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The Neptis Foundation has collaborated with Edward J. Levy to publish this history of rapid transit proposals for 
the City of Toronto. Given Neptis’s focus on regional issues, we have supported Levy’s work because it demon-
strates clearly that regional rapid transit cannot function eff ectively without a well-designed network at the core 
 of the region. Toronto does not yet have such a network, as you will discover through the maps and historical 
photographs in this interactive web-book. We hope the material will contribute to ongoing debates on the need to 
create such a network.

This web-book would not been produced without the vital eff orts of Philippa Campsie and Brent Gilliard, who 
have worked with Mr. Levy over two years to organize, edit, and present the volumes of text and illustrations.
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ABOUT THIS BOOK

SELECTION FROM FIGURE 8.3.2, A DIAGRAM OF MAGNETIC LEVITATION TECHNOLOGY.

Transit is the talk of the region these days and Edward J. Levy’s web-book Rapid Transit in Toronto: A Century of Plans,

Progress, Politics and Paralysis is a timely body of work that provides useful historical lessons and insights as today’s

politicians, planners and citizens discuss ways to tackle gridlock and congestion.

The web-book published in collaboration with The Neptis Foundation is a treasure trove of rare, historical maps and plans

dating back to the early 20th century which tracks numerous but unsuccessful attempts to build a rapid transit network that

placed Toronto at the centre of a vast, interconnected region.

Levy says there has never been a shortage of creative and robust rapid transit plans which, had they come to fruition, might

have created the integrated network Toronto never built and now needs more than ever.

Instead the history of attempts to build a rapid transit network in Toronto has been a sad story of financial and political

compromise.

Many of these plans contained the concept of a U-shaped subway line extending east and west of the city core, the long sought

“network builder” that would have allowed Toronto’s skeletal subway system to become a true network offering several well

distributed and integrated interchanges, built-in redundancies in the case of train breakdown, area-wide connectivity and

operating flexibility for the benefit of the majority of riders across the city and region.

In the postscript to his book: Completing the Regional Connection, Levy argues that the rebirth of regionalism with the creation

of Metrolinx and the Province of Ontario’s “Places to Grow” plan for south/central Ontario provides the backdrop to what should

be our next grand in-city subway building exercise.
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In doing so the Greater Toronto Region must learn from its history and do it right, said Levy.

His solution is the Regional Relief Line which builds on the idea of the proposed but very limited Downtown Relief Line, and

places it squarely in a regional context, showing how a series of modifications would reduce congestion across the region, and

allow a 50-year discussion about the integration of GO Transit and the TTC to become a reality.

“It is crucial that the tiresome downtown-suburban dichotomy over such projects be expunged from the discussion because

this line could become the ultimate network builder, linking TTC and GO Transit services, thereby serving the whole region,”

said Levy.

Rapid Transit in Toronto will be released on March 19, 2013.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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EDWARD J. LEVY

The author of this 100-year history of rapid transit in Toronto developed his interest in the subject over more than 50 years of

work in transportation planning, traffic engineering, design consulting, and advising government agencies on transportation

policy and infrastructure expansion needs, with an emphasis on public transit.

After graduating from the University of Toronto in 1957 with a Bachelor of Applied Science degree in Civil Engineering, and

working with several major consulting engineering and planning firms in Canada and the United States, he co-founded Barton-

Aschman Canada Limited (later BA Consulting Group Limited) in 1973. Mr. Levy served as President and then Chairman of the

Board of Directors of BA Consulting for more than 15 years.

In 1980, he was appointed Co-ordinator of the Central Area Traffic Management Study, a joint undertaking of the City of Toronto

and Metropolitan Toronto.

In 1983, the Province of Ontario retained Mr. Levy to advise on transportation and parking needs relating to sites for a new

major-league stadium for the Toronto area. Subsequently, he became involved in the lengthy approval process relating to the

site selected for SkyDome (now the Rogers Centre) in Toronto’s Railway Lands.

In 1989, Mr. Levy was retained as an advisor to the Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront, and in 1991 he

was appointed by the Commission as co-director of a major study of options for the Gardiner Expressway-Lake Shore

Boulevard waterfront transportation corridor. Later, he was retained by the Waterfront Revitalization Task Force to advise on
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general transportation matters.

He has directed transportation planning studies for large-scale projects across the United States, in Paris and Montpellier,

France, in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, and in three cities in Liaoning Province, People’s Republic of China. He has also reported

on transportation and parking for  a proposed mixed-use project in Prague, Czech Republic.

Mr. Levy formally retired from BA Group in 1999, but continues to work with the firm as a senior consultant and to accept special

assignments related to transportation planning.

For example, he was asked by Metrolinx, the Province of Ontario’s Greater Toronto/Hamilton Transportation Authority, to serve

on its Advisory Committee during the development of the Regional Transportation Plan, issued in late 2008. He was also

asked to serve on a Public Advisory Committee that worked with the Metrolinx board to develop terms of reference for a year-

long feasibility analysis of GO Transit electrification, issued at the end of 2010.

His interest in history is expressed in his role as Secretary and Board member of the new Railway Museum and Railway

Heritage Centre being developed in cooperation with the City of Toronto over the next few years at the John Street Roundhouse,

Roundhouse Park and Union Station. Phase One opened in May 2010.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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A NOTE FROM THE NEPTIS FOUNDATION

The Neptis Foundation early on understood the value and significance of the work of eminent transportation engineer Edward J.

Levy who has compiled a timely, relevant, informative and compelling history of rapid transit planning in Toronto.

The Project

Mr. Levy originally set himself the task of collecting the maps and technical drawings from 100 years of rapid transit plans and

studies, and annotating them in chronological order. But as he explains in his author’s note, the historic maps also tell the story

of what is not there; the glaring absence of a network at the heart of Toronto’s meagre transit system that prevents it from

serving as the basis of an effective regional network.

Mr. Levy and his well-respected colleagues in transportation planning, Neal Irwin and Richard Soberman, are part of a select

group of professionals who have found themselves at the centre of major transportation and land use studies and plans that

correctly identified the growing urban regional needs, recommending rapid transit network appropriate to a city this size and

configuration. This history by Levy pays tribute to the enormous effort and expertise that have been devoted to attempts at

making a significant rapid transit network for Toronto.

The Webbook

The subway system that serves (or fails to serve) downtown Toronto is a regional issue, as this webbook makes clear. That is

why Neptis, an organization that focuses on the design of Canadian urban regions, wants to bring this work to the attention of a

wide audience.

With Mr. Levy, Neptis originally planned an illustrated book, and there are still plans to publish one. But during 2011 and 2012,

Toronto was in the midst of discussions about its rapid transit future, and it was not clear where (or how) the book’s story would

end. Neptis has therefore proceeded to publish the text and wealth of illustrations as a webbook. Compelling reasons for doing

so became apparent as work proceeded:

1.       There is too much information to fit into a reasonably priced printed document.

2.       We wanted to include historic maps in a way that allows readers to zoom in on details.
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3.       We want to make the information widely and freely available to students, researchers, planners, engineers, and everyone

else who cares about transit in Toronto.

4.       We want to keep adding more information over time, including extracts from original documents of interest to historians.

5.       We want the document to be searchable, to enhance its use as a research resource.

6.       We can link to other websites with relevant information that is updated from time to time, such as the transit maps from

other cities around the world.

7.       We want to invite comments and feedback from readers.

In many ways, therefore, the webbook format has proved to be perfect for the presentation of a history of such richness,

complexity and topicality. The technical and editorial task of assembling the webbook from Mr. Levy’s vast manuscript has been

demanding but exciting. Neptis greatly appreciates his unflagging patience, perseverance, and good humour throughout this

process.

The Team

This webbook would not been produced without the efforts of Philippa Campsie and Brent Gilliard, who have worked with Mr.

Levy over two years to organize, edit, and present the volumes of text and illustrations.

Aster Design and Freeform Solutions were responsible for the design and development of the webbook.

Anna Beznogova created the maps which articulate the idea of a Regional Relief Line that comes out of the history of plans for a

rapid transit network in Toronto.

Zack Taylor was instrumental in creating conceptual maps for Mr. Levy’s “Out of the Box” proposals in chapters 18 and 19.

Supervision of the project was provided by Tony Coombes, Executive Director of The Neptis Foundation and Marcy Burchfield,

Director of Research Programming and Communications.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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AUTHOR’S NOTE

A VIEW OF QUEEN STATION, PAST AND PRESENT, FROM ERIK MAUER’S LOOKING INTO THE PAST
SERIES. (CC)

When I started work on this history, my intention was straightforward: to create a comprehensive record of Toronto-focused

rapid transit planning documents prepared since the vision of a rapid transit network was first articulated more than a century

ago. I planned to arrange the major reports, monographs, maps, and articles chronologically and supplement each one with a

brief commentary. It was not to be a history complete with secondary sources and a wealth of background detail and context,

but a record of primary documents on a common theme, arranged and annotated for the interested reader.

I wanted to demonstrate the astounding volume of analytic work done, and to contrast this output with the relatively meagre

achievements to date on (or under) the ground. The idea arose from my own frustration after more than 50 years of

professional involvement in advocacy, planning, and design relating to public transit and from the realization that in so many

ways, my efforts, and those of many colleagues, have been and continue to be in vain.

My task soon proved to be far more complicated and onerous than I had initially envisaged. What was to be a mere compilation

of key documents threatened to become a voluminous historical epic replete with an array of technical visions ranging from the

overambitious to the niggardly, mirroring changes in political and fiscal circumstances throughout the period. Moreover, I was

finding it increasingly difficult to devise a logical point at which to end the narrative, because new initiatives and variations were
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continually emerging from the bureaucracy, its advisors, and various interest groups. I also found it difficult to refrain from

including my own comments on the merits of the various plans and on the decisions of those who were presented with those

plans.

Certain core concepts relating to primary public transit service continually recurred in my research, such as the need for major

transit routes to follow the arterial corridors originally created by the rectilinear grid typical of the British survey and land

subdivision system dating back to 18 -century Upper Canada. This system in turn dictated the form and growth pattern of the

future urban area, and in so doing also dictated the configuration of primary public transit services. The relationships between

planning and infrastructure made sense before the era of underground railways, when all communal transportation services

were necessarily confined to public road rights-of-way (with the exception of railways).

When the idea of subways emerged in Toronto early in the 20  century, the decision to keep the underground lines as shallow

as possible to avoid the cost of deep tunnelling and deep stations (and thereby minimize overall trip duration) essentially

meant that the lines would either follow or closely parallel the arterial corridors of the primary grid, such as Yonge Street and the

Bloor-Danforth corridor. 

In the end, I found that the basic characteristics of the rapid transit system were established and later confirmed and refined by

way of a relatively small number of key planning initiatives. Indeed, I have concluded that there were only four breakthroughs in

the history of general and transportation planning for Toronto and its region:

1. Initial concepts for the primary north-south corridor (Yonge-Bay) as well as important east-west corridors (King, Queen,
Bloor-Danforth) during the period 1909–1915.

2. The series of studies undertaken for the Province of Ontario relating to the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Area and
neighbouring counties (prior to the formation of the Regional Municipalities) known as the Metropolitan Toronto and

Region Transportation Study (MTARTS) during the period 1962–1968.
3. The monumental series of study reports constituting the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review (MTTPR) issued

during the period 1973–1975. Among the topics documented was the importance of expanding the rapid transit system
into a network  serving the city’s central area with lines oriented in all cardinal directions, including an early concept for the
Downtown Relief Line or downtown “U”-shaped distributor; and an east-west line serving the burgeoning upper-midtown
districts of Metropolitan Toronto following the Eglinton arterial corridor.

4. The profusely documented Regional Transportation Study (“The Big Move”) produced by Metrolinx (initially the Greater
Toronto Area/Hamilton Transportation Authority), for the Province of Ontario, during the period 2007–2008.

All else is really a series of politically constrained “footnotes,” generated by or on behalf of successive municipal government

agencies and advisors in almost invariably futile attempts to win sustained fiscal support from senior governments.

In putting this information on the web, I hope to remind decision-makers and others of the many important ideas that have been

proposed over the years that are still relevant in 21  century Toronto. May good sense leading to firm political and fiscal support

ultimately lead to the creation of the transportation network that this fast-growing conurbation so desperately needs.

Edward J. Levy, P.Eng. Toronto, Ontario

February 20, 2012

th

th

[1 ]
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 A stark exception is that section of the Spadina subw ay alignment extending north from Davenport Road (Casa Loma) beneath a ravine and
further north w ithin the median of an expressw ay. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.

[1]
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AUTHOR’S GUIDING PRINCIPLE: THE NEED FOR A NETWORK

SELECTION FROM FIGURE 19.1.1 SHOWING ONE POSSIBLE SOLUTION TO TORONTO’S CENTRAL
AREA NETWORK DEFICIENCY.

In summarizing the 100‐year history of rapid transit planning and development in the Toronto area using maps and interpretive

text, I will emphasize the recurring concept of an enhanced central area rapid transit network. In doing so, I hope to make the

strongest possible case for creating such a network within the City of Toronto.

I should explain that I do not consider the terms “system” and “network” synonyms, and I have been careful to avoid using them

as such.

A system is an arrangement of two or more lines that intersect at either a single interchange station (or at two which are
very close to one another), resulting in little route redundancy; that is, a means by which riders could follow alternative
routes to their destinations to bypass closures caused by service disruptions or emergencies on specific route segments.
Rapid transit systems typically offer less‐than‐optimum area coverage and average journey time, and in general, lack
operational robustness in terms of service flexibility and balanced demand/capacity relationships.
A network is an arrangement of two or more lines that meet at two or more spatially well distributed interchange stations,
thereby providing route redundancy, resulting in effective passenger load balance on pairs of parallel lines, providing
enhanced area coverage and options for bypassing service disruptions. A network is robust in that it allows for not only
operational flexibility, but also for growth, change, and progressive land use diversification – all essential for a successful
and expanding major urban area such as the Toronto region.

Virtually all major cities that have rapid transit enjoy network service, although a few lack certain characteristics. Toronto,

however, has a system, not a network: Bloor/Yonge station is the key interchange between the two most heavily used lines, and

as such is a point of particular vulnerability in terms of service disruption on the entire system.
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A true network, as opposed to the existing skeletal system, would provide more well‐distributed interchange opportunities, and

sufficient capacity to handle future travel demand in several currently underserved key corridors across the City of Toronto and

the Greater Toronto Area. The current practice of providing inadequate numbers of “replacement buses” during line closures

leads to operational chaos as well as rider (and staff) frustration. This situation can only worsen as the more heavily built‐up

parts of the urban area (particularly the historic centre) continue to diversify and add population and jobs.

The evolution of a network would involve supplementing existing subway services (essentially the oldest, most underdesigned

sections of the system) with strategically planned new lines. Analyses carried out over many decades clearly indicate that the

initial additions should include links between the Financial District and the northeast and northwest districts of the city. The

rapidly regenerating districts immediately east and west of the financial district, as well as the burgeoning central waterfront,

would also be served by such a “U”‐shaped distributor alignment. In addition to the distributor, an east‐west line in the Eglinton

corridor would be an essential northern section of an expanded central area network.

Initially, the new lines (forming a circumferential loop configuration) could take the form of “pre-metro” facilities; i.e., grade-

separated lines designed at the outset for LRT (light rapid transit, or enhanced streetcar) operation, served by relatively short

platforms, designed for eventual upgrading to accommodate conventional high‐capacity subway service, without the need for

wholesale reconstruction or expansion of stations and tunnels.

After much debate by Toronto City Council, it has been decided to make the Eglinton Crosstown line into a light rail transit line

rather than a full subway. Unfortunately, the Eglinton line is not being designed as a “pre‐metro” that could be converted later to

full subway (heavy rapid transit) operation without having to substantially rebuild the stations, turnouts, pocket (storage) tracks,

etc., even though a design that could ultimately handle wider subway rolling stock could be provided at the outset without greatly

increasing the capital budget. As things now stand, however, any hope of future conversion would likely be too disruptive and

costly to carry out. Many areas along Eglinton Avenue have the potential for intensified redevelopment in conjunction with the

construction of the tunnel, and this once‐in‐a‐century opportunity could well be hobbled by inadequate line capacity during its

operating life.

 Examples of such evolutionary conversion can be seen in certain European cities, w hile the Sheppard subw ay, completed in 2002,
operates w ith shortened stations designed to be lengthened if and w hen standard six-car trains replace the four-car trains currently in use. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.

[1 ]

[1]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Highlights and Failings of Rapid Transit Planning and Development in Toronto

The following overview visits key moments and themes for rapid transit planning and development in Toronto. You can follow

the links within the text or use the menu at the top of each page to explore any particular topic in greater detail.

FIGURE 1.3.1: SCHEME 1 RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM: PREFERRED SCHEME FROM THE JACOBS &
DAVIES REPORT, 1910.

Proposals for high-capacity public transportation in Toronto – subways, “tubes,” below-grade streetcars (“the grandfather of

LRT”) – were first made in 1909, when the city’s regional population was barely 350,000.  A few older, larger cities in Europe

and the United States had already begun to develop underground and elevated rail systems free from the congestion of

animal-powered traffic and heavy pedestrian flows at street level, and Toronto – ever “the hopeful city” (an early sobriquet) –

was determined not to be left behind, despite its modest size at the time.

The far-seeing city councillor Horatio J. Hocken (elected mayor in 1912) was a strong advocate of “tubes,” and he and his

council colleagues retained consultants from New York City in early 1910 for the grand sum of $5,000 to prepare a plan.  The

consultants recommended a subway beneath sections of Yonge and Bay streets from Front Street (the site of the current Union

Station) north to St. Clair Avenue as the first order of business, to be followed by ambitious networks of radial and loop lines.
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FIGURE 3.0.2: RECOMMENDED RADIAL RAILWAY ENTRANCES, TERMINAL AND DOWNTOWN LOOP
FROM RADIAL RAILWAY ENTRANCES AND RAPID TRANSIT FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO, 1915.

The proposals were rejected by Council on the basis of cost, but this initial planning effort was followed by more proposals in

1911, 1912, and 1915. While the networks proposed differed in the details, the Yonge corridor “spine” was always “Job One,”

as it continued to be until construction finally began in 1949. Today, the Yonge Street subway carries more passengers than all

but three or four multi-track subway lines in New York City, justifying the validity of early visions.

The First World War, the growing popularity of the private automobile in the 1920s, the Great Depression, and the Second World

War led to the deferment or abandonment of many “civic dreams,” including expensive underground railways. However, the

surpluses built up by the Toronto Transportation Commission during the Second World War, when auto fuel, tires, and other

materials were strictly rationed, finally allowed the old underground dream to materialize in the late 1940s and 1950s. The first

section of the Yonge Street Subway began operating from Union Station to Eglinton Avenue on March 30, 1954.

[1 ]
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FIGURE 5.1.2: THE TTC’S 1944 PLAN FOR A YONGE RAPID TRANSIT SUBWAY AND A QUEEN
SURFACE CAR SUBWAY.

FIGURE 6.0.1A: THIS 1951 PHOTOGRAPH WAS TAKEN DURING EXCAVATION FOR THE YONGE
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STREET SUBWAY. IT SHOWS YONGE STREET, LOOKING NORTH FROM THE CP RAILWAY
CROSSING TO ST. CLAIR AND EGLINTON AVENUES. AERIAL PHOTO BY GORDON H. JARRETT.

The system was expanded steadily during the following 25 years, with the University Avenue line in 1963, and the first phase of

the Bloor-Danforth east-west line in 1966. Other lines and extensions followed in the 1970s and 1980s. Most recently, the initial

phase of the Sheppard Avenue subway opened in 2002.

A well-funded program of system expansion, supported heavily by the Province of Ontario, came to an abrupt end with the

election of a right-wing provincial government in 1995. This change, coupled with the effects of a serious economic recession

in the early 1990s, has since led to ongoing political debate, funding shortfalls, and countless shelved reports,  but not to

any substantive breakthrough in system expansion. The time-consuming Environmental Assessment process, eagerly seized

upon by anti-growth forces, also served to delay expansions of the system.

Public transit had been well supported during much of the lengthy tenure of the Progressive Conservatives in Ontario under

Premiers Leslie Frost, John Robarts, and Bill Davis, beginning in the 1950s. Premier Davis’s 1971 curtailment of the partially

built Spadina Expressway represented a fundamental change in the direction of transportation planning in the Toronto region,

and accentuated the importance of public transit over roads in central precincts.

FIGURE 9.0.1: CONCEPT FOR INTEGRATED RAPID TRANSIT AND COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEMS IN
METROPOLITAN TORONTO, 1969.

What followed was a series of “master plans” for subway, commuter rail, and light rail (LRT) system expansion by the Toronto

Transit Commission, the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department (or City of Toronto Urban Services, following Toronto’s

1998 amalgamation), and private-sector organizations such as the Toronto Board of Trade. Particularly noteworthy efforts

included the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review during the period 1973–75; Metropolitan Centres and

Transportation Facilities in 1975; Network 2011 in 1986; and the Rapid Transit Expansion Program (RTEP) in 1994.

The amalgamation of the City of Toronto in 1998, combined with the lingering impact of the severe 1990s recession and the

withdrawal of provincial transit capital and operating subsidies, dealt a heavy blow to long-range transit system development.

Although work had already begun on the first of two phases of the RTEP proposals for Sheppard east of Yonge and Eglinton

[2 ]
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west of Allen Road, the latter was cancelled by the Conservative provincial government after $80 million had been spent, while

the Sheppard line was foreshortened from Victoria Park Avenue to Don Mills Road to keep its cost below $1 billion. In

consequence, the line, which was opened to the public in early 2002, continues to experience very low ridership, in spite of

ongoing redevelopment in the corridor.

Prospects for continuing rapid transit expansion remain unclear. The most active current proposal, upon which construction

has finally begun, is the extension of the Spadina–Allen Road subway to York University and the proposed Vaughan

Metropolitan Centre at Jane Street and Highway 7 in York Region. With the exception of York University, this extension will pass

through long stretches of low-density suburbs and, unless significant intensification of the corridor can be assured, the $2.6-

billion extension promises to be yet another costly, underused facility.

