plan has 
the support of the Regional Chair, 
Ken Seiling. Taking the LRT all the 
way to Cambridge was deemed too 
costly for now. The Cambridge mayor 
is opposing the plan because the com-
plete LRT route to Cambridge is not 
being built. Other critics are arguing 
for an all-bus system saying that not 

enough people ride transit in the re-
gion. But planners state that Waterloo-
Kitchener-Cambridge is quite com-
pact and linear as an urban region. The 
objective of the LRT is to help densify 
the core corridor and to make the re-
gion as a whole more transit oriented. 
! Public consultation meetings will 
be held in Kitchener on May 19, in 
Cambridge on May 21, and in Waterloo 
on May 26. A Regional Council meet-
ing will receive public deputations on 
June 10. The three cities were once 
tied together with an electric interur-
ban railway that extended to Brantford 
and Port Dover on Lake Erie. It 
ceased operations in 1955. Waterloo 
Region may be the first electric LRT 
in Canada east of Edmonton and Cal-
gary, though in the U.S. there are now 
some 21 LRT transit systems in service 
with more on the way. ■

New Sault Ste. Marie-Agawa 
Canyon Tour Train
! Canadian National (CN) and the 
non-profit Sault Ste. Marie Economic 
Development Corporation announced 
on May 15 a fleet acquisition for the 
Agawa Canyon Tour Train. CN and the 
Ontario government's Northern On-
tario Heritage Fund Corp. are jointly 
funding the $10 million fleet renewal. 
CN has acquired the Ski Train consist-
ing of three locomotives and 14 pas-
senger cars that operated between 
Denver, Colorado and the nearby 
Winter Park ski resort from 1988 until 
March of this year, discontinued for a 
variety of reasons by its private owner 
Ansco Investment Co. CN will add 
two of its dome cars to the train. 
While the new train will be put into 
service this June, the refurbishment 
will take place over the next 12 
months. 
! Ridership has been falling on the 
tour train in recent years. The rejuve-
nated tour train is hoped to draw back 
tourism to the region, the train esti-
mated to provide the Sault Ste. Marie 
area with $30 million in economic ac-
tivity. In season, the daily trip from 
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the Sault to Agawa Canyon is 182km 
(114 miles). The local citizens group 
Coalition for Algoma Passenger Trains 
has been supporting a revival of a net-
work of passenger train services in the 
region between the Sault, Hearst, Co-
chran, North Bay, and Sudbury.
! The recently acquired tour train 
has an interesting pedigree. The cars 
acquired from the Ski Train were 
originally built by Hawker Siddeley in 
Thunder Bay for CN in 1968, being 
used by CN for its Tempo train serv-
ices in Southwestern Ontario. They 
were sold to the Ski Train in 1987. At 
high speeds these Tempo cars had the 
reputation for giving an uncomfortable 
ride. CN's dome cars "Algoma Coun-
try" and "Spirit of Superior" will also 
be part of the tour train. The former 
was originally built in 1955 for Union 
Pacific's train City of Los Angeles, and 
the latter dome car was built for the 
Western Pacific in 1948 as part of the 
pool of cars serving the California 

Zephyr. ■

Absent Provincial Help 
Threatens Ontario's Short 
Line Railways with Closure
! With declines in traffic due to the 
economic recession, many of Ontario's 
short line railways are unable to keep 
up their physical plant propelling them 
towards closure and abandonment. 
Last year the federal government insti-
tuted a matching grant program to aid 
short lines, but Ontario's provincial 
government refuses to participate, 
apparently not interested in keeping 
many parts of the province with rail 
service. 
! The Ottawa valley has just lost its 
372 km railway line from Smith Falls to 
North Bay. A short line spun off by the 
CPR, the Ottawa Valley Railway lost a 
major customer when CPR diverted its 
bridge freight traffic between the west 
and Montreal and on to its own longer 
route via Toronto. The OVR has now 
shut down throwing its 30 employees 
out of work. Similarly, another spin off 
from the CPR, the Huron Central 

operating 302 km between Sudbury 
and Sault Ste. Marie is in trouble. It 
still has freight but its track is deterio-
rating and it may be forced to shut 
down at the end of the year. Huron 
Central has asked the Province for 
help for several years in a row. These 
two short lines are key parts of the rail 
network of Northern Ontario. 
! Rail is an energy and economically 
efficient way to move heavy freight, 
and without a rail line, an area cannot 
attract many kinds of industries. The 
Huron Central requires $33 million for 
rehabilitation. It is estimated that an 
overhaul of the short line system in 
Ontario would come to about $90 
million. Last year in Quebec the feds 
and the provincial government signed 
a joint agreement to invest $75 million 
to improve the Quebec short line sys-
tem. In the scheme of transport infra-
structure spending in Ontario, helping 
out short lines to the tune of $90 split 
with the feds is peanuts. Can MTO 
still say the words balanced transpor-
tation? ■