The section of the original proposal for the Sheppard subway between Yonge Street and Downsview station on the Spadina–

Allen Road subway has also been deferred, creating a “missing link” in the network, a lack of connectivity that will become even

more problematic when the extension of the Spadina–Allen Road subway into York Region begins operating in 2015 or 2016.

The dream of achieving a true network, affording route choice, connectivity, and load balance by filling in obvious “gaps”

(including Sheppard West between Yonge and Downsview; Eglinton across the entire city; and most important, a “relief” or

distributor line linking the downtown to the northeast and northwest parts of the city), remains elusive.

What the future might bring and how Metrolinx – the provincial agency formerly known as the Greater Toronto Transportation

Authority – might offer hope, remains to be seen.

Timeline: The Growth of Toronto’s Rapid Transit System

The following timeline summarizes the history of Toronto’s rapid transit infrastructure development.  The sequence of dates

indicates the past 30 years’ painfully slow expansion in contrast with the impressive accomplishments – in a much smaller city

– of the initial quarter-century of system development.

Line From/To Length Date of initiation of
revenue service

Km Miles

Yonge Eglinton/Yonge 7.4 4.6 March 30, 1954

University Union/St. George 3.8 2.4 February 28, 1963

Bloor-Danforth Keele/Woodbine 12.9 8.1 February 26, 1966

Bloor-Danforth (West) Keele/Islington 5.5 3.4 May 11, 1968

Bloor-Danforth (East) Woodbine/Warden 4.4 2.7 May 11, 1968

[3 ]
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Yonge Eglinton/York Mills 4.3 2.7 March 31, 1973

Yonge York Mills/Finch 4.4 2.7 March 30, 1974

Spadina-Allen Rd. St. George/Wilson 9.9 6.2 January 28, 1978

Bloor-Danforth (West) Islington/Kipling 1.5 0.9 November 22, 1980

Bloor-Danforth (East) Warden/Kennedy at Eglinton 2.8 1.7 November 22, 1980

Yonge North York Centre Station _ _ June 19, 1987

Spadina-Allen Rd. Wilson/Downsview at Sheppard W. 2.1 1.3 March 31, 1996

Sheppard East Yonge/Don Mills 5.8 3.6 November 24, 2002

Total (Subway) 64.8 40.3

Scarborough Light Rapid Transit Kennedy/McCowan 7.0 4.3 March 24, 1985

Grand Total Rapid Transit (Mid-2011) 71.8 44.6

UNDER CONSTRUCTION PROJECTED OPENING

Toronto-York Spadina Subway
Extension

Downsview/Highway 7 (Vaughan
Metropolitan Centre)

8.6 5.3 2016

Eglinton “Crosstown” (LRT partially
below-grade)

Jane/Kennedy 19.6 12.2 2020

 To illustrate the Yonge subw ay line’s robust ridership, see for example: Yonge Subw ay line desperately close to bursting, National Post,
March 23, 2012. ↩

 Many but by no means all of these reports are listed in this w ebsite’s Library. ↩

 For a visual representation of this grow th, check out the f inalists of Spacing Torontos’ “subw ay grow th animation” contest. ↩

 The ARL (Airport Rail Link) from Union Station to Pearson International Airport has also been approved for construction and is expected to
be in service prior to the Commonw ealth Games scheduled for 2015. Current plans do not include the operation of this facility as part of the TTC
rapid transit system, but rather as a “premium fare,” limited-stop service on the GO Transit Georgetow n route w ith an exclusive ARL “spur” into
the airport terminal complex. Diesel operation is proposed pending later conversion to electrif ied operation. ↩

 The Scarborough RT is to be converted to LRT technology as an extension of the Eglinton line. The Kennedy subw ay/RT/LRT/bus/GO
Transit interchange is to be extensively redesigned and rebuilt. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.

[4 ]

[5 ]

[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]



24 Part One: Early Planning for Rapid Transit, 1909 – 1945 levyrapidtransit.ca

PART ONE
Early Planning for Rapid Transit,

1909 – 1945



25 Part One: Early Planning for Rapid Transit, 1909 – 1945 levyrapidtransit.ca

CHAPTER 1: THE BEGINNING OF RAPID TRANSIT PLANNING IN TORONTO →

DETAIL FROM THE JACOBS & DAVIES REPORT (1910). SEE FIGURE 1.3.1.

CHAPTER SUMMARY: OF LOOPS, BELTS, AND INCIPIENT NETWORKS

At the beginning of the 20th century, Toronto’s transit system consisted of streetcars operating within the city limits as they

existed in 1891, even though the city continued to annex outlying areas. When the owner of the streetcar franchise refused to

extend the lines into the annexed areas, Toronto City Council considered building subways, but the cost proved prohibitive.

However, a study commissioned from a New York firm of consulting engineers laid out a far‐sighted radial and distributor‐loop

scheme that anticipated many of the services issues that persist to this day.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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1.1 THE STORY BEGINS →

DETAIL OF A PHOTO SHOWING A CROWD BOARDING A STREETCAR ON YONGE STREET IN 1929.
SEE FIGURE 5.2.1.

The genesis of rapid transit ambitions in the Toronto area – as well as decisions made by entrepreneurs to promote electrified

street railways in cities and towns and an interurban railway network serving the more heavily settled parts of Southern Ontario

– was closely tied to the generation and distribution of economical, publicly generated and distributed electric power. It is no

coincidence that the closing decade of the 19th century and the first decade of the 20th was a period of remarkably rapid

progress in both of these endeavours.

Before the turn of the century, Henry Pellatt (later Sir Henry), perhaps best known today as the creator of one of Canada’s most

spectacular “follies,” Casa Loma, was the principal shareholder of the Toronto Electric Light Company, which used current

generated by local, privately owned coal-powered steam plants. By 1903, Pellatt had secured a provincial charter to bring

“clean” hydroelectric power from Niagara Falls into Toronto and nearby cities and towns, and by 1906, the grandly designed

Toronto Power Station had begun to operate on the Ontario bank of the Niagara River. In May 1911, the Toronto Hydro‐Electric

System was formally established as a public utility amid much local rejoicing and ceremony (see Figure 1.1.1).
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FIGURE 1.1.1: INAUGURATION OF HYDRO-ELECTRIC POWER IN TORONTO, CITY HALL. (TORONTO
ARCHIVES: FONDS 1244, ITEM 323L.)

In 1891, Sir William Mackenzie, a wealthy promoter of steam and electrified railways, among other enterprises, together with his

partner, Sir Donald Mann, were granted a 30‐year franchise to operate the Toronto Railway Company (TRC). The company

initially drew on power from coal‐fired steam plants. Under the terms of the franchise, the TRC was in effect granted a

monopoly to operate all surface street railways within the City of Toronto boundary as it existed in 1891, despite the ongoing

annexation of suburban towns and unincorporated districts throughout the franchise period. The TRC switched to publicly

generated hydro‐electric power from Niagara as soon as the changeover from locally generated, privately owned sources could

be arranged.

Meanwhile, Sir Adam Beck, who had been instrumental in bringing publicly owned hydro‐electric power to Ontario, oversaw the

building of a network of electrified interurban railways (known in Ontario as “radial railways”) connecting Toronto and its

suburban and regional settlements. However, operators of lines linking Toronto with areas to the north, east, and west never

secured the rights to operate directly into and out of the centre of Toronto, in part because of Toronto Railway Company’s

operating monopoly within the city.

Eventually, the lack of service integration and route continuity (exacerbated in certain cases by a rail gauge incompatibility

unique to the Toronto area) contributed to the isolation of the Toronto focused radial operations, and eventually to their failure

during the 1920s and early 1930s.

Nevertheless, several remarkably prescient (if overambitious) electrified, tram‐based rapid transit visions for the emerging
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provincial metropolis were conceived during that fleeting period of optimism and expansion before the deprivations and

tragedies of the First World War forced much of the western world back to sober reality.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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1.2 THE FIRST SUBWAY PROPOSAL →

FIGURE 1.2.1: BOSTON’S TREMONT STREET SUBWAY, THE FIRST RAPID TRANSIT TUNNEL IN
NORTH AMERICA. PHOTO FROM THE 1898 ANNUAL  REPORT OF THE BOSTON TRANSIT
COMMISSION, ONE YEAR AFTER OPENING. (RETRIEVED FROM WIKIPEDIA.)

Toronto first became known as “The Hopeful City” during the 1880s and early 1890s, a period which saw both the city’s

population and economic activity virtually double. At the same time, grade-separated public transportation lines (not only

elevated above congested streets but also, in a limited number of cases, underground) began to appear in major American

and European cities such as Boston, New York, Glasgow, Vienna, Budapest, and Paris. (Before this period, only London had

grown sufficiently large and congested to warrant such an undertaking, beginning with the steam-powered Metropolitan

Underground Railway, the initial section of which had been completed as early as 1863.)

Not to be outdone, during the first decade of the 20  century, “The Hopeful City” duly solicited interest in providing similar

projects for Toronto from both private companies and the public sector.

The Evening Telegram  of April 29, 1909, reported that the first serious subway proposal for the growing city had been submitted

to the City Engineer and his senior staff by a British syndicate, the Kearney High Speed Railway Company of London, England.

The proposal was to build and operate two “streetcar subway” alignments, similar to those of North America’s first “subway,”

which had opened in 1897 in Boston, Massachusetts. However, the Toronto proposal was considerably more ambitious than

the Boston facility.

One route was to extend beneath Yonge Street from Eglinton Avenue in the north to Front Street in the south, close to the then-

existing (third) Union Station at Front and Simcoe streets as well as to the site selected for the present (fourth) Union Station.

th

[1
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 The other would run from the Town of East Toronto to the Town of West Toronto beneath Queen, Dufferin, and Dundas

streets.

The Yonge line, as envisaged, was prophetic indeed, in that its route and extent were to be essentially the same as those of the

Yonge Street subway constructed nearly a half-century later. Furthermore, Eglinton Avenue, the Fourth Concession 3.75 miles

(6 km) north of Lot (Queen) Street, at that time was little more than a gravel and, in part, roughly paved road allowance through a

sparsely built-up “fringe” area. However, the former Town of North Toronto, which extended from south of Eglinton nearly 2.5

miles (4 km) north to the valley of the West Don River (Hogg’s Hollow), had been experiencing rapid population growth since

the 1880s, and it was therefore not too surprising that the proposed subway for Toronto should extend as far as Eglinton. This

line would have allowed cars and trains of the Metropolitan (North Yonge) Division of the Toronto and York Radial Railway to

reach downtown Toronto unencumbered by surface congestion.

The proposal was well received by the city, at least in part because of City Council’s ongoing conflict with Sir William Mackenzie,

the owner of the 30-year franchise to operate street railways within the municipal limit as it existed in 1891. The city wanted

Mackenzie’s Toronto Railway Company (TRC) to extend its lines into several areas that had been annexed since 1891.

Mackenzie, not surprisingly, refused to comply, and the ensuing court action eventually reached the British Privy Council (the

court of last resort for Canadian legal opinions at that time), where the matter was ultimately decided in Mackenzie’s favour.

Mackenzie’s franchise rights and provisions were limited to surface street railway services, since underground lines had not

been contemplated when the terms of the franchise were drafted. Therefore, the city saw a way around the monopoly through

the construction of underground lines in key corridors.

The city struck a committee in late 1909 to report on transportation needs, with a view to pursuing major physical and

operational improvements. Horatio C. (“Race”) Hocken, a city councillor and strong advocate of municipal underground railways

(see Figure 1.2.1), was a member of the new committee, and the incumbent mayor was also an advocate. The report included

a very rough cost estimate of $1 million per mile for a two-track tunnel, including stations. After a prolonged debate, City Council

decided to put the question to the electorate at the end of the year.

]
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FIGURE 1.2.2: THE PHRASE “TUBES FOR THE PEOPLE” IN THE HORATIO C. HOCKEN ELECTION
POSTERS IS A REFERENCE TO THE EARLY PROMOTION OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF A MASS-
TRANSIT SUBWAY SYSTEM IN TORONTO. ALTHOUGH TORONTO’S SUBWAY SYSTEM WAS NOT
BUILT UNTIL THE 1950S, IT WAS THROUGH HOCKEN’S EFFORTS THAT ACCOMMODATION FOR A
FUTURE BELOW-GRADE LINE WAS INCLUDED IN THE DESIGN OF THE PRINCE EDWARD VIADUCT
ACROSS THE DON VALLEY WHEN IT WAS BUILT IN THE 1910S. (TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 1488,
SERIES 1230, ITEM 1728.)

Municipal elections were held annually at that time, in late December. Those elected formally took office at the beginning of the

new year. In 1909, Councillor Hocken made the subway a major plank in his platform to become mayor at the beginning of

1910, coining the slogan “Tubes for the People.” While the “subway referendum” itself passed by a vote of almost two to one

(only property owners could vote on a “money” issue), George R. Geary won the mayoralty that year. Mr. Geary had earlier

opposed the scheme on the basis of cost, and as mayor, spearheaded a motion to formally reject it.

So ended the earliest attempt to bring the subway to Toronto. Despite the defeat, however, a group of politicians and technical

officials did not abandon the concept, and less than a year later, a new proposal was commissioned.

 

 This had been proposed by the Grand Trunk Railw ay for a site south of Front Street and w est of Bay Street on w hich old w aterside
commercial and w harf buildings had been destroyed during the Great Toronto Fire of 1904. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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1.3 THE JACOBS & DAVIES REPORT: PRESCIENT BUT PREMATURE →

FIGURE 1.3.1: SCHEME 1 RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM: PREFERRED SCHEME FROM THE JACOBS &
DAVIES REPORT. (1)

A wholly new proposal involving several alternative schemes was submitted in 1910. All schemes were based upon what might

be termed “streetcar subways,” rather than conventional high‐capacity lines served by multiple‐unit trains. The Report on Transit

to the Mayor and Council of the City of Toronto of August 25, 1910, by Jacobs & Davies, a New York City‐based firm of

consulting engineers, included a wealth of statistical and background material, maps of alternative systems, and commentary

relating to alternative construction techniques and financial considerations.

Figure 1.3.1 depicts the Scheme 1 Rapid Transit System (the “preferred scheme”) from the Jacobs & Davies report, which

included a surprisingly comprehensive array of below‐grade and grade‐level rapid transit alignments intended to serve the

most heavily built‐up precincts of the city – “surprising,” given the era and limited population (about 350,000 at the time) to be

served. The network was to consist of a central north‐south “spine” following Yonge Street from a point just north of St. Clair

Avenue to Front Street, close to where the new Union Station was planned, to be followed by a roughly “U”‐shaped below‐grade

route aligned with major streets and providing a station at Union Station, which at that time was south of Front Street and west

of Simcoe Street.

Interestingly, Front Street, rather than King or Queen streets, was proposed as the alignment through the central business

district, possibly in recognition of the availability of a right-of-way adjacent to, if not within the railway corridor. Such an alignment
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would have also provided for a direct link not only with long-distance rail service at Union Station, but also convenient access for

steamship passengers.

The Assistant City Engineer provided  a detailed estimate of construction and equipment costs for the Yonge Street line

amounting to (precisely!) $5,171,395.96. He also reported that his department had sketched out a combined tube-and-surface

rapid transit system covering the whole city at an estimated cost of $23,000,000. The costs represented a massive

commitment, which would have been equivalent to billions of dollars today, and the proposal was duly rejected by City Council.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Jacobs & Davies, Inc. Consulting Engineers. Report on Transit to the Mayor and Council of the City of Toronto. New York City,

1910. Fonds 2, Series 60, Item 22. Toronto Archives – Spadina Records Centre. Click here to view the full text of this report

(excluding maps and other figures) online.

Additional materials from this document are available here.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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1.4 PUTTING THE PROPOSAL IN CONTEXT →

FIGURE 1.4.1: ADAPTED FROM  SCHEME 1 RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM: PREFERRED SCHEME.

On Figure 1.4.1, above, the preferred Rapid Transit System proposed in the 1910 Jacobs & Davies report is combined with a

route map of the Toronto Belt Line Railway of 1892–94 (shown in black with green circles to indicate stops) to show that the

provision of a continuous “circle” to act primarily as a collector and distributor of trips to, from, and within the central business

district was a basic feature of urban transportation planning.

The steam-powered Toronto Belt Line railway lasted only two years. The economic downturn of the 1890s, coupled with the

relatively high cost of using the line – a privately promoted, thinly financed, and premature enterprise – ensured its early failure.

However, the essential concept has remained an intriguing prospect throughout the 20th century and into the 21st, and has

appeared repeatedly in numerous configurations and never-consummated “master plans” for Toronto’s high-order public

transit system.

Figure 1.4.1 also indicates (in dark green) a range of proposed surface streetcar lines intended to operate as “suburban”

extensions of the below-grade rapid transit services. These were envisaged as additions to the Toronto Civic Railways (TCR)

built, owned, and operated by the City of Toronto beginning in 1912 to serve annexed areas beyond the 1891 city limit. The new

TCR lines would have extended service to larger, more recently annexed areas to the north, east, and west of the “old” city –
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more lines that the City could not get franchisee Mackenzie to build.

Finally, Figure 1.4.1 indicates a rectangle outlined in black dashed lines which follows Bloor Street on the north, King Street on

the south, Sherbourne Street on the east, and Spadina Avenue on the west. This was The Belt Line, a popular bi-directional

streetcar route which operated throughout the Toronto Railway Company (TRC) franchise period (1891-1921), and into the

period of TTC jurisdiction. It began operating as a horsecar service on November 16, 1891, but was electrified in December

1892.

This line and the ill-fated (and almost identically named) Toronto Belt Line Railway both began operating almost at the same

time, and their names led to some confusion during the early 1890s. However, the street railway version of the Belt Line

immediately became the more successful, linking as it did the city’s most intensively developed precincts by sharing trackage

with several of its most heavily used trunk radial streetcar lines. At least half a dozen either intersected the Belt Line or shared

some of its trackage, which meant that the continuous circuit functioned as an efficient central area distributor. The line was

used not only for regular inner-city travel, but also as a popular form of recreation. In the days before air-conditioning, a ride

around the busy central area with breezes circulating through the open-sided cars constituted a welcome respite from the

summer heat.

The Jacobs & Davies report is seminal in the annals of Toronto’s rapid transit planning history. Not only was this the first

authoritatively documented, comprehensive study, but many of the studies that followed also show that this historic 1910

analysis and set of proposals dealt with many of the most important service issues and the basic system configuration that

continue to occupy transportation planners to this day.

 Before the formation of the Toronto Transportation Commission in 1921, no few er than nine street railw ay and interurban lines and
branches provided less-than-reliable (and costly) service to new ly annexed, fast-grow ing parts of the city and to nearby communities located
beyond the 1891 city limit. With specif ic reference to the Toronto Civic Railw ays (TCR), f ive lines w ere built to serve some of the most heavily
developed annexed areas. These lines formed three distinct, w idely separated subdivisions, all intended for near-term consolidation w ith the
“old” city’s Toronto Railw ay Company (TRC) lines immediately follow ing the end of the Mackenzie franchise in 1921. The subdivisions, each of
w hich had its ow n maintenance and car storage depot (car house) included (1) a line on St. Clair Avenue West betw een Yonge Street and
Caledonia Road combined w ith a short branch on Lansdow ne Avenue betw een St. Clair and the railw ay crossing north of Dupont Street (the
1891 city limit); (2) a short isolated line on Bloor Street West betw een Dundas Street West and Runnymede Road; and (3) lines on Danforth
Avenue betw een Broadview  Avenue and Luttrell Avenue, linked by means of a single service track on Coxw ell Avenue to a line on Gerrard
Street East betw een Greenw ood Avenue and Main Street. Other lines planned for the Rosedale area and other districts w ere not built. ↩

 The f inal day of Belt Line streetcar operation w as June 30, 1923, less than tw o years after the publicly ow ned Toronto Transportation
Commission had superseded the TRC and other operations as the (enlarged) city’s sole provider of public transportation services. ↩

 Indeed, the key “radial and distributor loop” pattern illustrated in Figure 1 has repeatedly been considered in one form or another over the
years. It w as yet again seized upon by Metrolinx and its advisors in the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (“The Big Move”) in the form of the
proposed dow ntow n distributor subw ay and the Eglinton corridor LRT. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 2: “THE RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM OF THE FUTURE” AND A LOOK AHEAD, 1911 TO 1913 →

DETAIL FROM THE ARNOLD REPORT (1912). SEE FIGURE 2.2.2.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

In 1911, Toronto’s City Engineer proposed a system of “streetcar subways,” extending north up Bay (then called Terauley) and

Yonge Streets and east‐west along Queen and Bloor Streets. A 1912 report recommended a streetcar subway underneath

Yonge Street and even proposed a line crossing the Don Valley between Bloor Street and Danforth Avenue. The bridge that

eventually made the crossing was completed in 1915, and included a lower deck for “underground streetcars.”

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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2.1 THE EVOLVING VISION, 1911 →

FIGURE 2.1.1: “THE RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM OF THE FUTURE,” 1911. ADAPTED BY THE NEPTIS
FOUNDATION FROM A MAP PUBLISHED IN THE EVENING TELEGRAM.

Figure 2.1.1 shows an ambitious scheme for “rapid transit subways” (intended for the operation of “streetcar-type vehicles”)

submitted by City Engineer Charles Rust and the City of Toronto Roads and Bridges Department in 1911. The figure is adapted

from a rather crudely drawn map first published in the Evening Telegram  and later reproduced in The TTC Story: The First

Seventy-Five Years (1).

The solid line shows the “Terauley Tube” (at the time, Terauley was the name of that section of what is now Bay Street that

extended north of Queen Street). It was to have its northern entrance in a shallow tunnel beneath Yonge Street between the site

of the principal power house serving the Metropolitan (North Yonge) Division of the Toronto and York Radial Railway, and Mount

Pleasant Cemetery, north of St Clair Avenue and immediately south of where the Belt Line Railway crossed Yonge Street.

The revised alignment was to extend south from the portal beneath Yonge Street as far as the foot of the escarpment south of

St. Clair, where the Ontario and Quebec Railway (later the Canadian Pacific Railway) crossed Yonge Street. This location

coincided with the north city limit established in 1891, still the limit of Mackenzie’s franchise for street railways.

South of this point, the “Terauley Tube” would be diverted slightly to the west of Yonge Street. This alignment would avoid the

necessity of constructing a shallow electric railway tunnel directly beneath Mackenzie’s most heavily travelled and most

profitable surface streetcar route – an almost inconceivably complicated, costly, and disruptive undertaking, fraught with

potential legal challenges arising from physical and financial damages. In addition, the diversion would have minimized the

[1 ]

[2 ]
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cost and inconvenience of having to relocate a major trunk sewer and other below-grade utilities concentrated beneath that

section of Yonge Street which passes through the central business district.

The “Terauley Tube” was intended to allow electrified “radial” (interurban) cars and trains operating on the Metropolitan (North

Yonge) Division of the Toronto and York Radial Railway to penetrate the city below grade to reach the downtown area,

essentially as a way around the surface transportation monopoly protected by Mackenzie’s franchise. However, it soon became

evident that such an undertaking could not be realized while Mackenzie’s franchise remained in force.

The southern terminus was to have been the present Union Station at Bay and Front streets (then in the planning stages), and

an adjacent waterfront “passenger and freight terminal” designed to handle electric interurban (radial) cars and trains serving

northern, eastern, and western suburban areas. Since the radial line extensions into the “old” (1891) city area would have been

challenged by Mackenzie as infringements on his franchise, neither the terminal nor the radial line extensions were ever built

(see Chapter 3).

In addition, two east-west “subways” beneath Queen Street (from Roncesvalles Avenue in the west to Coxwell Avenue in the

east) and Bloor Street (from Keele Street/Parkside Avenue in the west to Broadview Avenue in the east) shown on Figure 2.1.1

were proposed as later additions to the system, following the end of Mackenzie’s Toronto Street Railway franchise period in

1921. Related (but not illustrated) proposals included the interesting possibility of forming an extensive continuous loop

surrounding the historic built-up area by connecting the Bloor and Queen subways at or near their planned extremities, perhaps

along Roncesvalles Avenue or Parkside Avenue in the west and Broadview Avenue or Pape Avenue in the east. Clearly, this

would have constituted a very early form of a central area rapid transit network – a central loop to which could have been added

other lines, including a more extensive loop in the future, following either St. Clair Avenue or Eglinton Avenue.

The Bloor line was to be the last of the three, because the Don River Valley crossing (now the Prince Edward Viaduct) was still

in the early planning stages in 1911, and that bridge’s impact upon growth in East Toronto had yet to be confirmed. In hindsight,

the growth of Toronto’s midtown area has confirmed the validity of the early vision embodied in the 1911 scheme. That

scheme’s authors would have been surprised to discover that the Bloor line would be the first of the two proposed east-west

lines to be built (during the 1960s), and even more astonished to learn that to date, neither the Queen line nor any equivalent

line through the lower downtown core (the financial district) has yet materialized.

The Bloor-Danforth line from the 1911 proposal accurately foreshadowed the east-west subway realized more than half a

century later, using the lower level wisely provided for in the design of the great viaduct across the valley of the Don River.

As noted previously, all the lines in the 1909, 1910, and 1911 schemes were envisaged initially as “streetcar subways,” similar

to those in Boston. However, the City Engineer’s estimates of capital cost quickly put paid to these and other underground

railway proposals proposed during the early 20th century. Nevertheless, early rapid transit schemes all demonstrated a vision

that seemed to elude later generations of planners – that of a core area rapid transit network.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Filey, Mike. The TTC Story: The First Seventy-Five Years. Toronto: Dundurn Press, 1996.

[3 ]
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 Interestingly, this corresponds closely w ith the location w here the existing Yonge Street subw ay leaves the open-cut section of the line and
enters the tunnel, except that the subw ay alignment and tunnel portal are on the w est side of Yonge rather than in the centre. ↩

 Except for a small area consisting of the northern extremity of the former Village of Yorkville (annexed by the City of Toronto on February 1,
1883) and parcels designated “North Yorkville” and “Rathnelly” (both annexed on January 2, 1888). The annexed area extended short
distances both east and w est of Yonge Street, as far north as Woodlaw n Avenue. ↩

 An even earlier rapid transit proposal (not illustrated here) had been prepared for City Council in 1909 by the City Engineer involving a line
beneath Yonge Street, (or below -grade close to Yonge) from just north of St. Clair Avenue to the site (at Front and Bay streets) w here the
present Union Station w as to be built, as w ell as below -grade east-w est lines follow ing both Queen and King Streets, spanning the then-built-
up portion of the city. No Bloor Street proposal w as included in this earliest of rapid transit schemes, perhaps because the decision to build a
major crossing of the valley of the Don River, w ith provision for a low er level for streetcars, had not yet been f inalized. ↩

[1]

[2]
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2.2 THE ARNOLD REPORT: THE SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE, 1912 →

FIGURE 2.2.1: THE SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE, GENERAL MAP. (1) ALSO SEE INSETS BELOW.

In October 1912, at approximately the two-thirds mark of the Mackenzie franchise period, the Report on the Traction

Improvement and Development of the Toronto Metropolitan District, prepared by Bion J. Arnold,  a Chicago-based

consulting electrical engineer, was submitted to G.R. Geary, K.C., Corporate Counsel of the City of Toronto (see Figure 2.2.1).

  

Arnold’s well-documented and beautifully illustrated study’s primary recommendation dealt only with how the existing surface

street railway infrastructure might be improved in terms of capacity, reliability, and service area coverage. Significantly, the study

[1 ]
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area was defined as the original (1891) City of Toronto plus the annexed areas. (These in combination gave the City of Toronto

the “inverted ‘T’” configuration that was maintained until 1998, when it was superseded by the amalgamated City of Toronto.)

The 1912 Arnold report describes a refurbished, expanded and publicly owned Toronto Railway Company (TRC) street railway

network for the enlarged city, which included all sections of the aforementioned Toronto Civic Railways (TCR) which had been

built by the city at the unique TRC “broad gauge” of 4 ft. 10⅞ in. (1,495 mm) in anticipation of full system consolidation and

expansion following expiration of Mackenzie’s franchise in 1921.

As an adjunct to the report’s concentration on an enhanced and consolidated street railway system (which Arnold felt was the

optimum solution for Toronto’s current and near-term transportation problems) he also proffered details of a costly and

possibly impracticable – yet unusual – solution to the franchise impasse. This took the form of a two-track streetcar subway

aligned directly beneath Yonge Street from St. Clair Avenue in the north to the heart of the central business district. The

suggested cross-section of the main tunnel and surface streetcar operation above is shown in Figure 2.2.2.

It goes without saying that this proposal, involving the construction of a shallow two-track streetcar railway tunnel directly

beneath Mackenzie’s most heavily patronized and most profitable surface line throughout its length, would have been subject to

near-insuperable structural, operating and legal challenges. To be perfectly candid, it is more than surprising that such a

proposal was seriously entertained and documented by Arnold, an engineer of proven competence and experience. In truth, it is

more likely that the subway alternative was rather less than serious; that is, it was included in his report primarily in response to

that faction of Toronto’s political and business establishment which continued – wistfully – to dream of subways for “The

Hopeful City.”

FIGURE 2.2.2: THE SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE, TYPICAL CROSS SECTIONS. (1)

[2 ]
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FIGURE 2.2.3: THE SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE, TYPICAL CROSS SECTIONS. (1)

Arnold’s doubts about whether railways could be justified in Toronto at that time notwithstanding, a prescient adjunct to Arnold’s

Yonge Street subway option was a short subway branch that would have followed Bloor Street East and included the crossing

of the Rosedale Ravine and Don River Valley. This branch was to cross the ravine and valley east of Sherbourne Street, partly

on an embankment along the south edge of the Rosedale Ravine, and partly on a series of “bridges and tunnels” between the

embankment and the Broadview Avenue terminal. As shown in Figure 2.2.3, the bridge was to include provision for a lower

deck for the underground operation – an option that was also strongly supported (and – to Torontonians’ eternal benefit –

implemented when the great viaduct was actually built) by Roland C. Harris, undoubtedly Toronto’s most famous Director of

Public Works.

The purpose of the suggested Yonge Street subway was to create a new right-of-way to bring not only radial cars operating on

the Toronto and York Radial Railway’s Metropolitan (North Yonge) Division, but also (and, perhaps, impracticably) “city” cars

operating on existing and proposed Toronto Civic Railways (TCR) routes into the central business district directly beneath

Yonge Street without having to use Mackenzie’s TRC trackage. Several new TCR surface lines were planned; the intention

being to route all such lines into the subway, thus guaranteeing an unencumbered route into downtown Toronto.
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Arnold’s recommendations fell on deaf ears.  But this “planning curiosity” demonstrates an early visualization of a partial

central area rapid transit network.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Arnold, Bion J. Report on the Traction Improvement and Development of the Toronto Metropolitan District, Submitted to G.R.

Geary … Corporation Counsel of the City of Toronto. Toronto, 1912. Fonds 2, Series 60, Item 25. Toronto Archives – Spadina

Records Centre.

 Mr. Arnold w as one of the most highly regarded and accomplished consulting electrical engineers in the United States, having been retained
as a consultant to Cornelius Vanderbilt’s New  York Central Railroad. In this position, he w as placed in charge of the then-new  Grand Central
Terminal, including its tunnelled approach and its vast tw o-level yard and underground platforms. At the time, this w as a project of
unprecedented scale and complexity. ↩

 Note that the w idth of the road allow ance of Yonge Street (south of Heath Street) generally remains the same today as it w as since the
street w as f irst paved during the early 19th century: 66 feet (20 m). Today’s city still bears the burden of this legacy. A major w idening
proposed for Yonge Street in the 1920s fell victim to the Depression, although the one section that w as completed, beside w hat is now  College
Park, show s w hat might have been. ↩

 Admittedly some of the new  lines proposed now  appear questionable. Perhaps the most surprising w as the proposed line through the heart
of low er Forest Hill Village, shortly to become one of the Toronto area’s most prestigious residential enclaves. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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2.3 CROSSING THE VALLEY →

FIGURE 2.3.1: BLOOR VIADUCT, DON SECTION, UNDER CONSTRUCTION, JULY 11, 1916. (TORONTO
ARCHIVES: FONDS 1231, ITEM 40.)

The growth of the City of Toronto had long prompted political and business interests to look eastward across the broad valley of

the Don River to sparsely built-up East Toronto and other fringe towns and villages strung out along Danforth Avenue – the

disconnected eastern “paper extension” of Bloor Street and the first concession 1¼ miles (2 km) north of Lot (Queen) Street.

While proposals for a valley crossing were first put forward in the 1880s, it was not until the beginning of 1913 that a

construction referendum was organized and approved.

An international design competition was held, but none of the entries was deemed satisfactory. Subsequently, the undertaking

was made the responsibility of the city’s Public Works Department, which, with the advice of Edmund Burke, a consulting

architect, developed the design that was finally accepted (see Figure 2.3.1). The visionary Roland C. Harris, Director of Public

Works, was instrumental in ensuring that the crossing would provide for a second (lower) level below the roadway to

accommodate the “underground streetcars” that had been envisaged several years earlier in 1911 and 1912.



45 Part One: Early Planning for Rapid Transit, 1909 – 1945 levyrapidtransit.ca

FIGURE 2.3.2: BLOOR STREET VIADUCT: COPY OF TRACING OF GENERAL SURVEY OF THE CASTLE
FRANK AREA, JUNE 4, 1913. (TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 200, SERIES 372, SUBSERIES 10, ITEM
180.)

The alignment involved taking Bloor Street east of Sherbourne Street (where it ended) on a southeasterly diagonal alignment

as far as what became the northern end of Parliament Street, and then on a “mirror image” northeast diagonal back to the

Bloor-Danforth survey line before crossing the viaduct across the Don River Valley to connect with the dead-ended Danforth

Avenue just west of Broadview Avenue. This shallow “V”-shaped diversion in the Bloor-Danforth link, in my view, has always

added interest and “visual surprise” to the eastbound journey across the Don River valley.

Construction of the connection began in 1915, and was completed in the late summer of 1919. A royal visit to Canada by the

then-Prince of Wales later that year led to the official name given to the principal structure – the Prince Edward Viaduct.

When the “V”-shaped diagonal alignment for the road and the subway was confirmed, structural provision for “underground

streetcars” survived the planning and design process for both the Rosedale Ravine and the Don River Valley bridge structures,

largely thanks to Mr. Harris.

The trains were to emerge from square portals in the massive terminal abutments built at each end of the viaduct more than 90

years ago. Similar portals were built into the abutments of the Prince Edward Viaduct’s diminutive “twin,” the Rosedale Ravine

Bridge.  The two structures comprising the bulk of the Bloor-Danforth connection are architecturally complementary in all

key respects, despite the difference in span.

The final bridge design turned out to be one of the most important public investments made in Toronto to that time. The

provision for a lower deck for “underground streetcars,” which was an integral feature, was found to have the structural integrity

[1 ]
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to carry heavy Bloor-Danforth subway trains with minimal reinforcement nearly 50 years after the great viaduct had been

completed, thereby saving the public the significant cost (not to mention the environmental damage) of a wholly new, lengthy

bridge (see Figure 2.3.2 for a view of the bridge under construction).

Following the viaduct’s completion in 1919, the city east of the Don River experienced a relentless building boom that resulted

in virtually full development of the area between Broadview Avenue and Victoria Park Avenue. The formation of the Toronto

Transportation Commission two years later, with the resulting consolidation of the (former TRC) Bloor Street streetcar line and

the (former TCR) Danforth Avenue streetcar line into a continuous, unified service for which a single fare was charged, further

accelerated the pace of urban development in the area.

A literary reference from Michael Ondaatje’s novel In the Skin of a Lion vividly conveys the unique significance of the viaduct in

Toronto’s development history:

The bridge goes up in a dream. It will link the east end with the centre of the city. It will carry traffic, water and electricity across

the Don Valley. It will carry trains that have not even been invented yet.

A fitting tribute indeed to a key component of what will – indeed, must – one day become the comprehensive core area rapid

transit network needed to serve Toronto and its region, and an introduction to the next character in the ongoing drama – Roland

C. Harris, Director of Public Works.

 Unfortunately, during the Bloor-Danforth subw ay design process, it quickly became evident that the provisions to accommodate rail transit
beneath the roadw ay deck of the Rosedale Ravine Bridge could not be used as intended, because the angle betw een the tw o closely
separated structures, combined w ith the fact that the Prince Edw ard Viaduct begins at the point w here the diagonal roadw ay alignment turns
back onto the east-w est Bloor-Danforth alignment, made it impossible for the TTC’s standard 75-foot (22.9 m) subw ay cars to negotiate the
resulting relatively sharp curve of the road alignment. This realization led to a separate structure being built across the Rosedale Ravine for the
subw ay. The new  bridge is a slender arched structure w hich complements the nearby parallel Rosedale Ravine Bridge completed nearly a half-
century earlier (w hich continues to carry Bloor Street East). ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 3: R.C. HARRIS RECOMMENDS GRADE-SEPARATED RADIAL RAILWAY ENTRANCES, 1915 →

FIGURE 3.0.1: DETAIL OF TIME ZONE CHART SHOWING MINIMUM TRAVEL TIME BY SURFACE
TRANSIT, 1915. (1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

In 1915, R.C. Harris, Commissioner of Works, proposed exclusive electrified railway alignments, including several tunnelled

sections, that would allow radial lines to the east, west, and north of the city to come right into the city centre. But funds were

short during the First World War, and the idea was not realized. In 1921, the streetcar franchise ended, the Toronto

Transportation Commission (later the Toronto Transit Commission) was formed, and the city turned its attention to rebuilding

the poorly maintained Toronto Railway Company (TRC) streetcar network. No further progress was made on underground lines

during the 1920s and 1930s.
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FIGURE 3.0.2: PLAN SHOWING RECOMMENDED RADIAL RAILWAY ENTRANCES, TERMINAL AND
DOWNTOWN LOOP. (1)

In 1915, a new study was completed by R.C. Harris, Commissioner of Works; F.A. Gaby, Chief Engineer, Hydro-Electric Power

Commission of Ontario; and E.L. Cousins, Chief Engineer, Toronto Harbour Commission, and their respective staffs, titled

Radial Railway Entrances and Rapid Transit for the City of Toronto. This profusely illustrated two-volume document was

presented to The Civic Transportation Committee, composed of two of the four Controllers and eight senior Aldermen.

The primary purpose of the 1915 study was to identify ways for the various radial electric railways then in operation and

proposed within Southern Ontario to reach the centre of the City of Toronto, already the province’s principal port and primary

centre of economic activity. It was a far-sighted early step in trying to integrate local and regional public transportation.

Radial railways at that time included not only the Metropolitan (North Yonge) Division of the Toronto and York Radial Railway

(which extended as far north as Jackson’s Point on Lake Simcoe and Sutton), but also lines extending east to West Hill and

west to Port Credit. All were denied access to the urban core, hobbling their economic and service potential, either because of

track gauge incompatibility or because of the Mackenzie syndicate’s franchise, which prevented other lines from operating on

Toronto Railway Company trackage within the Toronto city limits as it existed in 1891, at the beginning of the 30-year franchise

period.

Figure 3.0.1 is a reduced copy of Plan 14 from Volume II. It indicates a Time Zone Chart that shows minimum durations in

minutes required for trips between the intersection of King and Yonge Streets and various precincts within the built-up area,

using then-existing surface transit facilities, including those operated by the Toronto Railway Company (TRC) within the 1891

municipal limit, as well as the various suburban and radial railways operating beyond that limit.

Figure 3.0.2, a reduced copy of Plan 18 from Volume II of the 1915 study report, shows recommended radial railways entrances

and rapid transit services within the then-current municipal limit. The proposal included a subway on an alignment parallel with

and generally just west of the Yonge Street roadway allowance. The line was to emerge above ground level only where it
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traversed Ramsden Park north of Davenport Road – an area then occupied by a fairly deep ravine (since partially filled), formed

by a branch of the Don River. Interestingly, this is close to the point at which today’s Yonge Street subway emerges from the

downtown tunnels. The proposed alignment would have extended south to a new passenger and freight terminal that was

envisioned for a site between Bay and Yonge streets at the waterfront, south and east of the new (fourth) Union Station, soon to

be built southwest of the Bay and Front streets intersection.

North of the downtown area, the north-south line was to be designed with sufficient lateral clearance to accommodate four

tracks. We could have benefited greatly today from such foresight when the Yonge Street subway was built three decades later!

The report was not primarily oriented toward the development of city-based rapid transit, hence the lack of alignments along

east-west corridors, which had been included in earlier proposals. Indeed, the absence of Bloor-Danforth and its epic crossing

of the Don River Valley from the proposal is particularly telling in this regard.

FIGURE 3.0.3: ADAPTED BY THE AUTHOR FROM PLAN SHOWING RECOMMENDED RADIAL RAILWAY
ENTRANCES, TERMINAL AND DOWNTOWN LOOP. (1)

Information has been added to Figure 3.0.2, above, including the contemporary names of the then-existing and proposed

electric railways that were intended to link with the proposed radial entrances at the three so-called Focal Points close to the

northern, eastern, and southwestern extremities of the City of Toronto. The Focal Points are indicated as deep red circles, and

the relevant radial lines and service names are indicated in stronger or paler red, depending on whether the lines were placed

in operation. The latter include:

the Toronto and York Radial Railway, Metropolitan (North Yonge) Division, at the North Focal Point on Yonge Street at the
site of the high-stacked T&YRR coal-fired power house across from Mount Pleasant Cemetery where the tracks would enter
the subway tunnel;
the proposed (but never completed) Toronto Eastern Railway at the East Focal Point just north of Danforth Avenue and west
of Coxwell Avenue;
the Toronto and York Radial Railway, Port Credit Division, at the West Focal Point adjacent to the Grand Trunk Railway just
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east of the mouth of the Humber River;
the Toronto and York Radial Railway, West Hill Division, which followed Kingston Road from Queen Street East to the
easternmost extremity of the then Township of Scarborough. Presumably, radial service on this line would have been
extended westward for a very short distance via existing surface (TCR) trackage to the vicinity of Coxwell Avenue, where it
would have joined the eastern radial railway entrance alignment at the “auxiliary” focal point shown on the map.

In all cases, it was proposed that cars and trains serving the radial railways would continue onto the new city extensions (the

radial entrances) and reach downtown Toronto without the need for “through passengers” to transfer at the Focal Points. Track

gauge would have to be uniform throughout, and almost certainly would have had to be the unique “broad gauge” of 4 ft. 10⅞

ins. (1,495 mm) still used by the TTC, thus ensuring service integration among all regional (radial) corridors, and between

radial and local city services.

Not surprisingly, however, 1915 was not a propitious year for high-cost, elaborate public works projects. Aside from shortages

of materials and capital funds resulting from the First World War, most of the city’s political leaders and transportation officials

were preoccupied with the imminent end of the 30-year Toronto Railway Company franchise, which paved the way for the

establishment of a publicly owned and operated urban transportation system serving the expanded City of Toronto.

The Toronto Transportation Commission (later the Toronto Transit Commission) was inaugurated in 1921. Visions of rapid

transit were set aside in favour of plans for the costly but essential rebuilding of Toronto’s poorly maintained surface streetcar

network, and in particular, its consolidation with the Toronto Civic Railways, as well as with other outlying street railway and

interurban radial railways which operated within the recently annexed areas of the city. Hundreds of new, heavy steel, high-

capacity streetcars (the renowned “Peter Witt” cars, the backbone of the TTC operation until the first phase of the Yonge Street

subway was completed in 1954) were put into service during the 1920s.