Transport 2000 and TRAC 
Ask for an Elected Metro-
linx Board
! In a move that took many by 
surprise, the Province has suddenly 
produced legislation to merge Me-
trolinx and GO Transit to be ad-
ministered by an appointed Board. 
On April 23, Natalie Litwin for 
T2000 and Peter Miasek and Karl 
Junkin for TRAC, deputed to the 
Standing Committee on Finance 
and Economic Affairs questioning 
key elements of Bill 163, the 
merger legislation. Toronto Star col-
umnist, Jim Coyle (April 29) 
praised Ms. Litwin for questioning 
a done deal that abandons ac-
countability. Litwin pointed out 
that the present board had done a 
good job "showing minimal 
parochialism...and producing a Re-
gional Transportation Plan from 
scratch in two years," as well as 

producing business cases and de-
tailed designs for a number of pro-
jects. Comments that the board 
wasn't moving fast enough, she 
said, did not ring true. 
! Examining Bill-163 led Litwin 
to conclude that "the replacement 
of the existing board by appointees 
is nothing less than a power grab 
by the province...The new ap-
pointees will be answerable to the 
Ministry of Transportation and the 
Cabinet." Knowledge of transpor-
tation and mobility needs was in 
fact a hallmark of the turfed out 
board of elected officials. Litwin 
noted that a number of appointed 
boards are clearly dysfunctional, 
such as the OMB and the Toronto 
Port Authority where the majority 
has clear  Conservative Party ties. 
! "Many clauses in Bill 163 con-
firm our suspicion," Litwin stated, 
"that the main purpose of the bill 
is to shift power from municipali-
ties to the province..." Previously 
the CEO was selected by the cor-
poration, but now will be ap-
pointed by Cabinet on MTO's rec-
ommendation. MTO may now by 
directive require Metrolinx to 
amend its transportation plan. 
With MTO's road-building cul-
ture, Litwin wondered if Metrolinx 
will really be able to shift transport 
in a sustainable direction? Another 
part of the Bill provides that MTO 
may impose transportation policy 
directly on municipalities. "T2 
agrees that a transportation policy 
is needed for the entire province," 
she said, "...but that policy should 
not come down on stone 
tablets...Rather, it should be a co-
herent policy hammered out by 
public consultation with Ontarians 
who are not well-funded lobbyists." 
Litwin ended by highlighting the 
greater secrecy of decision-making 
that will now be possible with the 
new Metrolinx legislation. "It is 
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the bane of our existence that ad-
vocacy groups such as ours are sel-
dom consulted because the gov-
ernment agency has already made 
up its mind and wants to hear only 
from the powerful and like-
minded," she concluded. ■

A DISSENTING VIEW-
POINT   Speeding to Private 
Transit: McGuinty Stacks 
Metrolinx with Biz Buds Be-
fore Handing Over Big Cash
by Roger Brook (reprinted from 
Now Magazin" , April 27, 2009)
! Sure, we’re thrilled with the prov-
ince’s announcement last week that 
it’s forking over $9 billion to build the 
Eglinton and Finch lines, part of the 
Transit City light rail plan. Let’s forget 
the fact that this funding was already 
announced during the 2007 election 
campaign. At least now we have a 
timeline... 
! But how cunning that the re-
announcements were conveniently 
timed to overshadow the Liberal’s 
draconian decision to turf Toronto’s 
elected officials from the board of 
Metrolinx, the province’s regional 
transportation planning body, and 
replace them with a slate of provin-
cially chosen private-sector “experts.” 
Neither Premier Dalton McGuinty 
nor Transportation Minister Jim 
Bradley offered a coherent rationale 
for the purge, other than some fluff 
about getting things moving and 
needing a board “geared to action.” 
But according to one departing board 
member, TTC chair Adam Giam-
brone, it wasn’t the board causing 
holdups. “It’s funding issues that are 
delaying projects,” he says.
! So why did McGuinty decide to 
stack the Metrolinx board before 
handing out the cash? The successful 
ouster was led by Toronto’s influential 
Board of Trade, which cited a 2008 