Meanwhile, suggestions for resolving chronic – and worsening – congestion on Toronto’s busiest streetcar lines (principally

the Yonge Street line) by operating the streetcars in shallow tunnels beneath the streets continued to be made during the

1920s and 1930s. However, these never amounted to more than a conceptual “cutaway sketch” of a station in the press,

accompanied by a brief article followed by a few letters to the editor, most of which dismissed the idea as a costly, premature

fantasy. The Great Depression halted such proposals. That traumatic period was immediately followed by the Second World

War. It was not until the mid-1940s that an almost 30-year hiatus in the serious consideration of grade-separated public

transportation infrastructure for Toronto came to an end.

Nevertheless, during this period the TTC earned wide acclaim as the operator of a highly successful, efficient surface system

that was able to function without public subsidies for many years, while keeping fares low. It was only in 1953 that a sixfold

expansion of the TTC’s service area, encompassing the newly established Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, signalled the

beginning of the end of the TTC’s operating self-sufficiency – although few foresaw the end at the time.

Sources cites in this chapter:

1. Harris, R.C., F.A. Gaby, and E.L. Cousins. Report to the Civic Transportation Committee on Radial Railway Entrances and

Rapid Transit for the City of Toronto. Toronto: Toronto Civic Transportation Committee, 1915. Click here to view the full report,

[1 ]



51 Part One: Early Planning for Rapid Transit, 1909 – 1945 levyrapidtransit.ca

CHAPTER 4: WARTIME PRESSURES AND TRANSIT CONGESTION →

DETAIL OF FIGURE 4.1.1.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

A 1942 proposal for underground transit included a link to Union Station, as well as branches following the lines of the Don

Valley, the Nordheimer Ravine, and the Old Belt Line. This was the last of the “streetcar subway” proposals. After the Second

World War, the city began planning for subways, but not before a late 1943 Master Plan for the City of Toronto extolled the

benefits of “a framework of new depressed or elevated superhighways from which any part of the city would be reasonably

accessible.”

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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4.1 STREETCAR SUBWAYS FOR TORONTO REVISITED, 1942 →

FIGURE 4.1.1: “FUTURE RAPID TRANSIT FOR TORONTO,” OCTOBER 1941, PUBLISHED 1942. (1)
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In 1942, while war raged in Europe and the Pacific, and wartime shortages prevailed in North America, ostensibly serious

plans for yet another rapid transit system based upon “underground streetcar” technology were announced by the Toronto

Transportation Commission,  in large part because of heavy dependence on the Commission’s aging street railway

infrastructure and rolling stock during the war. Not surprisingly, the proposal was the result of accelerated production of

armaments and related war equipment in Southern Ontario, accompanied by drastically curtailed production of automobiles, as

well as the rationing of both motor fuel and rubber tires for domestic use.

As Figure 4.1.1 shows, lines beneath and close to Yonge Street south of the Toronto Belt Line, and beneath a combined

Queen/Richmond/Adelaide alignment comprised the core system in the proposal, which echoed several of the earliest rapid

transit schemes. The north-south “spine” of the proposed system might in some respects be considered a “hybrid,” combining

the Yonge-Bay alignment first proposed in 1910 and 1911 with a single-tracked downtown terminal loop, which echoed a

component of the subway scheme presented in 1912 by Bion J. Arnold.

However, a key functional difference between the two loop proposals is that Arnold’s proposed line did not extend south of

Temperance Street in the heart of the downtown business district, thereby (surprisingly) failing to acknowledge the importance

of linking public transit with the principal railway station on Front Street. In contrast, the proponents of the 1942 plan

acknowledged the importance of the railway-transit connection, by ensuring that part of the proposed subway terminal loop

would follow Front Street and provide a direct connection with Union Station.

At-grade and ravine-based branches were also proposed for the Toronto Belt Line right-of-way west of Yonge Street, through

the Nordheimer Ravine to St. Clair Avenue near Bathurst Street (predating the Spadina–Allen Road subway on that same

alignment by nearly 40 years), and on the east flank of the Don River valley from the east-west line northward to Broadview and

Danforth avenues, essentially following the existing alignment of the Don Valley Parkway.

This appears to be the only rapid transit plan seriously considered and documented by a city agency which proposed (in part)

Adelaide Street rather than Queen, King, or Front streets as the preferred route to cross the financial district in the east-west

direction. The entire system’s primary interchange station is shown at the Bay/Adelaide intersection. In any case, the entire

proposal was generally opposed and soon dropped. This opposition may have reflected objections from Toronto’s then-

dominant major department stores, Eaton’s and Simpson’s, whose flagship outlets flanked Queen Street on the west side of

Yonge Street.

The system depicted on Figure 4.1.1 marks the end of the early period of planning for rapid transit service in Toronto using

streetcar-type vehicles following off-street rights-of-way, either below-grade or in semi-exclusive reserves. It is to the credit of

certain Toronto Transportation Commission officials and ambitious local politicians that, partially in response to the euphoria

and optimism that followed the successful end of the Second World War, the decision was made to look beyond the limitations

of “streetcar subways” (the “ancestor” of LRT) to high-capacity rapid transit.

Source cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transportation Commission. Rapid Transit Proposal. Toronto: Toronto Transportation Commission,

[1 ]
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4.2 THE MASTER PLAN FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO, DECEMBER 31, 1943 →
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4.2 THE MASTER PLAN FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO, DECEMBER 31, 1943 →

FIGURE 4.2.1: MASTER PLAN FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO AND ENVIRONS,1943. (1)

The City of Toronto Planning Board, established in June 1941, issued its first “Master Plan” just two and a half years later. The

report summary offers a fascinating glimpse into the thinking of prominent citizens and city officials at the time. Apparently,

broad “public input” was neither requested nor considered in framing the Board’s basic recommendations! The Planning

Board’s members, listed on the first page of the summary, included, among others, the presidents of major industrial and

financial corporations, the General Manager of the Toronto Board of Trade, Professor of Architectural Design Eric Arthur of the

University of Toronto, and Toronto Transportation Commission Chairman William C. McBrien, in addition to Tracy D. LeMay, the

city’s first official Commissioner of Planning.

It worth emphasizing at least two views articulated in the Master Plan report which bear remarkable similarities to those held by

certain factions within Toronto’s current administration.

First, the road system and significant road improvements are considered more important than improved public transit. Motor
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vehicle traffic and “streetcars” are viewed as being incompatible on major streets.

Second, the only ways the two modes might be jointly accommodated within the same right-of-way would be to either provide a

transitway within the median of a grade-separated highway, or provide a system of transit lines in exclusive rights-of-way.

These rights-of-way would be underground or in already available off-street alignments such as that of the Belt Line Railway or

through various ravines, below street level, as in the TTC’s 1942 streetcar subway proposal.

Selected quotations from the Master Plan illustrate these views. On the need for separation of road traffic from public

transportation (particularly streetcars), the Plan notes, “a mixture of street car and automobile traffic on the same street destroys

highway efficiency and …. every effort should be made for the separation of these two types of traffic.”

On the preferred long-term solution to Toronto’s worsening transportation problems: “in addition to certain other important

highway improvements, the construction of a framework of new depressed or elevated superhighways from which any part of

the City would be reasonably accessible” is enthusiastically recommended.

FIGURE 4.2.2: ARTIST’S DEPICTION OF THE BLOOR “SUPERHIGHWAY E” (2)

The Plan describes the routes of five different proposed “superhighways.” Most became components of the later plan for

expressways issued by the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto in 1955. However, perhaps the most ambitious proposal within

the 1943 Master Plan did not survive to the 1955 expressway plan: this was “Superhighway E,” which would have been built

within a broad open cut parallel with and immediately north of Bloor Street between the Don River Valley (the Rosedale Ravine)

on the east and Brown’s Line (Highway 27) on the west. Figure 4.2.2, extracted from the Master Plan summary, while clearly a

conceptual sketch, is most intriguing in at least two ways. The proposed alignment appears to be virtually identical to that of the

Bloor-Danforth subway and it indicates the inclusion of a diverted Bloor streetcar service (as “rapid transit”) in the median of the

“superhighway,” with the suggestion of a station at St. George Street.
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The below-grade transit line in the Bloor corridor was not part of the 1942 Toronto Transportation Commission streetcar

subway proposal. However, it is described under “subsequent proposals of the Commission to construct additional rapid

transit lines” along the “Bloor Street Superhighway” in the subsection titled “Rapid Transit” quoted in its entirety near the end of

this section. Interestingly, it is very similar to how key sections of the vast Pacific Electric interurban railway network operated in

the Los Angeles region during the first half of the 20  century; that is, in the medians of some of the earliest freeways and at

grade within the rights-of-way of important arterial streets.

The Medical Arts Building remains a local landmark, and it is frankly unclear from both the sketch and the text what was to be

done with Bloor Street itself. The brief description of “Superhighway E” forming part of Figure 4.2.1 – specifically the intention to

“do away with the barrier to the free movement of north and south traffic now imposed by Bloor Street intersections” – suggests

that Bloor would operate either as a minor road (without streetcars) in the future, or might even be discontinuous in selected

areas. Neither of these suppositions appears realistic, but no further details are given.

As for the substantial expropriation and demolition of private property that the proposed “superhighway” network would entail in

every part of the built-up urban fabric – words fail me. Surely, this 70-year old proposal must be seen as either naïve in the

extreme or too far beyond being economically or politically feasible to merit serious consideration.

The separate, but relatively brief section of the Master Plan devoted to Rapid Transit refers (favourably) to the Toronto

Transportation Commission’s 1942 proposal for streetcar subways. This section is quoted here in full:

Because of the strong views held by the Board on the value of traffic segregation  it gladly endorsed the proposals put forward

in 1942 by the Toronto Transportation Commission for the construction of Rapid Transit Subways following Yonge Street from

Heath Street to the Union Station and a cross-town line following Queen Street from Gladstone Avenue to the Canadian

National Railway Subway east of Broadview Avenue and thence following the Railway north-easterly to Pape Avenue. The Board

also approves the subsequent proposals of the Commission to construct additional rapid transit lines on the Garrison Creek

Superhighway from Queen Street to St. Clair Ave. and on the Bloor Street Superhighway from Dundas Street to University

Avenue with a connection to the Union Station running southerly under the latter thoroughfare. The Board is convinced that the

construction of the Yonge Street Subway, which will permit the removal of street cars from Yonge Street, Avenue Road and

Sherbourne Street, will do much to solve the City’s most pressing transportation problem viz. north and south traffic through the

heart of the City. The completion of the other proposed Rapid Transit lines will permit the removal of other street cars, but in all

cases, where conditions demand it, buses will be substituted for local traffic.

This extract offers an intriguing hint of what was to come more than 20 years later, as the subway system evolved. The rapid

transit proposal for the “Bloor Street Superhighway” is described as extending eastward from Dundas Street West to University

Avenue, and then down University to Union Station. This proposal, combined with the Yonge Street streetcar subway proposed

by the TTC in the 1942 scheme, accurately foretells at least the western half of the Bloor-Danforth-University subway project

th
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which opened in l966. This might be said to depict how certain “realized” projects are “born” and “mature” over the years.

The Master Plan summary concludes with the following plaintive message, which has been repeated in most subsequent

“Official Plans” for a much larger, more diverse, and more sophisticated metropolis:

Toronto has planned before, but as the enthusiasm that led to the plans died away, the plans themselves have been

pigeonholed as unpractical dreams, and never have its people displayed the tenacity of purpose to look upon planning for what

it undoubtedly is – the most valuable tool in civic development. Now, after a lapse of years, another start is made, but with

infinitely greater difficulty due to the accumulated neglect of the intervening years.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. City of Toronto Planning Board. Master Plan for the City of Toronto and Environs. Toronto: City of Toronto Planning Board,

1943. Figure retrieved from The Neptis Foundation website as reproduced in the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada

Journal, June 1944.

2. City of Toronto Planning Board. Master Plan for the City of Toronto and Environs. Toronto: City of Toronto Planning Board,

1943. 917.13 T592. Toronto Reference Library – Stacks Request Reference N-MR.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 5: TORONTO’S PRIDE AND JOY, 1946 TO 1954 →

FIGURE 5.0.1: A CUT-AWAY ILLUSTRATION OF THE PLANNED KING SUBWAY STATION ON YONGE
STREET. (RETRIEVED FROM THE CITY OF TORONTO ARCHIVES WEBSITE).

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

In 1946, a subway scheme was proposed and quickly adopted. Construction of the line under or parallel to Yonge Street from

Union Station north to Eglinton Avenue began in 1949. When the line opened in 1954, demand was so heavy that the initial

order for subway cars had to be increased. Many stations featured convenient, no-transfer access to buses and streetcars, an

amenity made possible by the integrated operation of the TTC, which ran both surface and underground lines.

The mid-1940s and 1950s comprised a brief period of significant progress arising from a combination of war-generated capital

accumulation, political courage, and common sense. It marked the end of 40 years of proposing “streetcar subways” as the

panacea for improved public transportation in Toronto. That decision now needs to be reconsidered and reaffirmed.

Three years after the scheme shown in Figure 4.1.1 had been rejected, the high-capacity Yonge Street subway concept was

shown to the public. Following a remarkably brief period of promotion and debate, the electorate approved the proposal by

nearly ten to one, and detailed planning was soon under way.

During the months preceding the overwhelmingly favourable vote, several local newspaper columnists and editorial writers

asserted that “Toronto is not big enough for subways.” Clearly, history has proven them wrong, but although the basic decision

was valid and timely, the vision behind it was – in the final analysis – not quite ambitious enough.
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5.1 FORTY YEARS OF SCHEMES AND DREAMS FINALLY SPAWN ACTION →

FIGURE 5.1.1: RAPID TRANSIT FOR TORONTO, TTC, 1945. CAPTION BELOW MAP ON RIGHT-HAND
PAGE READS: “HERE IS AN OUTLINE MAP OF TORONTO SHOWING THE ROUTES OF THE
PROPOSED RAPID TRANSIT LINES. IT WILL BE NOTED THAT THE RAPID TRANSIT LINES ARE
PLANNED TO RELIEVE CONGESTION ON THE HEAVILY TRAVELLED ROUTES OF THE PRESENT
SYSTEM AS ILLUSTRATED ON THE TRAFFIC FLOW DIAGRAM ON THE OPPOSITE PAGE.” (1)

The 1946 rapid transit scheme shown in Figures 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 represents the first time that full-scale, “conventional” subway

service was envisaged for the Yonge Street corridor from Eglinton Avenue in the north to Union Station. In addition, a “streetcar

subway” was again proposed as the initial stage of an east-west Queen Street subway for the east-west Queen Street corridor,

from Trinity Park in the west to Withrow Park in the east, with surface extensions following Queen Street East and West, Dundas

Street West, Danforth Avenue, and other existing streetcar lines.[1 ]
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FIGURE 5.1.2: RAPID TRANSIT FOR TORONTO: A STATEMENT OF POLICY, TTC, 1944. (2)

In 1946, a referendum was held to ask City of Toronto voters (property owners only, in accordance with regulations involving the

approval of “money bylaws” in force at the time) if they would support the construction of a subway system, to be partially funded

by the federal government, but mostly by the Toronto Transportation Commission from its own revenues. (Those revenues had

been uncharacteristically high thanks to very heavy usage of the streetcar and bus network during the Second World War.)

Close to 90 percent of the voters responded positively, and detailed planning of this massive undertaking began almost

immediately.

Less than three years later, property acquisition and easements had been finalized, and construction began on the downtown

section of the Yonge Street subway line, which was to be directly beneath Yonge and Front Streets. In order to accommodate

the shallow tunnels and station structures directly beneath the surfaces of these major streets, extensive rerouting and

consolidation of underground utilities was necessary. Most important among these tasks was the need to relocate a large-

diameter sewer main from the centre of Yonge Street to Victoria Street.

The 1946 scheme illustrated in Figure 5.1.2 was clearly the basis for the Yonge Street subway, which was finally built between

1949 and 1954. The Queen line was never completed, although an unfinished station shell (the so-called “ghost station”) was

built beneath and in conjunction with the Yonge subway’s Queen station.

Note the similarities between the 1946 proposal and the Scheme 1 Rapid Transit plan proposed by Jacobs & Davies in 1910

(see Figure 1.3.1). The Yonge corridor line is, of course, a common element. Moreover, the 1910 scheme’s roughly “U”-shaped

second phase transit line appears to have a direct, albeit stunted, “ancestor” in the form of the Queen Street “streetcar subway”

proposed in the 1946 scheme.
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The two north-south underground “spurs” of the Queen Street line proposed in 1946 actually form a shallow “U” configuration,

in combination with the east-west trunk, and thereby represent the beginnings of a more extensive distributor alignment, which

was to be operated at the outset by following various sections of existing surface streetcar routes. It seems fair to consider the

Queen Street component of the 1946 scheme a “pre-metro.”  Indeed, during discussions held following the presentation of

the 1946 proposal, it was suggested that the Queen line could well warrant not only conversion to subway operation, but also

one or more grade-separated extensions, perhaps within as little as 10 to 15 years.

Earlier proposals to divert the north-south alignment away from the Yonge roadway allowance in the downtown area to avoid

costly utility relocation and business disruption were reconsidered. When the time came to get serious about rapid transit

implementation, the bold decision was made to build the downtown section of the line (from just north of College and Carlton

streets south to Front Street) directly beneath the city’s narrow main street, largely to provide conveniently close (in some cases

direct) access to many of Toronto’s principal downtown office and retail buildings, most significant among the latter being the T.

Eaton Company and Robert Simpson department stores.

Uptown, north of Grosvenor and Alexander streets, the subway alignment was diverted away from the Yonge Street roadway

allowance to the east, which required the expropriation and demolition of many smaller buildings (mostly single-family houses)

east of Yonge as far as St. Clair Avenue, and west of Yonge from Chaplin Crescent to just south of Eglinton Avenue.

Immediately north of St. Clair, the line was built beneath several larger structures (including two cinemas, long since closed),

and through the original site of the Muir Memorial Gardens opposite Mount Pleasant Cemetery.

Had the entire subway been constructed in deep shield-driven tunnels, like those in London and Glasgow, it might have been

possible to pass beneath most building foundations and utilities. However, at the time, property values simply did not warrant

building preservation by means of costly tunnelling. The same rationale applied to construction of the lengthy off-street sections

of the Bloor-Danforth subway, built more than a decade later.

[2 ]
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FIGURE 5.1.3: PROPOSED ROUTE ALIGNMENT AND GRADES OF THE YONGE SUBWAY. (1)

Regardless of the socioeconomic impacts upon urban built form of clearing a right-of-way through the urban fabric, the TTC

had (rightly) concluded that Toronto’s subways should be built as close to ground level as practicable, in order to provide

convenient (that is, short) vertical connections between the subway and both street level buildings and intersecting surface bus

and streetcar “feeder” lines (these lines are shown in Figure 5.1.4). This approach was seen as minimizing total journey times

while obviating the need for long and costly escalators and elevators, which are subject to breakdown (as regular subway

patrons know all too well). As a result, the line climbs steeply uphill as it proceeds north, as shown in the bottom half of Figure

5.1.3.

North of Davenport Road, much of the original Yonge Street subway was built through open cut sections, parts of which (such

as that between Summerhill and St. Clair stations) have since been covered in order to provide sites for apartment blocks,

parking facilities, and green space. After more than a half-century, most of the remaining open cut sections could be mistaken

for natural ravines, covered as their slopes are by second- and third-growth vegetation. This is of course a deceptive – albeit

welcome – visual respite within the urban fabric of rapidly intensifying midtown districts.

During the mid-1940s when the Yonge Street subway was being planned, Eglinton Avenue was still a relatively modest byway,

despite its status as a principal concession road. It did not yet cross either the Humber River Valley west of the city or the broad

Don River Valley to the east. The large-scale development of Don Mills, Flemingdon Park, and Thorncliffe Park came more than

a decade later, following the 1953 establishment of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. “Metro,” with provincial involvement,

implemented Eglinton’s arterial-standard crossings of both the Humber and Don valleys, the consolidation of Richview

Sideroad in Etobicoke and Eglinton into a single crosstown artery, the building of the Don Valley Parkway, and a host of other

significant components of urban transportation infrastructure.
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One must acknowledge and applaud the city’s early confidence that Eglinton in general, and the Yonge/Eglinton node in

particular, were destined to attract intensified urban mixed-use development well before the end of the 20  century. The choice

of Eglinton (rather than St. Clair, as in most earlier rapid transit schemes) as the terminus of the first phase of the new subway

was indeed fully justified and prescient.

Unfortunately, multi-track provisions for the southern portion of the Yonge line proposed in R.C. Harris’s 1915 report were not

considered necessary for the relatively short 7.4-km (4.6-mile), 12-station initial phase of the Yonge Street subway when it was

designed in the mid-1940s. This decision meant that there was no capacity for “express” trackage and unfortunately, no

provision was made for localized bypass or emergency storage (“pocket”) trackage either, except a short tunnel extension west

of the Union subway station platform.

The system capacity was also limited by individual station layouts that included narrow stairways, single-file escalators, and

other undersized circulation areas.

th

[3 ]
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FIGURE 5.1.4: “HOW TO USE CANADA’S FIRST SUBWAY,” A PAMPHLET PRODUCED BY THE TTC TO
COINCIDE WITH THE OPENING OF THE FIRST SECTION OF THE YONGE SUBWAY IN 1954. (KEY TO
MAP) (3)

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transportation Committee. Rapid Transit For Toronto. Toronto: TTC, 1945. Fonds 2, Series 60, Item 1402. Toronto

Archives – Spadina Records Centre.

2. Toronto Transportation Committee. Rapid Transit For Toronto: A Statement of Policy. Toronto: TTC, 1944. Retrieved from

Toronto Archives website.

3. Toronto Transit Commission. How to Use Canada’s First Subway. Toronto: TTC, 1954. Fonds 16, Series 836, Subseries 1

(TTC Ephemera), File 9. Toronto Archives – Spadina Records Centre.

The City of Toronto Archives has also made additional materials about Canada’s First Subway available online.

 It is signif icant, how ever, that provisions for future conversion of the Queen line to full subw ay (heavy rapid transit) operation w as[1]
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promised by the TTC in the contemporary promotional material. ↩

 That is, a central grade-separated streetcar (or LRT) service w ith surface extensions, w hich together are intended for future upgrading to
provide conventional high-capacity rapid transit service as and w hen w arranted, w ithout needing to engage in w holesale disruptive
reconstruction of the initial grade-separated section(s). ↩

 Bloor/Yonge, College, Dundas, Queen, King, and Union stations are particularly deficient in this regard. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.

[2]

[3]
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5.2 THE SUBWAY TRANSFORMS THE CITY →

FIGURE 5.2.1: A LINE OF STREETCARS ON YONGE STREET, AUGUST 31, 1929. THE PHOTOGRAPH
IS TAKEN LOOKING NORTH FROM QUEEN STREET. NOTE LOADING AT THREE-DOOR STREETCAR
TRAILER. THE PRINCIPAL (DOWNTOWN) T. EATON COMPANY DEPARTMENT STORE APPEARS ON
THE LEFT (WEST) SIDE OF YONGE STREET (SITE OF THE PRESENT EATON CENTRE), AND ON THE
RIGHT (EAST) SIDE CAN BE SEEN THE MARQUEE OF THE FORMER LOEW’S CINEMA (NOW THE
RESTORED ELGIN–WINTER GARDEN THEATRE), AS WELL AS THE SIGN INDICATING THE DIANA
SWEETS RESTAURANT AND TEA ROOM – AT THE TIME, ONE OF TORONTO’S MOST POPULAR
EATERIES. (TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 16, SERIES 71, ITEM 7171)

It is difficult, more than a half-century after the inauguration of subway operation in the Yonge corridor, to appreciate how

important – indeed, how transformative – this order-of-magnitude improvement in public transportation comfort, efficiency, and

convenience was in the minds and hearts of most citizens; even those who rarely had occasion to use the line.
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FIGURE 5.2.2: LOOKING NORTH ON YONGE STREET FROM NORTH OF GRANBY STREET, SHOWING
AFTERNOON PEAK-PERIOD CONGESTION. DECEMBER 24, 1935. ON THE LEFT (WEST) SIDE OF
YONGE IS “EATON’S COLLEGE STREET HOME FURNISHINGS STORE” (NOW PART OF
COLLEGE PARK). (TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 16, SERIES 71, ITEM 15073)

The two photographs in Figures 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 indicate why dramatic improvement in public transit service in Toronto’s central

north-south corridor had become urgent. During the 1930s and 1940s, such conditions were experienced nearly every day

except Sundays  between Front Street and points north of Eglinton Avenue. Moreover, the rationing of motor fuel, tires, and

other materials during the Second World War only contributed to the overloading of public transportation services in general.

As can be seen, virtually all service on the Yonge Street car line was provided by two-unit “trains” consisting of heavy Peter Witt

streetcars, each hauling an unpowered trailer luxuriously appointed with wooden-slat seats and unevenly heated by an iron pot-

bellied coal stove during the winter. In Figure 5.2.2, the streetcar “trains” appear to extend as far as the eye can see, and are

barely moving. An almost continuous queue of these cumbersome conveyances labouring slowly up the escarpment south of

St. Clair Avenue was a particularly unnerving sight.

The Yonge Street line was the most heavily travelled conventional surface streetcar route in North America at the time, and

regularly carried 12,500 passengers per hour per direction during weekday peak periods, on a narrow (42 feet/13 m) pavement,

all too often at little more than walking speed in the most congested areas near major intersections and northbound on the

escarpment ascent.  It is easy to understand why the opening of the brightly lighted, speedy and comfortably appointed subway

created such euphoria among the beleaguered travelling public!

The excitement was infectious, and had begun well before the morning of September 8, 1949, when the mayor and other local

dignitaries watched the Honourable Ray Lawson, Lieutenant Governor of the Province of Ontario, push a button to begin driving

the initial steel “soldier pile” along the edge of the tunnel alignment in the centre of Yonge Street to initiate the construction of

“Canada’s first subway.” A large covered stage had been erected in the middle of Yonge Street at Wellington Street, and a

festive and expectant crowd (including the author, aged 15) had gathered.

[1 ]
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And so began a 4½-year period of heavy, noisy construction, together with unavoidable, though mercifully short-lived, disruption

of commercial activities along Toronto’s principal business thoroughfare from Front Street to Alexander Street north of College

Street, where the subway alignment was diverted to the east. Front Street between Yonge and York streets was also the scene

of heavy construction, although the greater width of that street and the absence of continuous retail frontage mitigated the

impact (see Figure 5.2.3).

FIGURE 5.2.3: YONGE STREET SUBWAY CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS, LATE 1949 – EARLY 1950.
“CUT AND COVER” EXCAVATION BEGINS NORTH OF QUEEN STREET UNDER THE “SUPERVISION” OF
“SIDEWALK SUPERINTENDENTS”. ON THE RIGHT (EAST) SIDE OF YONGE, NOTE “LOEW’S” THEATRE
(NOW THE “ELGIN-WINTER GARDEN”), “DIANA SWEETS” (FOR MANY YEARS ONE OF DOWNTOWN
TORONTO’S FOREMOST RESTAURANTS), AND FURTHER NORTH, “ADAM’S FURNITURE”. ON THE
LEFT (WEST) SIDE OF YONGE IS THE FORMER T. EATON CO. MAIN (DEPARTMENT) STORE,
DEMOLISHED 1977-8 TO MAKE WAY FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF EATON CENTRE. (PHOTO FROM
THE LEVY COLLECTION.)

A major trunk sewer had to be  relocated to Victoria Street before subway construction and other underground utility rerouting

could begin. Since the heavily used Yonge streetcar line had to be maintained in operation continuously (day and night)

throughout the period of subway construction, tracks for one-way detours were laid on Maitland and Alexander streets, two

minor east-west streets north of Carlton Street, which operated as a one-way pair between Yonge Street and Church Street. As

soon as possible, temporary trackage was installed on the wooden deck over the subway excavation on Yonge between

College Street and Front Street, and the Yonge streetcar service returned to its namesake thoroughfare.

Other diversions were necessary during the construction of the subway. Thanks to the relatively close-grained network of two-
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way streetcar trackage on nearly all major streets in the downtown area south of Queen Street (much of this network remains in

place and is used for looping and rerouting cars on the King and Queen routes), sections of streets such as Richmond,

Church, and York were frequently called upon to carry the heavy Yonge Street service between “uptown” Toronto and the Union

Station terminal loop near Simcoe and Front streets. At the time, regular streetcar service also operated on Church Street

between Bloor Street and Front Street, and therefore Church became the primary downtown detour route for the Yonge Street

service during subway construction.

Any lingering doubts concerning the need for a fundamental upgrade of the public transit service on Toronto’s principal north-

south artery was dispelled quite early during the construction period as parts of the project began to assume recognizable form

in line with attractively printed pocket-sized brochures made available to “sidewalk superintendents,” as the crowds of citizen

observers came to be called. The series of “Sidewalk Superintendents’ Manuals” (see Figure 5.2.4) were letter-sized

information sheets that described and illustrated the various construction stages of the tunnels and the temporary wooden

decking over the excavation. Later, these brochures, many of which were printed in colour and attractively produced on glossy

stock, extolled the amenities of the 12 pastel-coloured glass-tiled stations, each of which was to have its own distinctive wall

and trim colour combination to help passengers who might have difficulty reading station names because of the peak period

crowding expected. Indeed, “crush” loading began on day one and has been a daily fact of life on this line ever since.
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FIGURE 5.2.4A: FRONT SIDE OF SIDEWALK SUPERINTENDENTS’ MANUAL, GRADE 3. (1)
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FIGURE 5.2.4B: SIDEWALKS SUPERINTENDENTS’ MANUAL, GRADE 3. (1)

The knowledge that the chronic congestion and discomfort would soon be a thing of the past on Toronto’s most heavily

travelled public transit routes (Yonge and Bay) helped everyone to remain optimistic as they endured the noise, dust, and

general ennui of nearly five years of continuous heavy construction. I can still clearly recall the rising anticipation as opening day

for the new subway, March 30, 1954, approached.

Although the novelty eventually wore off, there is no doubt that the public remained thankful for the benefits conferred by the

subway, and continued to hope for extensions to the system. Moreover, as the system was expanded during the 1960s and

1970s, delegations of transportation system officials from cities around the world visited Toronto to marvel at the brightness,

cleanliness, and efficiency of the trains, the stations, and the entire operation.

Over 100 heavy bright-red subway cars and four “experimental” aluminum-bodied cars, each 57 feet 8 inches (17.6 m) in
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length, had been ordered for the Yonge Street subway from the Gloucester Railway Carriage and Wagon Works in England.

Each car had three pairs of doors on each side, and operated in “semi-permanently-coupled ‘married pairs’,” which meant that

only a single operators cab and its costly control equipment was required for each car. They, in turn, were to operate in trains

varying from two to eight cars in length.

Four-to-six-car trains were proposed for the first few years of operation. However, ridership demand was so heavy that eight-car

trains quickly became the norm, and the initial car order had to be increased by about one-third.

After crossing the Atlantic lashed to the decks of merchant ships, the car bodies (minus the wheels and undercarriage

equipment) were moved from the Port of Montreal to Toronto on railway flatcars and delivered via the still-intact Belt Line

Railway to the Davisville subway yard, where various ancillary on-board equipment, as well as trucks designed for the TTC’s

unique broad gauge (4 ft. 10 ⅞ inches/1,495 mm) track were fitted.

The first two cars – Numbers 5000 and 5001 – were delivered by rail (the CP North Toronto Subdivision) directly to the Toronto

Transportation Commission’s Hillcrest Shops at Bathurst Street and Davenport Road. Following inspection, they were

mounted on spare trucks designed for use by heavy Peter Witt streetcars, and towed by powerful diesel trucks to the Canadian

National Exhibition grounds for display at the “Ex” during the late summer of 1953. The move was made during the dead of

night, under police escort along TTC trackage on Bathurst and Fleet streets to the Exhibition grounds without incident. Admiring

throngs of “Ex” patrons enjoyed the display for more than two weeks.

All other subway cars were delivered to Davisville subway yard by rail via the Belt Line railway, then still in use by short freight

trains between Mount Pleasant Road and Caledonia Road. The two cars displayed at the “Ex” were towed back to Davisville

after the fair closed. The tracks on Yonge Street were used to reach the yard, and all that was needed was a short temporary

track connection into the yard at the point at which the subway grade and the road grade correspond between Merton and Balliol

Streets. Unfortunately, one of the cars derailed on the sharply-curved temporary connection, and an emergency work crew had

to rerail and move the massive car into the yard. This was accomplished just in time to clear the Yonge Street line to allow full

streetcar service to operate the following morning!

[2 ]
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FIGURE 5.2.5: POSTCARD SHOWING BRIGHT RED GLOUCESTER RAILWAY CARRIAGE AND WAGON
WORKS CARS ABOUT TO DEPART UNION SUBWAY STATION’S ISLAND PLATFORM. NOTE THE
PASTEL YELLOW GLASS TILE WALLS AND THE SPOTLESS CONDITION OF THE TERRAZZO
PLATFORM. ON BACK: “CANADA’S FIRST — ULTRA MODERN SUBWAY AT TORONTO, ONTARIO –
PER CAPITA THE FASTEST GROWING CITY ON THE AMERICAN CONTINENT.” (POSTCARD FROM
THE LEVY COLLECTION.)

Figure 5.2.5 replicates a coloured postcard view of the “Gloucester cars” in service: a pre-opening “posed” view of a spotless

new train signed for “Eglinton” at the shiny island platform in the yellow-tiled Union subway station. Interestingly, the red

“Gloucester cars,” which were operationally quiet, comfortable, and “built to last” were (undeniably) also very heavy and

underpowered. As a result, the northbound trip up the steeply graded Lake Iroquois shore (escarpment) south of St. Clair

station was invariably slow.

A relatively small maintenance and staging yard was created near the Davisville station using the land formerly used (in part)

for the maintenance depot that had served the long-since-defunct Metropolitan (North Yonge) Division of the Toronto and York

Radial Railway. Minor rolling stock repairs and daily maintenance were done at Davisville Yard, but until the full-service

Greenwood Yard was built in Toronto’s east end in conjunction with the Bloor-Danforth subway in the 1960s, all major running

gear repair work required for the “Gloucester cars” had to be done at the TTC’s Hillcrest Shops (built to serve streetcars and

buses) at Bathurst Street and Davenport Road, far from the nearest point on the Yonge Street subway. This necessitated partial

dismantling and late-night transport by flat-bed truck of malfunctioning units.
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FIGURE 5.2.6: UNLOADING THE FIRST SUBWAY CAR FROM BRITAIN AT THE PORT OF MONTREAL.
(2)

Finally, while the excitement engendered by the opening of the first section of Toronto’s subway system was clearly justified, the

description on the obverse side of the postcard view shown in Figure 5.2.5 to the effect that Toronto was “the fastest-growing

city on the American continent” should have given pause to thoughtful people, especially those who had some familiarity with

the New York subway network. With the exception of the Davisville Yard layout, which allows for an additional third track at the
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Davisville station, and a short dead-ended “tail track” beyond the west end of the Union subway station platform, the 7.4-km

(4.6-mile) initial line had – and still has – only two continuous revenue tracks. There are not even separate

bypass/staging/“pocket” tracks along the way where disabled trains could be temporarily stored, or where in an emergency

trains could be safely and quickly reversed in direction without using revenue trackage, or where an additional “stand-by” train

could be staged for insertion into the schedule when needed.

In consequence, the oldest section of the system, and perennially the most heavily travelled, remains by far the most vulnerable

to service interruptions. It is in effect a “closed subsystem” in this respect, offering virtually no operational flexibility, save a few

crossovers to allow for trains to reverse direction when necessary (these use revenue trackage). Inexplicably, even this modest

element of operating flexibility was later compromised when two of the six crossovers (south of St. Clair station and south of

College station) were removed, ostensibly to reduce maintenance costs. Significantly, both were recently restored, at

considerable expense and at the price of several weeks of “slow orders” through the construction zones.

During my frequent travels on this historical section of the system to and from the centre of the city, I always gaze wistfully at the

open cut section between Bloor and Rosedale station, where a short third track could have been provided by routing the

adjacent alignment of the Rosedale Valley Road slightly to the east. I hesitate even to mention how valuable a continuous

three- or four-track right of way, combined with more commodious “express/local” transfer stations at, say, Eglinton, St. Clair,

Bloor, Queen or King, and Union would have been today and in the future.

But during the immediate postwar period, Toronto was a relatively modest-sized city and, to be fair, the ensuing decades of

spectacular growth and intensification could not have been foreseen with any degree of confidence by planners or even by the

most ambitious of politicians. In any event, such an expansion of the line today would be tantamount to total rebuilding. Imagine

not only the monumental cost, but also the intolerable service disruption over several years that such an undertaking would

incur. And even if deemed feasible, the expansion would serve only to concentrate demand in a single corridor, representing a

different kind of vulnerability. Therefore, expanding the coverage of the network by adding supplementary alignments is the only

practical alternative.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transportation Commission. (1953). Sidewalk Superintendents’ Manual, Grade 3, Toronto Subway. Toronto.

Available from the City of Toronto Archives. Archival citation: Fonds 16, Series 836, Subseries 1, File 9.

2. Toronto Transit Commission. (1954). A Cavalcade of Progress, 1921-1954. Toronto. 388.42 T59.2. Toronto Reference

Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

 On Sundays, virtually all off ices and retail outlets (including cinemas and some restaurants) w ere closed and shuttered in “Toronto the
Good.” A popular pastime w as to stand outside the T. Eaton Company’s beautiful show  w indow s and w atch as the heavy drapes w ere draw n
electrically across the tempting retail treasures at midnight on Saturdays, in keeping w ith the Eaton family’s strict Scots Presbyterian tradition. ↩

 The 500-ft. (152.4 m) long station platforms w hich – curiously – have remained the TTC standard throughout the expanded subw ay system,
w ere specif ically sized for trains of ten 50-ft. (15.2 m) cars from a U.S. manufacturer, but for some reason, the arrangement w as never
consummated. ↩
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5.3 PASSENGER CONVENIENCE: A LONG-TERM LEGACY →

FIGURE 5.3.1: BUS BAYS AT EGLINTON SUBWAY TERMINAL, 1962. NOTICE THE PEOPLE WAITING
IN EACH BAY. THE LOW-RISE DISTRICT SEEN IN THE PHOTOGRAPH IS ON THE NORTH SIDE OF
EGLINTON AVENUE. IT HAS BEEN FOR SOME 40 YEARS THE SITE OF THE MASSIVE YONGE-
EGLINTON CENTRE. PHOTOGRAPH BY ERIC TRUSSLER. (TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 1567,
SERIES 648, FILE 114, ITEM 2.)

Considering contemporary negative views of the TTC in general and its service record in particular (whether justified or not),

certain TTC riders might think that using “passenger convenience” and “TTC” in the same sentence constitutes an oxymoron.

However, in reality the travelling public should be eternally thankful that some of the design principles established when
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Toronto’s first rapid transit line was planned remain enviable and, in many respects, unique.

For example, because the subway and all surface streetcar and bus services were (and remain) under the control of the same

organization, many of the stations outside the most densely developed part of the central business district were designed to

provide convenient, sheltered, off-street transfer facilities between the subway and intersecting surface routes,  all for a single,

uniform fare. This feature remains an insufficiently appreciated advantage offered by the TTC’s integrated operation. Indeed,

many passengers realize its value only after visiting other cities in which such facilities are not widely available.

The widely acknowledged zenith of the concept was achieved in the design of the Eglinton station subway/bus transfer facility,

shown in Figure 5.3.1. The large site, immediately southwest of the Yonge/Eglinton intersection, has been owned and operated

by the TTC since 1921. The transfer facility functioned efficiently for 20 years, until the subway was extended to the north in

1974; and for more than 30 years thereafter (albeit with fewer bus routes being served). At the transfer facility’s maximum

extent, no fewer than 13 surface bus and trolley bus platforms operated in the extensive forecourt once occupied by a maze of

streetcar tracks at the north end of the former Eglinton carhouse complex. Buses operating on as many as a dozen routes and

branches linked the subway terminal with far-flung parts of the city to the north, east, and west.

Separate stairways for passengers getting on and getting off the buses connected each platform with a spacious, brightly

illuminated pedestrian concourse immediately beneath the platform level. Both edges of the concourse were lined with leased

shops and services (such as eating places, dry cleaners, and magazine stands). Passengers formed queues within the wide

concourse until flashing lights in the ceiling-mounted route identification sign enclosures indicated that a bus was arriving

above them. Being able to wait in the concourse was especially appreciated during the winter months, even though each bus

platform had a full-length canopy. However, the provision of escalators and/or elevators at each platform was not feasible – a

situation which essentially rendered this otherwise comfortable and efficient transfer facility inaccessible to the handicapped.

Multi-platform bus transfer facilities similar to the original Eglinton terminal were also provided at outlying Bloor-Danforth

subway stations (such as Islington, which served for a few years as the western terminal). However, the limitations of the multi-

platform concept eventually led the TTC to embrace a design that incorporates a single, spacious “terminal island” at

mezzanine level, linked with the subway platform level by a bank of escalators and/or elevators as well as stairs. The “island”

perimeter is designed and marked to accommodate individual boarding and alighting areas for connecting bus and streetcar

routes. Stations such as Kipling, Wilson, Downsview, Sheppard/Yonge, St. Clair West, and Eglinton West are examples of this

alternative design.

[1
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FIGURE 5.3.2: STREETCAR LOOP AT ST CLAIR STATION, 1961. PHOTOGRAPH BY ERIC TRUSSLER.
(TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 1567, SERIES 648, FILE 92, ITEM 4.)

Some of the other (typically less heavily used) stations also provide for internal transfers adjacent to or within street-level station

control areas where at-grade space permits.  These stations include Davisville, St. Clair (shown in Figure 5.3.2), Rosedale,

Wellesley, Castle Frank, Broadview, Main Street, Keele, Old Mill, Leslie, and Don Mills.

Regardless of the design and sizes of the individual facilities, the fact that internal transfer facilities have been provided on the

TTC system from the outset represents a highly effective passenger amenity that makes the less-than-engaging process of

transferring more tolerable.

 In 2006, the original (1954) bus platforms and below -grade pedestrian concourse w ere closed, and a high chain-link fence now  separates
the south sidew alk of Eglinton Avenue from the empty, w eed-grow n bus approach apron w hich spans almost the entire block betw een Yonge
Street and Duplex Avenue. This constitutes a thoroughly unattractive “hole in the urban fabric” at one of the city’s principal intersections w hich
is also the focus of the burgeoning Yonge/Eglinton subcentre, or development node. Ostensibly, the facility w as closed pending redevelopment
over the TTC’s extensive land holdings. Meanw hile, a “temporary” enclosed bus transfer facility has been provided at grade level at the south
end of the property, beneath an existing parking garage just north of Berw ick Avenue. All of this detracts from the TTC’s once-vaunted image
as a progressive organization, at least until the station becomes an interchange w ith the Eglinton rapid transit line, w hich w ill require the station
precinct to be extensively reconfigured and upgraded. ↩

 Today, perhaps the w orst transfer point is at the Finch Avenue terminal of the Yonge subw ay, w here the bus and “kiss-and-ride” facilities

[2 ]
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probably cover more territory than at any other station on the entire subw ay system. In addition to various TTC bus routes, York Region’s bus
routes (including the VIVA service) and GO Transit each operate from their ow n individual terminal areas, resulting in a bew ildering maze of
corridors, access stairw ays and all-too-rare (w orking) escalators and elevators – a “dog’s breakfast” that grew  in the absence of a
coordinated plan. ↩

 The St. Clair station streetcar transfer platform, w hich retains the configuration it had on opening day nearly 60 years ago, once served four
routes and route segments: (1) w estbound via St. Clair to Keele Street; (2) w estbound via St. Clair to Oakw ood Avenue, northbound via
Oakw ood to Rogers Road, and w estbound via Rogers Road to Bicknell Road near Weston Road; (3) w estbound via St. Clair to Lansdow ne
Avenue (the “Earl’s Court” short-turn route); and (4) eastbound via St. Clair Avenue to Mount Pleasant Road and northbound via Mount Pleasant
to Eglinton Avenue. Today, only the f irst of these survives. This detail is presented only to indicate how  signif icantly the “heritage” street
railw ay service has diminished during the past half century, particularly those routes w hich operated as direct “feeders” to the subw ay
system. We may w ell come to regret this policy in light of new  trolley projects being built in many cities (even in the United States) and the high
costs associated w ith the building (or restoration) of such facilities. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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5.4 POST-WAR GROWTH AND THE EMERGENCE OF REGIONAL GOVERNMENT AMBITIONS →

During the late 1940s, it became clear that another growth spurt to rival that of the 1880s was beginning in the Toronto region.