TD Bank report warning that “the 
plan will not proceed” because “the 
current configuration of Metrolinx is 
not conducive to private-sector fund-
ing of public transit projects.” Giam-
brone says he’s not anti-private-
sector, noting the TTC contracted 
out 93 per cent of the work on the 
Sheppard subway. But, he says, “we 
don’t believe the private sector should 
be involved in running the lines. Pri-
vate partnerships tend to costs more 
over the long run.”
! McGuinty might have agreed 
back in 2003 when he campaigned on 
rolling back public-private partner-
ships (P3s) like the Brampton Hospi-
tal and highway 407, but once in of-
fice he quickly became a convert, 
cynically re-branding controversial 
P3s as “alternative finance and pro-
curement” (AFP). The Liberals set up 
the current crisis by presenting a $50 
billion Metrolinx plan on an $11 bil-
lion budget. Then they mandated 
that all 15 Metrolinx priority projects 
find “savings” through Infrastructure 
Ontario’s (IO) ambiguous AFP proc-
ess, which includes everything from 
private-sector borrowing to having 
corporations design, build and oper-
ate the lines.
! Of course the idea that private 
sector “savings” will produce the 
missing $40 billion is bogus. Corpora-
tions are no better as a funding source 
than high-interest credit cards. We 
may pay later, but we pay more, 
through subsidies or higher user 
charges like the 407 toll or the pro-
posed $20 one-way fare for the 
Union-Pearson Airport link. The tim-
ing couldn’t be worse. The recession-
induced funding crunch has forced 
P3-friendly BC and Britain to take 
over the mess left by risky invest-
ments.
! The province’s handpicked cor-
porate board will be installed in time 

to rubber-stamp billions in controver-
sial AFP decisions, beginning with 
Viva York Region transit and the 
Sheppard East line this summer. Leg-
islation introduced last week would 
allow Metrolinx to 
“enter into commercial arrangements 
... for designing, developing, con-
structing, maintaining or operating a 
prescribed passenger transportation 
system.” Ominously, “open meetings 
will no longer be required” on budg-
ets or capital plans for new projects.
! No doubt McGuinty was inspired 
by Vancouver, where the BC Liberals 
turfed regional politicians last year 
after they voted against the Canada 
Line P3 on two occasions. Board 
meetings are now routinely kept un-
der wraps, supposedly to protect cor-
porate proprietary secrets, and board 
compensation has risen 600 per cent. 
Like some neo-con wet dream, a team 
of corporate bigwigs accountable only 
to their shareholders is raising fares 
and property taxes to pay for projects. 
As in BC, P3 schemes allow Ontario 
Liberals to reward powerful corpora-
tions, who may choose to return the 
favour come election time. The prov-
ince has already reserved eight board 
seats for top executives ...  The prov-
ince has also integrated GO Transit 
into Metrolinx, and legislation in-
structs the board to present new 
revenue sources at or before June 
2013.
! Will the TTC be the next Metro-
linx acquisition? It’s no secret that 
McGuinty wants Metrolinx to absorb 
it, but the elected board members 
rebuked him last year. I bet the 
handpicked board will see things dif-
ferently. Board member Mayor 
Miller’s parting words warn of the 
dangers ahead. “I will continue to 
fight to ensure that public transit re-
mains public and that the governance 
of it is open, transparent and ac-
countable.” We can always hope. (Re-
printed with permission). ■
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High Speed Rail in Spain
 Introduction: This final article 
of a three-part series, prepared by 
Avrum Regenstreif, on Spain’s emerg-
ing high speed rail (HSR) network fo-
cusses more generally on the energy 
efficiency of electrified HSR in 
Europe. 
Part 3: Energy Efficiency 
and Electrification Spain/
Europe.
! We now turn to the importance of 
energy efficiency in electrified railway 
operations and some implications for 
reducing unnecessary energy use for 
ground transport in Canada. 
! At the time of 1970’s world energy 
crisis, Spain was using almost 27% of 
its primary energy for ground trans-
port, including trucks, buses and diesel  
powered railways, modes heavily de-
pendant on imported oil. This com-
pared with approximately 14% for 
neighbouring European countries, 
which had earlier moved to electrify 
railways and rationalize their ground 
transport systems.
! Consequently, in this critical pe-
riod, Spain's national railway company, 
RENFE, began to rapidly electrify, 
achieving 36% electrification by 1982 
and 80% by 2008. During this process 
Spain not only electrified many con-
ventional trunk lines, but began to 
build a new HSR corridor shortcutting 
across country, completing the first 471 
km between Madrid and Seville in 
time for Seville’s Expo in 1992. 
! For decades, Spain had been de-
veloping hydro-electricity, with over 
400 small to medium hydro dams all 
over the country. More recently, an 
extensive programme of wind and so-
lar power generation projects has been 
realized in environmentally appropri-
ate regions. By the early 1980’s, the 
stage was set for an extensive pro-
gramme of environmentally sustain-
able electric powered rail transport 
expansion.
! To clarify the impact of energy 
efficiency on railway motive power, the 
following tables compare energy effi-

ciency at each step in the energy pro-
duction and motive power process and 
cumulative (end-use) efficiency for 
both hydro-electric and diesel-electric 
powered axles.
! The large difference in end-use 
energy efficiency between diesel-
electric and electric powered locomo-
tives (78% vs 23%) is indeed dramatic. 
However, given the fact that both 
electric freight and passenger trains as 
well as HSR trains can also be powered 
by sustainable electrical energy sources 
means virtually no carbon footprint or 
GHG’s to increase global warming. 
This makes the issue of end-use cumu-
lative energy efficiency a matter of 
great importance. However, with elec-
trified rail transport, the issue of sup-
ply is not only important in itself , but 
also in providing a medium for reduc-
ing effective electricity demand 
through regenerative braking and re-
capturing usable energy.
! For electrified railways, substantial 
reductions in electricity demand can 
be achieved through regenerative 
braking, with careful timing and 
scheduling of trains in order to balance 
the timing of acceleration and decel-
eration of trains entering and leaving 
major station areas, and /or moving 
through track areas with significant 
gradients. With regenerative braking, 
as trains begin to brake and slow 
down, braking energy is used to gener-
ate electricity instead of waste heat. 
This electrical energy is fed back into 
the overhead catenary system 
where it is taken up by trains either 
just leaving a station and accelerating, 
or climbing grades at speed within the 
same feed area in which passing trains 
are braking. In 2008, for example, en-
ergy savings from regenerative braking 
achieved by RENFE’s Cercanías (sub-
urban electric powered commuter 
trains) generated more than 180 mil-
lion kWh of electricity which were 
productively used to reduce demand 
on electrical generating sources. 
RENFE and ADIF (builders of new 
rail lines) continue to focus on increas-
ing potential savings through regenera-
tive braking and other measures to 
increase the efficiency of energy use on 
an annual basis. 

! Table V, which compares energy 
efficiency for different modes of 
transport, indicates a 6-to-1 energy 
saving by HSR compared to flying, 3-
to-1 saving in energy by HSR com-
pared with travel in a fully loaded large 
private car, and a 5.5-to-4 comparison 
for a fully loaded bus and a conven-
tional express train. While an ordinary 
express train and a bus are almost 
equal, in energy use, a conventional 
train powered by hydro-electricity has 
a significant advantage in so far as the 
latter does not produce GHG’s.

Table III: Cumulative (End-Use) Effi-
ciency of Hydro-Electrically Powered 
Locomotives.