Schemes for large-scale public works long delayed by the First World War, the Great Depression, and the Second World War

filled the press and engaged the public in debate. Wartime military production facilities reverted to peacetime manufacturing

pursuits and in most realms of policy-making and private commercial activity, optimism ruled.

Earlier plans for rapid transit were revived even before the war had officially ended. Indeed, well before the end of the 1940s, the

decision to finance and build Canada’s first real subway in the Yonge corridor was made – much to the chagrin of the

leadership and citizens of Montreal, then still the undisputed “national metropolis.”

In parallel with subway-building and other growth-related activities, concerns over how to govern an urban area that was

continuing to spread well beyond the corporate limit of its core city became a preoccupation of senior government officials and

the growing cohort of professional urban planners employed by the city and the province.

Formal annexations to the City of Toronto had been curtailed during the mid-1910s as some outlying former crossroad hamlets

and isolated “septic-tank subdivisions” distributed widely across nearby rural townships began to take on the forms and

functions of bona fide “proto-municipalities.”

Following the end of the formal annexation process, urban expansion beyond Toronto’s corporate limit had also coalesced into

a limited number of officially established, fully serviced suburban municipalities such as Leaside, immediately adjacent to

north-central Toronto. Other examples included the Village of Forest Hill and the Village of Swansea. The Town of Leaside had

an enviable mix of attractive residential neighbourhoods and a solid industrial base east of Laird Drive, well before the Second

World War. Indeed, Leaside had been identified as the most desirable candidate for formal annexation to the City of Toronto

long after that method of expanding the core city was discontinued following a series of 32 separate annexations beginning

with The Village of Yorkville (February 1, 1883) and ending with Mount Pleasant Cemetery (June 27, l914).

Leaside was but one of the several well-developed urbanized areas whose residents had expressed opposition to being

“swallowed up” by what was considered the overgrown, overcrowded, and overtaxed big city, and had determined that their best

interests lay in embracing separate destinies and responsibilities – as well as lower property taxes.

Soon after the end of the Second World War, thinly researched schemes for the resumption of formal annexation appeared in

the press, but were quickly withdrawn after eliciting negative reactions from the affected citizens. I recall one breathless reporter

extolling some government agency’s proposal for a massively expanded City of Toronto whose corporate limit would have

encompassed much of what is now the Toronto Census Metropolitan Area, including large parts of York and Peel Counties as

well as part of Durham County! Touted (in the article) as “the world’s largest incorporated city” (in terms of area), and complete
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with a conceptual map, the area being considered would have been largely rural, with a total population barely exceeding one

million. Chuckle though we might, in retrospect, many aspects of the proposal were prescient, if several decades premature,

but at the time raised alarms both within and beyond the then-current corporate limit of the City of Toronto.

Eventually, after much debate, mostly among provincial officials and over-optimistic politicians, a new way of organizing a core

city and its adjacent outskirts achieved broad consensus. While the province was unwilling to push for a return to the earlier

process of continuous “simple” annexation (which would have meant the dissolution of several established municipalities), it

wisely acknowledged that a more effective form of planning, growth regulation and service consolidation was essential if

orderly urban development was to be fostered on a regional basis.

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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5.5 THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO →

Consequently, in 1953 – in the face of accelerating postwar growth beyond the Toronto corporate limit, and the sometimes

less-than-sophisticated urban planning capabilities exhibited in some of the more sparsely urbanized townships – the

Province of Ontario created an innovative two-tiered municipal government arrangement. It comprised the 39-square-mile (101

sq. km) City of Toronto and 12 surrounding separately incorporated “towns,” “villages,” and townships which together occupied

240 square miles (620 sq. km), roughly the southernmost one-third of the County of York. In addition to the city, Metropolitan

Toronto (or “Metro” as it was known) encompassed the townships of North York, Scarborough, York, and Etobicoke in addition

to the Village of Forest Hill, the Village of Swansea, and the Town of Leaside, among others.

This municipal federation was not the only product of the innovative, far-sighted thinking demonstrated by the Province of

Ontario and its advisors during the early 1950s under the leadership of Premier Leslie Frost and the Progressive Conservative

Party. Sparsely developed townships in York, Durham, and Peel counties immediately to the north, east, and west, respectively,

of Metropolitan Toronto were viewed as having long-term potential for urban expansion. This resulted in their joint designation

as the outer ring of “urban influence” within the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Area. Ostensibly, this represented an early

attempt to exercise a degree of planning control (or at least, guidance) over the new Metro federation as well as its “fringe area.”

Figure 5.5.1 illustrates the original 13 lower-tier constituents of Metropolitan Toronto as well as those townships which formed

the so called “fringe area,” the whole making up the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Area.
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FIGURE 5.5.1: METROPOLITAN TORONTO PLANNING AREA FROM OFFICIAL PLAN OF THE
METROPOLITAN TORONTO PLANNING AREA (1959).

As if to underline the wisdom of bold regional thinking, the following year (1954) brought the record rains and winds of

“Hurricane Hazel” that wreaked havoc throughout this part of Southern Ontario, as normally tranquil rivers and brooks became

raging torrents. Buildings and infrastructure were severely damaged and nearly 100 people died. The province resolved to build

flood control dams and conservation parks outside Metropolitan Toronto, most located near the headwaters of various creeks

and rivers, and created the Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation Authority to oversee the program. Today, a most

impressive and effective array of facilities confirms the long-term value of regional and watershed planning.

When Metropolitan Toronto was initially established in 1953, each constituent lower-tier municipality retained most of its

historic administrative mandates, while the new metropolitan (upper-tier) government was charged with maintaining and

expanding key services deemed to be of “regional significance.” These included major roads, public transportation, trunk water

and sewer mains, all water supply and all sewage treatment, and conservation and flood control; the last two wisely extending

beyond the metropolitan boundary to cover the greater regional watershed pattern. Later, Metropolitan Toronto also developed

the Metropolitan Toronto (now City of Toronto) Zoo and removed most of the residential enclaves on the harbour barrier island

archipelago to create more recreational space, under its mandate, which covered “regional parks.”

Interestingly, the province did not grant traditional municipal status to the new metropolitan entity, at least in terms of how its

political representatives were selected. In other words, Metro was purposely not established as a “super city” with an elected

mayor presiding over separately elected ward councillors. Rather, in order to maintain tight political control over the burgeoning

region, the province established a chair in lieu of a popularly elected mayor, and a metropolitan council representing “senior”

City of Toronto aldermen  and the mayors, reeves and a set number of suburban municipal councillors (including mayors

and reeves) based upon the relative populations of the “Metro partner” municipal corporations. The chair in turn was chosen

through an open vote of the Metropolitan Toronto councillors, although the province certainly played an influential advisory role

in that selection.

The first Chairman of Metropolitan Toronto was appointed by the province. The redoubtable Frederick G. Gardiner, Q.C., an

eminent, well-connected barrister-and-solicitor-turned-municipal leader enjoyed firm provincial support throughout his lengthy

tenure, and was able to control his sometimes unruly council often by force of will alone.  His name has been duly

enshrined in the Gardiner (initially, the Lake Shore) Expressway, which he strongly supported as the initial major transportation

project to be implemented by Metropolitan Toronto under his administration.

During the mid-1950s Gardiner sparred memorably and incessantly with Toronto Mayor Allan Lamport, a tireless proponent of

early implementation of the east-west Bloor-Danforth subway. This was in opposition to the former’s unerring support for first

completing key sections of a U.S.-style urban freeway (expressway) network for the newly constituted metropolitan corporation.

By the mid-1960s, concerns over the intermunicipal planning within Metropolitan Toronto had emerged. For example, increased

densities approved by one constituent municipality might conflict with an adjacent jurisdiction’s commitment to preserve lower

densities, particularity in “stable” residential neighbourhoods just across the “invisible boundary.” As well, difficulties frequently

[1 ]
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arose from historic variations in political, fiscal, and level-of-service policies among jurisdictions with significantly different

populations and socioeconomic profiles. Eventually, this led to the establishment of the Goldenburg Commission, which

produced a major study of how Metropolitan Toronto might be more effectively subdivided and administered. Among other

changes, this resulted in the 1967 reduction in the number of constituent lower-tier municipalities within Metro from thirteen to

six.

The three small western municipalities of Long Branch, New Toronto, and Mimico became part of the Township of Etobicoke,

 the Town of Weston became part of the Township of York, the Town of Leaside and the Township of East York were

merged, and the villages of Swansea and Forest Hill were absorbed by the City of Toronto, thereby representing the first

“official” annexations to the city since 1914.

Following the consolidation, the large townships of Scarborough, North York, Etobicoke and York each applied for and were

granted city status. While this move may have satisfied rising local political ambitions, it eventually led to a number of less-than-

beneficial outcomes for the region as a whole. The only dissenting voice in this near-unanimous call for “urban maturity” was

East York (which now encompassed the former Town of Leaside): East York modestly (and appropriately) chose to become a

borough rather than a city!

The administrative “streamlining” of the Metro federation was maintained until December 31, 1997, when the Conservative

government of Mike Harris summarily dissolved the two-tier arrangement and replaced it with the amalgamated City of Toronto,

Canada’s most populous municipal corporation, following a mandated but ultimately disregarded process of public information

and commentary.

 At the time, tw o aldermen represented each of the City of Toronto’s tw elve w ards (the tw o w ho had amassed the tw o highest numbers of
votes among the off icial w ard candidates). The individual w ho had received the highest number of votes w as considered the “senior alderman”
and accordingly, w as designated a member of the Metropolitan Toronto Council. ↩

 Frederick G. Gardiner, Q.C., became know n as “Big Daddy” because of his forceful execution of the basic mandate of his position, and –
clearly – because his role and public persona w ere often compared w ith those of the character in the then-popular Tennessee Williams play
Cat on a Hot Tin Roof! ↩

 Anecdotally, the demise of Long Branch, New  Toronto, and Mimico w as w idely favoured (except, of course, by most residents of the three
communities) as “payback” for their recent tenacious opposition to any local realty tax surcharge to help pay for the initial section of the Bloor-
Danforth subw ay, w hich w as under construction during the early 1960s. This w as on the grounds that the project w ould not directly benefit
them. The opposition, led by Marie Curtis, the long-serving mayor of Long Branch, resulted in a draw n-out debate, culminating in a costly,
ultimately unsuccessful court challenge, all of w hich caused rising frustration and embarrassment for the Metro government, the TTC, and the
province. The role of the foregoing as a determining factor in the Goldenburg Commission’s deliberations is, admittedly, conjectural, but did enjoy
some credibility at the time. ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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5.6 IMPACT OF METROPOLITAN COVERAGE ON TTC OPERATIONS →

The creation of Metropolitan Toronto in 1953 represented an immediate sixfold increase in the size of the TTC’s service area.

 During the initial decade of metropolitan government, a large fleet of new buses was needed in order to serve long

(generally sparsely developed) arterial routes beyond the City of Toronto’s corporate limit. Outlying stations (Eglinton terminal in

particular) of the new Yonge Street subway became key “collection points” for many of the new extended bus routes, thereby

ensuring significant long-term growth in subway ridership.

The TTC’s pre-Metro surface streetcar and bus routes had served the relatively high-density City of Toronto and its immediately

adjacent built-up suburbs such as the Town of Leaside, the Townships of York and East York, and the Village of Forest Hill very

well since the Commission’s establishment in 1921. Moreover, following the Great Depression of the 1930s, the TTC was able

to bank substantial cash reserves during the Second World War when motor fuel, tires, and steel were severely rationed on “the

home front” and new automobile production had virtually ceased in favour of military equipment production. This in turn had

enabled the TTC to finance a significant proportion of the cost of the initial (Eglinton to Union Station) phase of the Yonge Street

subway out of its own reserves. Unfortunately, as the estimated capital cost of the line inevitably escalated from the original $28

million to nearly $60 million, senior government financing (mostly from the federal government under a long since discontinued

program) had to be called upon.

Clearly, the establishment of Metropolitan Toronto and the resulting expansion of the TTC’s service area signaled major

permanent adjustments in the Commission’s organization and financial position.

In an effort to mitigate the impacts of profound changes in municipal geography and governance, three separate fare zones

were established within Metropolitan Toronto. The core zone included the entire City of Toronto and immediately adjacent built-

up precincts, while the other two roughly concentric outer zones covered the remainder of the area, with the outermost zone

“squared off,” as it were, by Steeles Avenue (the northern Metro boundary) and by the York County lines on the east and west.

The resulting fare collection pattern, which was complicated and confusing, led to inconvenience and expense for the growing

number of riders who needed to cross zone boundaries twice (or more) while using some of the new, lengthy outer arterial bus

routes. Some of these routes crossed parts of all three zones. Eventually, in response to complaints to management and

disputes at the farebox, the two relatively narrow outer zones were combined into a single zone, thereby simplifying the fare

regime. However, the complaints did not cease.

When the subway system was first extended beyond the limit of the core zone, starting in 1968 with the eastern and western

extensions of the Bloor-Danforth line into Scarborough (Warden Avenue at St. Clair Avenue East) and Etobicoke (Islington

Avenue), the single-zone fare was accepted throughout the extended subway system (to avoid the difficulty of collecting “dual

[1
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payments” from subway riders in the absence of electronic fare collection capability). However, an extra (outer zone) fare

continued to be charged at subway terminals and at other stations located beyond the core zone, for ongoing travel by

connecting bus.

Finally, bowing to unrelenting rider dissatisfaction and resulting political turmoil, the entire zone arrangement was eliminated

during the 1970s, and services on all TTC subway and surface routes within Metropolitan Toronto were made available on the

basis of a single unified fare.

This ultimate change, which remains in effect to this day, led not only to the continuing growth of certain “socioeconomically

challenged” medium-to-high-density residential enclaves in the outer reaches of Metropolitan Toronto (where developable land

was typically less costly than within the [former] core zone),  but also to the inevitable need for provincial subsidization of the

TTC’s capital and operating costs – an arrangement which continued until the so-called “Common Sense Revolution” was

initiated during the mid-1990s by the incoming Progressive Conservative government led by Premier Michael Harris.

 Prior to the creation of Metropolitan Toronto, the City of Toronto had an area of approximately 39 square miles (101 square km). It w as even
then fully built up and had a resident population of approximately 660,000. In contrast, Metropolitan Toronto had an area of approximately 240
square miles (620 square km) and a 1953 population of just over 1,100,000. Many parts of the three very large outer tow nships of North York,
Scarborough and Etobicoke w ere quite sparsely developed, w ith truck farms, w oodlots, isolated industrial enterprises, and “septic-tank
(residential) subdivisions” predominating. ↩

 Now  that the populations of several of these enclaves have increased signif icantly, the impact of less-than-adequate public transit services
has become problematic. Lengthy, time-consuming commuting on sometimes infrequent arterial bus routes often requiring multiple transfers on
the w ay to distant subw ay stations have contributed to rising demand for costly, lengthy rail-based alternatives. ↩

 The f irst subw ay system expansion projects to benefit from provincial subsidies w ere the Yonge Street subw ay extension from Eglinton to
Finch (completed 1974), the Spadina-Allen Road subw ay from St. George to Wilson (completed 1978) and the one-station eastern and w estern
extensions of the Bloor-Danforth subw ay from Warden/St, Clair East to Kennedy/Eglinton in Scarborough and from Islington to Kipling in
Etobicoke (both completed 1980). ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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5.7 THE GOLDEN AGE OF SUBWAY EXPANSION BEGINS — AND ENDS →

In spite of the seminal political and fiscal challenges described in the preceding sections of this chapter, the quarter century

following the 1954 opening of the Yonge Street subway (see Figure 5.7.1) can be – in hindsight – considered the “golden age”

of rapid transit expansion in Toronto. As noted earlier, the extended Yonge subway, the full (current) extent of the Bloor-Danforth-

University subway and the Spadina-Allen Road subway (to Wilson Avenue) were all completed during this period.

FIGURE 5.7.1: ONTARIO PREMIER LESLIE FROST (LEFT) AND TORONTO MAYOR ALLAN LAMPORT
PULL THE SWITCH TO OPEN THE YONGE STREET SUBWAY – MARCH 30, 1954. METROPOLITAN
TORONTO CHAIRMAN FREDERICK G. GARDINER, Q.C. IS SEATED AT FAR LEFT. (CITY OF TORONTO
ARCHIVES: FONDS 1257, SERIES 1057, ITEM 8987)

The first expansion of the subway system following the 1954 completion of the initial 4.6-mile (7.4 km) Eglinton–Union Station

phase of the Yonge Street subway included the Union StationSt. George extension of the initial line following University Avenue

and Queen’s Park, and the Keele Street–Woodbine Avenue section of the Bloor-Danforth subway, together with a complex

multi-level junction at Avenue Road and Bloor Street West as well as the system’s principal staging and maintenance facility
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(Greenwood Yard) located south of Danforth Avenue between Donlands and Greenwood stations. Track connections between

the main line and Greenward Yard also incorporate a multi-level underground junction.

This massive undertaking, comprising subway alignments totalling 10.5 miles (16.7 km) in length, 24 stations, and the

ancillary facilities mentioned above, was completed within only six years and three months for a total cost of $320 million. Even

if several decades’ worth of inflation must be accounted for, the total capital cost and – perhaps more significant – the rapid

pace of construction remain legendary in Toronto. Even more remarkable, at the time this was the largest and costliest urban

infrastructure project ever undertaken in Canada.

Moreover, the undertaking was financed almost in its entirety by Metropolitan Toronto (55 percent) and the Toronto Transit

Commission (45 percent), but in order to advance the opening date of the initial Keele-Woodbine section of the Bloor-Danforth

line from February 1969 to February 1966, the Province of Ontario had provided a loan of $60 million.

Initially, Metropolitan Toronto had introduced a highly unpopular property tax surcharge of 2 percent per annum to help pay for

the subway, However, certain lower-tier municipal constituencies within the Metro federation were so opposed to what was

ruefully referred to as “the two percent solution” that they carried their appeal against the assessment all the way to the

Supreme Court of Canada – where it was defeated.

The aforementioned loan and (short-lived) tax surcharge made it possible for Metropolitan Toronto and the TTC to initiate the

construction of extensions both east and west of the initial terminals of the Bloor-Danforth subway even before the Keele-

Woodbine section had been completed. Confident of continuing financial support from both Metropolitan Toronto and

(ultimately) the province, simultaneous work on both extensions (east to Warden Avenue at St. Clair Avenue East in

Scarborough, and west to Islington Avenue in Etobicoke) was well under way when the initial phase of the line opened in

February 1966. Both extensions opened in early May 1968 providing a total of 6.1 miles (9.9 km) of new subway service to nine

stations – the first such extensions beyond the City of Toronto’s corporate limit. Remarkably, the total capital cost of both

extensions, inclusive of stations, barely exceeded $100 million!

The next ten years saw the completion of the 5.4 mile (8.7 km) northward extension of the Yonge Street subway from Eglinton

Avenue, first to York Mills Avenue and then to Finch Avenue in North York (March, 1974) and the 6.2 mile (9.9 km) Spadina–Allen

Road subway between St. George station and Wilson Avenue in North York, in addition to the large Wilson yard where both

subway rolling stock and buses are stored and serviced (January 1978).

Finally, by late l980, two additional short extensions at each end of the Bloor-Danforth subway (Warden/St. Clair East to

Kennedy/Eglinton East, and Islington to Kipling/Dundas West) totaling 2.6 miles (4.3 km) had been completed.

To recapitulate: the 26-year period following the March l954 opening of the initial phase of the Yonge Street subway (Eglinton–

Union Station) encompassed a subway planning and building program which resulted in an additional 30.8 miles (49.5 km) of

subway construction together with 47 stations, two major yards, and a wide variety of other ancillary facilities. This enviable

record serves to confirm the appropriateness of the “golden years” sobriquet for the quarter-century period summarized above.

The comparison becomes even more striking and difficult to accept because the early accomplishments occurred in a much
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smaller, less wealthy place than the sprawling multi-faceted metropolis we live in today.

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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5.8 CONCLUSION →

The Progressive Conservative government in power in Ontario during the four decades ending in 1990 acknowledged the need

for long-term political support and (ultimately) sustained funding for crucially important, capital-intensive public works. These

efforts helped make the Toronto area’s innovative metropolitan federation (established in 1953, on the eve of the opening of the

original Yonge Street subway) a successful and progressive entity. Indeed, the subway was but one component of a

monumental “shopping list” of long-deferred large-scale public works and social programs funded and otherwise supported by

a generally well-crafted bi-level municipal government structure that enjoyed firm provincial support for 45 years.

Unfortunately, following the tenure of Premier William G. Davis, a combination of political turmoil and a severe economic

recession contributed to a period of uncoordinated and generally lacklustre leadership and planning, while the financial

shortfalls affected (and in many ways continue to affect) virtually all aspects of physical and social management and renewal.

Indeed, transportation infrastructure expansion and rehabilitation represents but one category of societal and economic

advancement which has born the brunt of “the new reality” throughout the closing decades of the 20th century and into the 21st.