Step

Step 
Effi-
cienc
y

End-Use 
Cumulativ
e 
Efficiency

Water falling thru 
turbine

95% 95%

Electric generator 
efficiency

97% 92%

Power transmission 
efficiency

92% 84%

Electric motor 
efficiency at axles

93% 78%

Table IV: Cumulative (End-Use) Effi-
ciency of Diesel-Electric Powered 
Locomotives

Step

Step 
Effi-
cienc
y

End-Use 
Cumulativ
e 
Efficiency

Crude oil in ground 100%

Crude oil at 
wellhead

98% 86%

Crude oil at refinery 92% 79%

Refined diesel fuel 88% 70%

Transport to railway 
locomotive depots

98% 69+%

Storage of fuel and 
pumping into engine

99.50% 68%

Energy conversion by 
locomotive engine

35% 24%

Diesel-electric 
motor efficiency at 
axles

93% 23%
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 Since Table V data 
was first published in 
1982, some figures with-
in it were surpassed in 
1996, when a new TGV 
Duplex train was built 
for SNCF in France, 
which carries approxi-
mately 50% more pas-
sengers than older 
single-level TGVs. 
When the figure of 11 
grams/seat-km is
divided by 1.5, the result 
is approximately 7.33 
grams per seat-km, less 
than a quarter of  the 
energy consumption 
equivalent of a fully 
loaded (short to me-
dium haul airbus type) 
aircraft or approxi-
mately one-half the en-
ergy gramme weight 
fuel equivalent of a fully 
loaded large car. Thus, 
by 1996, energy con-
sumption for a Duplex 
TGV approached the 
energy efficiency of a 

Table V: Energy Efficiency for Different Modes of Ground Transport -- Compara-
tive Fuel Consumptions (in petroleum gramme-weight [energy equivalence])
Mode Consump-

tion per 
Vehicle-km 
with average 
load factor

Consumption 
per seat-km 
with 100% 
load factor 
1982

Consumption per seat 
-km. with 100% load 
factor based on esti-
mated post 2002 en-
ergy efficiency in-
creases by mode

Paris-Marseille Airbus 52 35 26

Paris-Marseille Airbus with high 
density seating

37 31 25

SNCF electric Paris-Lyon TGV at 
160mph (260kph)

17 11 4

SNCF supplementary-fare electric 
rapide

20 12 9.5

Ordinary express train 15 7 6

Large private car on motorway 50 20 12  Hybrid

Small private car on motorway 35 20 8  Hybrid

Bus 21 7 5.5
Paris Metro 23 5.3 Not Available

Large private car in town 93 23 10  Hybrid

Small private car in town 67 16 6.8  Hybrid
Sources: Table published in G. Freeman Allen, Railways, Past, Present & Futur" , Orbis Publishing, Lon-
don 1982, p.289. Third column was added by author with data from a range of sources.

much slower 1982 “or-
dinary express train” 
which in 1982 used 7 
grams of fuel equivalent 
per seat-km with a 
100% load factor.
! By 2008, these fig-
ures were further sur-
passed when RENFE 
opened its new HSR 
line between Madrid 
Barcelona using Sie-
mens designed and 
built 300-350 kph Ve-
laro trains. Siemens 
rates these at approxi-
mately 3.3 grams of fuel 
per seat-km with a 
100% load factor. Also, 
much of the electricity 
for this system comes 
from hydo or other sus-
tainable energy sources, 
or from a limited 

amount of nuclear energy in Spain which 
produce no fossil fuel emissions, and gen-
erate little on-going carbon footprint 
with respect to GHG’s.
! The dramatic improvements in en-
ergy efficiency performance of HSR 
trains over the past 25 years has resulted 
from careful adherence to four basic 
principles of train design: (1) aerodynami-
cally designed trains which significantly 
reduce wind resistance and drag; (2) much 
lighter weight trains with lower mass per 
seat-km; (3) improved design of panto-
graphs and other major electric circuit 
components to minimize line losses from 
overhead transmission to locomotive ax-
les; and (4), as already discussed, extensive 
use and application of regenerative brak-
ing resulting in a total energy system sav-
ings in the range of 60-70% (theoretical), 
to practical savings for motive power in 
the order of 10-30%. 
 In the process of more effective rail-
way electrification and operations, a 