In 1995, the Progressive Conservatives again won power, but this time the party’s core policies differed profoundly from those

espoused during the Frost-Robarts-Davis era. In 1995, Premier Michael Harris and his colleagues came into office advocating

an unrelentingly tough “Common Sense Revolution,” largely in response to the fiscal disarray that had dogged the outgoing

New Democratic Party administration. Harris immediately embarked upon a lengthy list of budget cuts, in particular affecting

social services and infrastructure. One of the major cuts involved the almost immediate cancellation of both capital and

operating subsidies to public transit undertakings, which put an end to any hope for orderly transit network expansion and even

rehabilitation in the Toronto region  and in other large cities throughout the province. While regional land use and

transportation planning did continue with the production of an endless series of reports and pronouncements from Queen’s

Park, Metropolitan Toronto, and assorted interest groups and NGOs, much of it proved to be little more than lip service, since

project funding and stable political resolve remained scarce.

As part of the Harris government’s determination to control expenditures and “streamline” government, the Municipality of

Metropolitan Toronto, which had fostered numerous successes over more than four decades of existence was dissolved,

following a lengthy period of debate and “public involvement.” Since then, and not surprisingly, many of amalgamation’s

opponents’ worst fears have been realized, in that there remains insufficient funding to sustain ongoing public facilities

maintenance, let alone expansion. Also, many of the attempts to take advantage of the political consolidation of 1998 have

failed to improve efficiency and control costs by simplifying and coordinating local bylaws and regulations. The bureaucracy has

continued to expand rather than stabilize, and as a result, not one of the six former “city halls” has been sold (as had been

anticipated).

[1 ]
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Throughout the late 1990s and into the new millennium, prospects for public transit expansion, and for a broad array of other

infrastructure and social programs appeared bleak indeed. However, better times were to return as the political pendulum

swung once again to “left of centre” with the election of the Dalton McGuinty Liberals during the first decade of the new century.

Three seminal investigations were instrumental in recapturing the vital regional planning mandate for the Province of Ontario

as summarized in the hopeful “Introduction” to the last of them, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) of November 2008,

known as “The Big Move – Transforming Transportation in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area.”

The RTP is the third piece in a three-part approach by the provincial government to prepare the GTHA for

growth and sustainability. It builds on the Greenbelt Plan, which protects more than 1.8 million acres of

environmentally sensitive and agricultural land in the heart of the region, and the Growth Plan for the Greater

Golden Horseshoe (“Places to Grow”), which manages population and job growth, and curbs urban sprawl.

Together these three initiatives will lead to the development of more compact and complete communities

that make walking, cycling and transit part of everyday life.

But hope springs eternal as a substantial amount of provincial (and even some federal) seed funding begins to bear fruit in the

21sr century with the construction of a number of projects after years of largely futile planning and unfulfilled promises.

 There w as one exception to the new  rules: fellow -Progressive Conservative Mayor Mel Lastman of North York (then the City of North York)
managed to secure Premier Harris’s agreement to provide capital cost support for his “pet project” – the initial phase of the Sheppard (East)
subw ay from Yonge/Sheppard station to Don Mills Road, w hich w as already under construction. How ever, the initial phase of the Eglinton
West subw ay from Allen Road (Eglinton West station) to Black Creek Drive, w hich w as also under construction, did not escape the axe. The
excavation near Eglinton West station w as f illed in and abandoned after more than $80 million had been spent. ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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CHAPTER 6: RAPID TRANSIT AND RISING LAND VALUES: THE COMPLEMENTARY (RE)ZONING PHENOMENON →

FIGURE 6.0.1: AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY OF THE YONGE STREET CORRIDOR FROM BLOOR (RIGHT)
NORTH TO EGLINTON (LEFT). ©GOOGLE 2013.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The subway attracted high-rise development at many (but by no means all) points along the Yonge Street alignment, as well as

at a limited number of stations on the Bloor-Danforth line as it developed. However, too many areas remain underused

because of NIMBYist opposition to intensification as well as land assembly difficulties in a number of locations. At the same

time, high-rise apartment buildings were approved in areas far from the subway, and many of these underserved areas are

now among the city’s “Priority Neighbourhoods.”

One of the earliest urban development principles confirmed after the 1953 establishment of the Municipality of Metropolitan

Toronto and the inauguration of subway service in the following year related to the promotion of higher-density office,

commercial, and residential development and redevelopment around and above subway stations. This principle, among

others, has ensured the continuity and growth of transit usage in the city and immediate environs over the past half-century,

through good times and bad. Toronto continues to be notable among large North American cities in public transit trips per

capita and percentage of trips made by transit, and as such, remains the envy of most urban planning agencies across the

continent and even in some parts of Europe.
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FIGURE 6.0.2A: YONGE STREET, LOOKING NORTH FROM THE CP RAILWAY CROSSING TO ST.
CLAIR AND EGLINTON AVENUES. THIS 1951 PHOTOGRAPH, TAKEN DURING EXCAVATION FOR THE
YONGE STREET SUBWAY, SHOWS LOW-RISE DEVELOPMENT ON EITHER SIDE OF YONGE STREET.
NOTE THE ROSEDALE RESERVOIR ON THE RIGHT. AERIAL PHOTO BY GORDON H. JARRETT. (1)
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FIGURE 6.0.2B: THE SAME AREA IN 1973, SHOWING 20 YEARS OF CHANGE IN THE UPPER
MIDTOWN YONGE CORRIDOR. THE SUBWAY HAS CLEARLY AFFECTED REAL ESTATE VALUES IN
THE AREA. THE ROSEDALE RESERVOIR IS NOW COVERED TO FORM A PARK FOR THE LOCAL
APARTMENT DWELLERS, AND NUMEROUS MID- AND HIGH-RISE BUILDINGS CONTINUE TO BE
ADDED IN THIS PART OF THE CORRIDOR. AERIAL PHOTO BY GORDON H. JARRETT. (1)

Figure 6.0.2 (a & b) illustrates a striking early example of the results. The 1951 view (upper image) shows an almost uniformly

low- to medium-density, low-rise cityscape on both sides of Yonge Street, extending from the CPR crossing at Shaftesbury

Avenue north to Eglinton Avenue. The wide Yonge subway open cut extending between Summerhill station (just north of the

CPR line) to St. Clair station is prominent in the centre of the photograph.

Just 22 years later (lower image), the open cut had been covered to accommodate high-density, high-rise development, related

parking, and structured open space. In addition, the intersection of Yonge Street and St. Clair Avenue had become a mixed-use

subcentre of medium- to high-density retail, commercial, and residential uses. Further north, massive redevelopment of early

20 -century single-family residential and commercial uses had occurred within walking distance of the stations at Davisville

and Eglinton.

Note that the older low-rise residential neighbourhoods which separate the redeveloped zones retained their basic character.

In this photograph, these interstitial areas look like forest preserves within the city, but this is only because central Toronto has

been graced for over a century by heavily treed residential areas.

Land values along the subway corridor rose steeply and quickly thanks to the huge improvement in travel efficiency,

th
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convenience, and comfort represented by the subway, combined with the eagerness of the land development industry to take

maximum advantage of the new service. The results were analyzed and reported on by many academic and business groups

during the early years of subway operation in Toronto.

Development Follows Toronto Subway (2) is a booklet published by the Toronto Transit Commission in 1971, which shows

selected “before” and “after” photographs of changing land development patterns in areas around specific subway stations,

including stations on the Yonge-University downtown “semi-loop” where the first massive bank headquarters office towers

were in the process of transforming the financial district into the commercial power centre it is today.

The booklet begins with the following quotation from the Toronto Daily Star of Wednesday, July 20, 1971: “Toronto’s subway

system draws new building like a magnet, a survey of recent construction shows. Ninety per cent of all office building and half of

all apartment construction is occurring within a five-minute walk of subway systems [sic],  the study by A. E. LePage Ltd., a

real estate firm, shows.”

Later, in her perceptive and detailed 1991 paper titled “The Contributions of Metropolitan Government to the Success of

Toronto’s Public Transit System: An Empirical Dissent from the Public Choice Paradigm,” (3) Professor Frances Frisken of York

University, a distinguished specialist in urban planning, explored the interrelationships among land use development, urban

population distribution, and transportation system growth and configuration. The following excerpts exemplify the paper’s

undiminished relevance, despite having been written two decades ago.

[One] principle emphasized….was that downtown Toronto should remain the commercial, cultural, and institutional core of the

region and that metropolitan policies should enhance the city’s ability to serve that purpose. The city supported that principle by

adopting liberal zoning policies to permit or encourage residential and office development at very high densities both in and

around the core. … One policy that supported this principle was subway construction, which Metro began to support [financially]

in 1959.

A second suburban development principle embraced by Metropolitan Toronto planners called for a mix of housing types and

densities throughout the metropolitan area. The difficulty of serving low-density areas by public transportation was one reason

the planners gave for advocating high- and medium- as well as low-density residential development in the suburbs… Local

municipalities went along the with idea not so much because they agreed with the principle of a transit-supportive urban

structure as because they perceived apartment building to yield more in taxes and cost less in services than single-family

homes. By the mid-1960s, in fact, suburban municipalities were approving apartment buildings in such numbers and in such a

haphazard way that Metro formulated (and area municipalities agreed to) an Apartment Development Control Policy restricting

higher-density residential development to sites near the central area or close to subway stations and heavily traveled bus

routes.

Indeed, several rather isolated outcroppings of high-rise (15 storeys or more) rental apartment towers appeared throughout

Metropolitan Toronto (now the City of Toronto) during this period, particularly in the so-called “suburban municipalities” (North

York, Scarborough, and Etobicoke), far from any high-capacity rail transit service or station.

[1 ]

[2 ]
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Professor Frisken’s paper continues:

A third urban development principle that has operated to the benefit of transit in Metropolitan Toronto is that of promoting high-

density office and commercial land uses around and above subway stations. The TTC first promoted that principle during its

campaign for the Yonge Street Subway, when it insisted to a skeptical city council and business community that the subway

would enhance commercial activity and increase property values in downtown Toronto. A comprehensive zoning bylaw adopted

by the city in 1953 channeled new office development to the downtown and to sites near subway stations…. A noticeable rise in

property values in the central core and around subway stations alerted real estate interests to the advantages of subway-

proximate locations.

Unfortunately, the promise of widespread development of subway-related sites has been realized only sporadically in Toronto.

Far too many local sites with significant air-rights redevelopment potential, even at key subway stations, remain either

undeveloped or underdeveloped, including some within intensifying areas.

Other station areas that fall short of realizing their redevelopment potential include the Dupont, Eglinton West, Glencairn,

Lawrence West, Wilson, and Downsview stations on the Spadina-Allen Road subway; several stations on the Bloor-Danforth

subway (most notably Woodbine, Spadina, Bathurst, and Dundas West); and Lawrence and York Mills stations on the Yonge

Street subway north of Eglinton.

Large-scale transformations such as those shown on Figure 6.0.2 have not occurred at many other stations on Toronto’s

expanded subway system, largely as a result of militant neighbourhood opposition to intensification, known as NIMBYism (Not

In My Back Yard). However, dramatic intensification did occur (through deliberate planning policy and local political pressure

applied during intensive debate) in North York Centre, a heavily redeveloped mixed-use corridor two blocks wide, flanking

Yonge Street between Highway 401 and the hydro-electric power transmission corridor north of Finch Avenue. The

redevelopment zone extends for some 3 km (1.8 miles), and is served by three subway stations – Sheppard/Yonge, North York

Centre, and Finch – the three northernmost stations on the Yonge Street subway, which came into service during the early

1970s.

High-density redevelopment has also occurred at a few locations on the Bloor-Danforth subway:

close to Victoria Park station in the east, with the high-rise Crescent Town ;
on Danforth Avenue east of Main Street, where three towers were built close to both Main subway station and the Danforth
GO Transit station;
between the Castle Frank and Sherbourne stations (St. James Town);
north of Bloor Street West between the Keele and High Park stations;
near Islington and Kipling stations.

Few of the other stations on the lengthy Bloor-Danforth line (other than in midtown Toronto) have spawned high-density

redevelopment. Most of the corridor, which enjoys high-capacity rapid transit serving closely spaced stations, has changed little

since the first section of the line came into use in 1966.

As for the Spadina–Allen Road line, which opened between St. George and Wilson stations in 1978, the alignment almost

[3 ]

[4 ]
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appears to have been deliberately designed to either bypass or discourage higher densities! A subway beneath the floor of a

ravine, and further north, isolated in the median of a busy highway, is hardly likely to attract concentrated urban development,

even immediately adjacent to stations.

Apart from York University, the $3-billion northward extension of the line now under construction also appears to offer few

opportunities for intensification, thanks to development restrictions within Downsview Park and those resulting from the

continued operation of Downsview Airport, and the need for potentially costly environmental remediation of a very large area

occupied by “tank farms” and other low-rise, low-worker-density industrial areas extending between Downsview station and the

university campus.

All of the foregoing suggests that new high-capacity rapid transit infrastructure, combined with potential complementary

rezoning, will be limited – in the near term, at least – to the following corridors: Eglinton Avenue between Don Mills Road in the

east and Weston Road or Scarlett Road in the west, and a “U”-shaped central distributor extending through the financial district

from Dundas West station to Pape or Donlands stations on the Bloor-Danforth subway, with provisions to extend service at

least as far north as Eglinton Avenue in both the east and west as soon as practicable.

As noted earlier, another problem in relating higher-density land uses to rapid transit can be seen in the wide dispersion of

high-rise (mostly residential) redevelopment in what can only be deemed inappropriate locations (in terms of their

relationships to high-capacity public transit).

The most regrettable aspect of the failure to maintain the rapid transit/complementary rezoning link relates to Toronto’s “Priority

Neighbourhoods.” Few are served by high-capacity (rail) transit. Unfortunately, given the 2012 controversy over transit at the

municipal level, several “Priority Neighbourhoods” will not benefit from such significantly improved public transit service for

many years.

The earlier mention of NIMBY (Not in My Back Yard) attitudes refers to the rejection of proposals for increased density around

subway stations. However, the problems caused by those who oppose change can extend to the infrastructure itself and the

disruption caused when a subway is created.

For example, when plans were made to extend the Yonge Street subway north of Eglinton by 5 miles (8 km) into the former City

of North York during the late 1960s and early 1970s, it was decided to use the shield-driven tunnelling construction method

between a point just north of Eglinton to Sheppard Avenue, at least in part because surface disturbance between the widely

spaced (two km) stations on the extension would be minimized. (However, between Sheppard and Finch stations, cut-and-

cover construction was used.) The extension opened in two stages: to York Mills in 1973 and to Finch, the present terminal, in

1974. A slight diversion of the alignment to the west of Yonge was made to avoid having to follow a curve in the alignment of

Yonge Street where it passes beneath Highway 401.

There were several reasons for choosing Yonge Street itself as the alignment for the Yonge subway extension. First, the

roadway allowance is quite wide, resulting in relatively little disturbance to adjacent private properties. Second, keeping visible

construction largely confined to station areas generally minimized noise, dust, and other nuisances. Third, an off-street

[6 ]
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alignment might have reduced the potential for station area redevelopment at higher densities. Another significant reason was

that the average value of residential properties had increased significantly over the preceding 20 years, and residents of the

middle- and upper-middle class districts flanking that section of Yonge Street (Lawrence Park, Bedford Park, Armour Heights,

York Mills) were clearly opposed to the creation of a “scar” through their domain.

FIGURE 6.0.3: MODEL OF PROPOSED YORK MILLS SUBWAY STATION AND ELEVATED NORTHWARD
SUBWAY EXTENSION, 1966. THIS IS THE VIEW LOOKING SOUTH, WITH HIGHWAY 401 IN THE
FOREGROUND. NOTE THAT THE ORIGINAL PLAN CALLED FOR THE LINE TO EMERGE FROM
UNDERGROUND AS IT CROSSED THE DON RIVER AND FOR THE YORK MILLS STATION TO BE ON
THE WEST SIDE OF THE INTERSECTION WITH YONGE STREET. FOLLOWING OPPOSITION FROM
RESIDENTS OF THE ARMOUR HEIGHTS NEIGHBOURHOOD, THE LINE WAS EVENTUALLY BUILT TO
THE EAST OF THE INTERSECTION, AND COMPLETELY BURIED. (TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS
1567, SERIES 648, FILE 187, ITEM 4.)

During the planning of this extension, the TTC encountered vigorous opposition to the proposed elevated section of the line

which would have crossed the Don River Valley near the York Mills station. The initial proposal for the crossing envisaged the

line emerging onto an embankment or elevated right of way (see Figure 6.0.3) to cross over York Mills Road and the river. The

York Mills station would have been mostly above ground, as a result. The residents of Armour Heights, an affluent

neighbourhood to the immediate west, high above the valley floor, strenuously objected to this proposal, citing concerns

relating to noise and visual “pollution” (and to their property values!), combined with potential damage to the valley ecology.

Loretto Abbey, which owned considerable land on the Heights, also expressed concern that its value for redevelopment would

be adversely affected by an above-ground subway alignment within view.
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Following intense debate and numerous public meetings, the plan was changed in favour of a tunnel beneath the bed of the

Don River. This resulted in some of the steepest grades on the entire subway system, a costly, deep, and structurally

complicated station at York Mills, and a legacy of chronic and damaging water infiltration into the subway structure where it

passes beneath the valley floor and river bed in unstable soils.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Jarrett, Gordon H. Metropolitan Toronto Past and Present: Aerial Photos from the Collection of Gordon H. Jarrett. Toronto:

Donald Boyce Kirkup, 1974. (Photos reproduced with permission of the publisher.)

2. Toronto Transit Commission. Development Follows Toronto Subway. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 1971.

3. Frisken, Frisken. “The Contributions of Metropolitan Government to the Success of Toronto’s Public Transit System”: An

Empirical Dissent from the Public-Choice Paradigm.” Urban Affairs Review 27, no. 2 (1991): 268-292.
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 This should have been subw ay stations. ↩

 It is no coincidence that several of these areas are now  among Toronto’s so-called “Priority Neighbourhoods” (that is, areas suffering from
a range of socioeconomic problems), scheduled for investment and revitalization. ↩

 Among the most seriously underutilized has been the southw est quadrant of the Yonge/Eglinton intersection, w here the former 13-platform
subw ay/bus transfer facility remains a forlorn, w eed-grow n expanse of crumbling asphalt and concrete behind a chain-link fence year after
year, pending redevelopment. Undoubtedly, nothing of signif icance is likely to materialize on this site until the new  Eglinton Crosstow n
underground LRT (now  under construction) and an expanded LRT/Yonge subw ay interchange facility has been built. Consequently, years of
stagnation on the site are about to become a blessing in disguise, as it w ere, in that the largely vacant land w ill provide a minimally encumbered
opportunity to build the new  LRT and interchange w ithout having to tunnel beneath or demolish w hat might otherw ise have been built during the
past decade. ↩

 Pressure for the interstitial North York Centre station w as brought to bear by the City of North York w hile the subw ay extension to Finch
Avenue w as being built after 1970, but the station w as not opened for public use until 1986. ↩

 Crescent Tow n is not, strictly speaking, redevelopment, because most of the land involved w as previously vacant. ↩

 The heavily built-up area of Mississauga City Centre is, in a w ay, the biggest outcropping of them all. There, a remarkably impressive (and
grow ing) skyline of residential, commercial, and institutional buildings is located betw een tw o GO Transit lines, but at an essentially non-
w alkable distance from stations on each. No rail service of any kind penetrates the second most heavily developed subcentre in the Greater
Toronto Area. Rather, the centre is interlaced w ith frequently congested six-lane roads, w hile access by public transit is limited to municipal
buses caught in that congestion. The best that can be hoped for in the next few  years is the much-delayed completion of the Mississauga
Busw ay in the Highw ay 403 corridor, w hich w ill have its principal station at Mississauga City Centre north of the large retail complex. A glance
at a map show s how  a partially at-grade extension of the Bloor-Danforth subw ay could reach Mississauga City Centre. The need to cross the
jurisdictional boundary betw een Toronto and Mississauga could rest on a near-term precedent, as the Spadina–Allen Road subw ay extension
w ill shortly extend into the City of Vaughan in the Region of York. ↩
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CHAPTER 7: THE SUBWAY SYSTEM EXPANDS →

FIGURE 7.0.1: DETAIL FROM AN AERIAL PHOTO OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDGE OVER THE
HUMBER RIVER FOR THE BLOOR SUBWAY. (CITY OF TORONTO ARCHIVES: SERIES 648, FILE 180,
ITEM 1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

Toronto’s first east-west line followed the Bloor-Danforth alignment, rather than the Queen Street alignment that had long been

considered. The expansion also included the University line from Union Station to St. George and a connecting link between the

east-west and north-south lines. When the new subways opened in 1966, the system was integrated in that some east-west

trains were routed south along the Yonge-University line, allowing passengers from the east and west of the city to travel

downtown without transferring. After a six-month pilot of the integrated operation, it was discontinued and the lines were

operated separately.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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7.1 THE FIRST EAST-WEST LINE AND VISIONS OF A FUTURE RAPID TRANSIT NETWORK →

FIGURE 7.1.1: NETWORK BUILDER PROPOSAL (1).

During the quarter-century following the 1954 opening of the Yonge subway, the Bloor-Danforth-University subway as well as

the Spadina–Allen Road subway as far as Wilson Avenue were added to form the basic configuration of the existing system.

Ridership continued to increase during this period, as did both capital and operating subsidies provided in equal measure by

both the Metropolitan Toronto Council and the Province of Ontario, all of which virtually guaranteed the riding public’s ongoing

support for progressive expansion of the subway system into a true network.

Furthermore, in the mid-1960s, a key “network builder”  in the form of an L-shaped subway was proposed following Queen

Street and either Pape Avenue or Donlands Avenue from Roncesvalles Avenue (or Park Lawn Road) in the west, initially to

O’Connor Drive and later, to Eglinton Avenue East at Don Mills Road. One alternative even included a further short extension to

the north as far as Wynford Drive, where an interchange with a proposed GO Transit rail service operating on the CP North

Toronto Subdivision was envisaged.

[1 ]
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Until the mid-1970s, a Queen–Don Mills subway remained a component of the official TTC high-capacity public transportation

network proposed for Metropolitan Toronto – the core of what was then known as the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Area

(MTPA).  The Queen–Don Mills subway proposal even survived the dissolution of the MTPA when the new Regional

Municipalities of York, Peel, Halton, and Durham were established by the Province (1970–1974), representing, in my view, a

serious setback to region-wide planning initiatives.