number of important principles have 
emerged. These include: precise civil en-
gineering of right-of-ways to minimize 
gradients, widen curves, minimize super-
elevation of tracks, and prepare sub-base 
anchoring, track ties, tracks and high 
speed switches to reduce rolling resis-
tance and maintenance of trains.
! In a country such as Canada, in which 
more than 70% of total electricity used is 
generated from hydro-electric sources, 
the time has come to focus on rail electri-
fication as an essential prerequisite to 
HSR, and then move quickly to develop 
HSR. Perhaps, one might start with an 
initial 1,300 km higher urban density cor-
ridor, such as Windsor to Rivière-du-
Loup, with a potential elapsed travel time 
of 5-1/2 to 6 hours for HSR and a “con-
ventional electric railway” trip time of 11-
12 hours.
# Dr. Regenstreif is a retired architect, ur$
banist, and consultant in energy management. 
He recently visited both Spain and France. ■
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TRAC GTHA Joins Trans-
port 2000 as a Committee
! The Transportation Regional 
Action Committee for the Greater 
Toronto and Hamilton Area, as of 
January, has joined Transport 2000 
Ontario as a committee. TRAC 
grew out of the Metronauts online 
community associated with the 
Metrolinx consultation in the Fall 
of 2008. The group was created to 
extend the online discussions 
about GTHA transportation into 
the real world through action. As 
early as its second meeting, Trans-
port 2000 has been in contact with 
TRAC with several of its members 
active with TRAC. Co-chairs of 
TRAC, Karl Junkin and Peter Ku-
cirek were elected to the T2000 
Ontario Board at end of March 
AGM, Karl as Secretary and Peter 
as a member-at-large.
! TRAC's current projects in-
clude building public pressure for 
the Downtown Relief Subway Line 
(DRSL), and the Union-Pearson 
rail link. TRAC supports a true 
multimodal transportation net-
work, with strong transit links at 
the local and regional levels. It 
promotes greater transparency in 
governance of transportation, and 
supports the 'ongoing community 
conversation' about transportation 
which exists off and on the inter-
net. TRAC's regional focus fits well 
with T2000 Ontario's long-
established interest in better inter-
city public transport for both peo-
ple and freight. TRAC maintains a 
blog and website at 
www.tracgtha.ca.  [Toronto area 
residents may wish to go to the 
TRAC website to read about and 
to put their name on the on-line 
petition in support of the DRSL 
proposal.] ■

RECEIVE YOUR NEWS-
LETTER BY E-MAIL
! Members my obtain our news-
letter by e-mail rather than by mail. 
If you wish to receive the electronic 
version, please e-mail the Newsletter 
Editor at the e-mail address given in 
the next column to the right. Mem-
bers may also receive the Transport 
2000 Canada newsletter by e-mail as 
well. You will be separately con-
tacted by Transport 2000 Canada 
about this option. ■

BOARD MEETINGS
! T2000 Ontario’s Board usually 
meets evenings on the 3rd Wednesday of 
the month (no March, July or August 
meetings). We meet at 215 Spadina Ave., 
Toronto. If you wish to attend, please 
contact Natalie Litwin at 416-4989-0612 
or by e-mail at n.litwin@sympatico.ca to 
confirm date, time and place which are 
subject to change. ■
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Editor: Tony Turrittin
(turritti@hotmail.com)
Contributions of news and 
items are welcome. We are 
looking for correspondents. 
Submissions, including articles 
and letters, are subject to 
acceptance and editing. 
Statements in this publication 
are those of the respective 
authors and are not official 
policy which is approved by the 
Board of Transport 2000 
Ontario. Thanks to all who 
have helped out with the 
newsletter: Natalie Litwin, Jim 
Appleby, David Scott, Peter 
Miasek, David Jeanes, and 
Avrum Regenstreif.
News to May 15, 2009.

CONTACT AND MEMBERSHIP INFORMATION

Transport 2000 Ontario: Working for environmentally, socially and 
economically sustainable transportation policies and actions.

E-mail: ontario@transport2000.ca
Mailing address: Box 6418, Sta. A, Toronto, ON  M5W  1X3
Telephone: 416.504.3934 or toll free long-distance 1.866.542.1067
Fax number: 416.410.9999. Or contact our President: 416.498.0612.

Join Transport 2000 to help us advocate for sustainable transporta-
tion. By joining Transport 2000 Ontario, you also become a mem-
ber of Transport 2000 Canada. Members receive Ontario 
Repor% as well as our national newsletter TransportActio! .

To join, send your name, address, telephone number, e-mail address 
(if any), and membership fee to our box address above. Our annual 
membership fees are: introductory (1st year only) $20; regular $35; 
senior $30; student $25; low income $20; family $50; non-profit af-
filiate $75; business $170. Transport 2000 Canada is a registered 
charity and donations to it receive a tax-credit receipt. 

Our website is www.transport2000.ca/ontario. A membership form 
is available at this website.
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