However, the Queen Street subway proposal was finally dropped from the long-range transportation plan following the

formation of all four new Regional Municipalities surrounding Metropolitan Toronto. The official rationale was that significant

growth in population and employment could be anticipated in the newly consolidated Regional Municipalities and that therefore

virtually all future increases in (largely employment-related) weekday peak-period travel demand to and from central Toronto’s

historic core could be handled by enhanced GO Transit commuter rail and bus services.

This conclusion ignored two important facts. First, long-distance commuter and internal rapid transit services cater to

fundamentally different travel markets and demand patterns. Second, failing to provide a flexible rapid transit network with close

station spacing within the most intensively developed, mixed-use part of the central city reduces the effectiveness of the

commuter rail service itself by denying it an efficient local distribution element able to handle the large numbers of incoming

commuters. This debate persists, and is far from being resolved.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. City of Toronto Planning Board. Proposals for a New Plan for Toronto. Toronto: City of Toronto Planning Board, 1966.
711.40971354 T59.256. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

 Providing a second east-w est alternative route allow s for essential redundancy, together w ith a high degree of connectivity at w idely
distributed interchange stations. ↩

 The MTPA at the time comprised Metropolitan Toronto (now  the City of Toronto), in addition to several generally sparsely developed outer
suburban tow nships and villages that eventually became the cities of Mississauga, Vaughan, and Pickering and the tow ns of Markham and
Ajax. As such, it represented an early and politically bold attempt to establish an expansive base for regional planning. ↩
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7.2 AN EARLY CENTRAL AREA RAPID TRANSIT NETWORK IS CONCEIVED – AND IMPLEMENTED →

FIGURE 7.2.1: “GENERALIZED FORM OF RAPID TRANSIT EXTENSIONS DESIRABLE TO SERVE
ANTICIPATED METROPOLITAN POPULATION OF 1980.” (1)

When the time came to build Toronto’s first east-west rapid transit line, it was clear that two such lines (Bloor-Danforth and

Queen) could not be financed, either simultaneously or in rapid succession. Moreover, the Bloor-Danforth alignment would

support the incipient redevelopment of the midtown area. This was seen – rightly or wrongly – as a means to ease the

pressure of concentrating the bulk of the city’s ongoing commercial growth and attendant congestion in the historic financial

district. Furthermore, a Bloor-Danforth line was considered potentially more productive than a line further south, given the

prospects for greater population growth within a much longer corridor, and the ability to more easily extend the line at its

eastern and western extremities. Finally, the opportunity to use the unique built-in capability of the Prince Edward Viaduct to

provide a right-of-way for rail transit on a separate deck beneath roadway level was probably irresistible!
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FIGURE 7.2.2: THIS SMALL FOLDING PAMPHLET FROM 1966 SHOWS HOW THE YONGE-UNIVERSITY
AND BLOOR-DANFORTH LINES WERE INTEGRATED, ALBEIT BRIEFLY. PASSENGERS COULD
TRAVEL TO THE LOWER DOWNTOWN AREA NOT ONLY FROM THE NORTH VIA THE YONGE STREET
LINE, BUT ALSO FROM EAST OR WEST IN THE CITY WITHOUT HAVING TO CHANGE TRAINS EN
ROUTE. THE INCLUSION OF STREET NUMBERS ON THE MAP CORRESPONDING TO THE STATIONS
IS ANOTHER HELPFUL TOUCH. (ARCHIVAL CITATION UNKNOWN. RETRIEVED FROM TRANSIT
TORONTO WEBSITE.)

During the late 1950s expansion debate, three fundamentally different schemes were identified, one of which represented an

attempt to incorporate elements of both the Bloor-Danforth and Queen alignments. However, this particular alternative was not

adopted for a variety of reasons, most important among them the resulting lack of additional east-west transit capacity in the

growing midtown (Bloor) precinct and the considerably longer (and therefore more costly) modified “U”-shaped alignment. The

University Avenue-Bloor-Danforth “T” configuration, proposed initially by the TTC, was ultimately implemented.

FIGURE 7.2.3: PLANS FOR THE PROPOSED BLOOR-QUEEN-U SUBWAY. (2)

[1 ]
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FIGURE 7.2.4: TIME ZONES WITH THE ADDITION OF A UNIVERSITY-BLOOR SUBWAY TO THE
EXISTING TRANSIT SYSTEM. (1)

Construction began at the foot of University Avenue at the west end of the then-existing Front Street subway structure in

November 1959. The entire six-station 3.85-km (2.4- mile) line, including its grade-separated junction with the east-west Bloor-

Danforth section of the overall project, was structurally completed in February 1963.

Each of the stations has a single “island” platform, and two of the stations – St. Patrick (on Dundas Street West) and Queen’s

Park (at College Street) – were built within a tunnelled (as opposed to a “cut-and-cover”) section, which extends from the north

end of Osgoode station (Queen Street West) to the south end of Museum station. Tunnelling was intended to minimize

construction noise and physical disruption along that section of University Avenue, which is flanked by several major hospitals,

and beneath Queen’s Park, where the Ontario Legislature is located.

The entire University-Bloor-Danforth subway project, including the 12-km (7.5-mile) east-west section between Keele station in

the west and Woodbine station in the east, including 23 stations and the entire system’s major maintenance and storage yard,

was completed and put into service in February 1966, after only 75 months of construction. This was a remarkable achievement

compared with the painfully slow process of more recent projects.

As noted by James Bow in his essay on the project (3), the initially approved budget for the University-Bloor-Danforth subway

project provided for three phases:

Phase 1: the University Avenue section to supplement the central area section of the Yonge Street subway (which was

already experiencing chronic weekday peak period congestion at and south of Bloor station after only five years of service),

and also to provide a track connection to the future Bloor-Danforth trunk line;

Phase 2: the eastern section of the Bloor-Danforth line between St. George station in the west and Greenwood station in the

east, in addition to Greenwood Yard ;[2 ]
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Phase 3: an additional two stations in the east (Coxwell and Woodbine), together with the entire western section between

St. George station in the east and Keele station in the west, including a small storage yard immediately west of Dundas

West station. All phases were to be completed in 1969. However, concerns voiced by both municipal government and

private interest groups over what was seen as an overly lengthy construction period prompted the Province of Ontario to

provide additional funding in the form of loans and guarantees, which resulted in the reduction of the construction period by

three years.

While transit users benefited from earlier completion of the University-Bloor-Danforth subway project as it had been envisaged

during the early 1950s, the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto and the Toronto Transit Commission, with support from the

province, made sufficient funding available to extend the Bloor-Danforth section both east and west of its initial terminal

stations. Indeed, the extensions were already under construction prior to the 1966 opening of the initial line. Just over two years

later, in May 1968, both the 4.4-km (2.75-mile) eastern extension to Warden station at St. Clair Avenue East in Scarborough and

the 5.6-km (3.5-mile) western extension to Islington Avenue in Etobicoke had been completed and put into operation. These

were the first extensions of the subway system beyond the boundary of the (pre-1998) City of Toronto. Perhaps more

remarkable, the two extensions covering 10.0 km (6.25 miles), including nine new stations, were completed at a cost of $77

million.

Returning to the initial (1959-1966) University-Bloor-Danforth subway project, the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board

(Transportation Division) urged full operational integration of the entire subway system, over the objections of the Toronto

Transit Commission, which preferred separated operations for the Bloor-Danforth and Yonge-University lines. However, the

financial contributions from both Metropolitan Toronto and the Province of Ontario to this costly subway system expansion were

made contingent upon the results of a trial period of combined (integrated) operation, shown schematically in Figure 7.2.2.

FIGURE 7.2.5: THE GRADE-SEPARATED JUNCTION BETWEEN THE BLOOR-DANFORTH AND
UNIVERSITY SUBWAY ALIGNMENTS, AS IT OPENED TO FULL INTEGRATED SERVICE IN 1966.
(FIGURE ADAPTED BY THE NEPTIS FOUNDATION FOR THE AUTHOR.)

[3 ]
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This commitment required the provision of a complex “wye” configuration of track at the crossing of the “T” at Bloor Street West

and Queen’s Park/Avenue Road. The “wye” provided full grade separation between “through” east-west movements on the

Bloor-Danforth line, and turns to or from the University Avenue line. Moreover, stations on the Bloor-Danforth alignment east

(Bay-Yorkville) and west (St. George) of the “wye” were each designed with four tracks on two “stacked” platform levels to allow

for relatively straightforward transfers while minimizing property requirements (and hence, structural width) as well as switching

complications, which would have been operationally awkward, to say the least, with four tracks and two platforms arranged on a

single level.

This double-decked configuration allowed trains to and from all three terminals of the subway system (which at that time were

Keele in the west, Woodbine in the east, and Yonge/Eglinton in the north) to reach the central business district via the Yonge-

University line, offering most passengers “no-transfer” service. At the time, this arrangement was innovative and, in retrospect,

courageous in terms of both physical and operational implications. Indeed, it was in many ways reminiscent of numerous

interline junctions on the New York subway network, perhaps the most complex operation of its kind in the world. James Bow’s

essay (3) contains one of the clearest explanations of the operation that I have seen. Mr. Bow’s descriptive clarity

notwithstanding, this passage still warrants careful reading, if not rereading!

The arrangement of the platforms at St. George and Bay stations was not the most efficient in allowing for interlining,

suggesting that perhaps the TTC was not serious in its support of the idea. Whereas passengers heading eastbound at St.

George, westbound at Bay or downtown at both stations had one platform each dedicated to their destinations, those wishing

to go westbound from St. George or eastbound from Bay had two platforms to choose from – on different levels (this was

alleviated by the use of automatic arrows pointing passengers to the correct platform for the next train). Other subway systems

have arranged their transfer stations more efficiently. Montreal, for instance, twists its tracks on a line so that one is on top of the

other. When these tracks enter the station, across the platforms are the two tracks from the other line, twisted the same way.

For a number of passengers, this means that they need not go up or down a flight of stairs in order to transfer between lines. If

the TTC had gone this route, [all] trains to Keele at St. George and [to] Woodbine at Bay would be on the same level, and

passengers wouldn’t have to [move] between levels in order to be sure to catch the first train to their destination. The twisted

arrangement, however, would not allow trains to terminate easily at St. George station, although with the Spadina line in place,

one would have a transfer facility that’s as efficient as Lionel-Groulx in Montreal.

The agreement between the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department and the TTC provided for consecutive six-month trials

of the integrated operation and the separated Yonge-University and Bloor-Danforth operations. However, the signal system had

not been designed for the degree of schedule coordination required to allow for effective integration of three interlocking routes

with four- to six- minute headways. Serious delays on all three approaches to the “wye” were chronic throughout the six months

of integrated operation. The results of a TTC survey of the origins and destinations of passengers (see Figures 7.2.2 and 7.2.3)

purported to show that more passengers were “inconvenienced” by the integrated arrangement than benefitted from it.

The integrated operation also made it necessary to operate all trains on the entire system at the same average headways,

which was a problem in terms of controlling operating costs, since passenger volumes on the east-west line were (and still

are) lower than those on the Yonge line, thus justifying longer headways (less frequent trains) on the former. A further

[4 ]
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complication was the labour agreement with subway crews that ensured they would end their shifts at the same station from

which they started at the beginning of the shift; the integrated operation made it more difficult to make such arrangements.

The problems encountered during the integrated system trial period allowed the TTC to win approval to separate the Bloor-

Danforth and Yonge-University operations permanently, thereby eliminating the innovative and potentially user-friendly network

concept Metropolitan Toronto’s planners had fought for. The now-redundant variable-message train destination indicators,

which allowed waiting passengers to know where each incoming train was headed, can still be seen on many station

platforms, forgotten remnants of the integrated operation.

Another consequence of the decision to separate the Yonge-University and Bloor-Danforth operations in late 1966 after the six-

month “experiment” with integrated system-wide operation, was the effect on University subway system ridership. From the

outset, ridership had been lighter than expected, and even the opening of the Bloor-Danforth line in February 1966 did not

materially improve the situation, in spite of the direct connection between the two lines provided at St. George station.

To quote once again from James Bow’s essay (3):

Most passengers found the Yonge Street Subway to be a more direct route, offering downtown stations closer to their

destinations. Trains were often short-turned at Union Station, and finally, on June 23, 1969, the TTC discontinued service [on

the University subway] entirely after 9:45 p.m. on Mondays to Saturdays and all day on Sundays and holidays. The Avenue Road

bus operated a 5B branch between Eglinton Avenue and Front Street whenever the University Subway did not operate, with

side-jaunts to St. George station to capture passengers from the Bloor Subway. This arrangement remained in place until

1978, when the Spadina Subway opened for service.

Starting in the 1980s, the pace and southwestward orientation of most new downtown commercial development, as well as the

continuing expansion of several hospitals north of Dundas Street, essentially “came to the rescue” of the Spadina-University

section of the dual-branch north-south trunk line, and today at virtually all stations on the line south of Museum, heavy peak

period usage is the rule. The growth in average size and variety of sports and performance venues close to University Avenue

(Rogers Centre, Air Canada Centre, Roy Thomson Hall, the Four Seasons Centre for the Performing Arts, the CBC Broadcast

Centre, the Mirvish theatre district, etc.) also generate significant usage of the University subway during evening and other off-

peak periods.

Regardless of the conclusions reached by the TTC based upon its surveys, I find it difficult to understand why the seriously

restricted configurations of the two interchange stations at St. George and Bloor-Yonge – neither of which has ever been

capable of handling weekday peak period transfer volumes with any degree of comfort or convenience – would not have been a

major concern for the TTC’s planners initially, especially in view of the fact that separated operation of the two subways was all

but inevitable. The large volumes of transferring passengers were virtually guaranteed to grow as the city in general and central

area floor space and employment continued to expand.

In the case of the key Bloor-Yonge interchange, the land now occupied by the Hudson’s Bay Centre had been cleared of (mostly

obsolete) low-rise “first-generation” structures prior to the construction of the enlarged subway station, and therefore presented

[7 ]
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a golden opportunity to create a well-proportioned interchange at the city’s primary midtown focal point.

At a minimum, the inexplicably narrow single-island platform serving the Bloor-Danforth subway could have – and should have

– been much wider. Better still, a three-track/two-platform arrangement should have been seriously considered. Among other

advantages, the latter could have mitigated the near-intractable problems currently experienced, most prominent among them

the concentration of transferring passengers at the north end of the always crowded Yonge subway platforms.

A wider Bloor-Danforth line station would have helped spread the load to the south along the Yonge line platforms above, and

indeed, recent feasibility studies relating to adding a second platform for eastbound Bloor-Danforth trains were in part based

upon the need to address this problem. Interestingly, similar concerns at the increasingly overloaded Union subway station

have led to a second platform solution there. However, at Union, no buildings needed to be demolished and Front Street’s wide

roadway allowance combined with Union Station’s generously proportioned setback also minimized construction difficulties.

Unfortunately, the massive redevelopment above the Bloor-Yonge station, combined with the long-delayed redevelopment of

the southeast quadrant of the Bloor-Yonge intersection, now make any reasonable expansion of the subway station a costly

and disruptive proposition – but one that cannot be long delayed, whether or not the newly re-embraced “relief” subway

proposal becomes a reality. Indeed, it is no exaggeration to consider the current Bloor-Yonge dilemma one of the more blatant

examples of missed opportunity in our city’s rapid transit planning and implementation history.

FIGURE 7.2.6: DIAGRAM SHOWING THE RESULTS OF THE INTEGRATED SUBWAY SYSTEM ORIGIN-
DESTINATION SURVEY. (CITY OF TORONTO ARCHIVES: FONDS 1567, SERIES 648, FILE 211, ITEM
3.)
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FIGURE 7.2.7: DIAGRAM SHOWING THE ESTIMATED MORNING RUSH-HOUR PASSENGER
DISTRIBUTIONS THROUGH ST. GEORGE-YORKVILLE-YONGE-BLOOR STATIONS. (4)

While the tracks linking the University Avenue line with the Bloor-Danforth line east of University are no longer in revenue

service, they do allow Yonge-University line rolling stock in need of maintenance to reach the Greenwood Yard on the Danforth

leg of the subway, without having to make awkward reversing movements through St. George station. They also accommodate

the nightly trash collection train, and other emergency and special train movements. Regardless, the lower level of the Bay

(Yorkville) station became Toronto’s second “ghost station.”

The most noteworthy result of discontinuing the integrated operation was immediate and continues to worsen: overcrowding at

the two transfer stations, St. George and (particularly) Yonge/Bloor.  Recalling points made by James Bow in the article

quoted earlier regarding optimally efficient transfer station design, imagine how much more efficient and convenient operations

would be for users of the St. George station, where the two intersecting lines are parallel to one another and use stacked

platforms, if the majority of transferring passengers could simply cross the platform in order to change trains, rather than be

forced to use the inadequate stairs and single uni-directional escalators to change platform level.

To add insult to injury, had the later (1972–78) Spadina–Allen Road subway trackage not been directly connected to the

midtown subway complex at the upper level of St. George station, but rather, had been extended further south as proposed in

the early 1970s and again in the late 1980s

, the decision to separate the Bloor-Danforth and Yonge-University lines conceivably could have been reversed. As it is now,

with four “arms” heading into a three-way “wye,” such reversion would be unworkable, without implementing prohibitively costly

and disruptive track, structural, and operational modifications.

The tortuous history of the Spadina–Allen Road subway’s (flawed) planning, implementation, and operation is discussed in

Chapter 7.4.

Sources cited in this chapter:
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 The third option had incorporated a “V”-shaped pair of radial routes (echoing a much earlier scheme first explored some 40 years earlier in
the 1910 Jacobs & Davies study), extending from the heart of the central business district at Yonge and Queen Streets northw est to the vicinity
of St. Clair Avenue and Weston Road and northeast to the vicinity of Danforth and Woodbine Avenues. The idea had originated w ith w hat the
new spapers called “a housew ife from Scarborough,” (to quote the language of the era) and w as given due consideration in the debate before
being rejected for reasons that included objections from those w ith business interests in the grow ing Bloor/Yonge/Bay Street midtow n area.
Also, the costly and disruptive impact of the proposal on the basic urban fabric w as seen as prohibitive in that the need to demolish or underpin
a very large number of buildings and utilities and to design w holly new  traff ic circulation arrangements through the tw o diagonal corridors
ultimately led to its rejection. ↩

 The second phase w ould have enabled rolling stock operating on any section of the partial system (including the original Eglinton-Union
Yonge Street line) in need of major maintenance or repair to either operate or be tow ed on its ow n w heels to the new  Greenw ood Yard w hich
is located south of Danforth Avenue betw een Donlands and Greenw ood stations. The yard is connected to the Bloor-Danforth line by means of
a three-level w ye (not unlike that at Bloor/Avenue Road/Queen’s Park) and a short section of connecting trackage. As noted in Chapter 5, the
small Davisville Yard w hich w as built in conjunction w ith the initial section of the Yonge line to serve as the f ledgling system’s sole maintenance
and storage facility, w as not equipped w ith major maintenance and repair facilities for the small rolling stock f leet on that line. Prior to the
opening of Greenw ood Yard, units requiring heavy maintenance had to be moved by road to Hillcrest Shops on Bathurst Street at Davenport
Road using f lat-bed transport trucks during late night hours. ↩

 Even after four decades of inf lation and the cost of higher accessibility requirements in the new  stations (more escalators), the comparison
of an average of $7.7 million per kilometre in the mid-1960s w ith the estimated $300 million per kilometre for the Spadina–Allen Road subw ay
extension to the Vaughan Metropolitan Centre (including six new  stations), now  under construction, is astounding, to say the least. ↩

 Note: Three small w ords in square brackets have been inserted to enhance the clarity of the description, and the vignette on Figure 7.2.2
show ing the basic track diagram and grade separations w ithin the “w ye” framed by the St. George, Bay and Museum stations should be useful
in illustrating how  the arrangement of links and inclines gave rise to the operational limitations described. ↩

 More on the Montreal Metro’s elegant Lionel-Groulx station as a prototypical subw ay interchange is included in the closing chapters of this
narrative. ↩

 Passengers w ere considered to be “inconvenienced” by the integrated operation if they could use only half the service otherw ise available
under separate route operation. How ever, as James Bow  has pointed out, “What the survey does not recognize is that having to w ait for the
second train from one’s starting point is less of an inconvenience than having to change trains en route” (see The Truth Behind the Interlining
Trial, Transit Toronto blog, http://transit.toronto.on.ca/subw ay/5117.shtml). ↩

 I am indebted to Richard Soberman for pointing out this factor in the TTC’s position tow ards the integrated arrangement. ↩

 The low er platform level is now  sometimes used as a stand-in for subw ays in other cities (most commonly New  York) during the production
of feature f ilms. The low er platform w ould be eerily familiar to users of the New  York subw ay system, as dozens of replica signs from that
system can be seen there. ↩

 In the 1990s, the side platforms w ere w idened at the Bloor station on the Yonge line. This w as intended to represent Stage One of a
massive plan to insert a third (island) platform betw een the tw o tracks (w hich w ould have had to be spread apart) to segregate boarding
passengers from disembarking passengers. Presumably the magnitude of the potential service disruption (not to mention the cost) of Stage
Tw o w as deemed too daunting and consequently has not proceeded. ↩

 In 1989, BA Consulting Group Ltd. published an unsolicited concept for The Spadina Downtown Subway, describing a proposed
southbound extension of the Spadina-Allen Road subw ay from Bloor Street West to Union Station via Spadina Avenue and Front Street West.
At Union subw ay station, the Spadina extension w ould have continued eastw ard and northw ard via the Yonge Street subw ay line, thereby
becoming a replacement for the current Yonge-University “around-the-horn” connection. This w ould have provided a “third (north-south) leg”
for the central area subw ay configuration and in consequence, a potentially signif icant increase in overall system capacity (up to 50 percent in
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the central area), depending upon how  the operation of the system as a w hole might have been optimized. Whereas the midtow n
(Yonge/Bay/Bloor/Queen’s Park) subw ay focal point w ould have continued to link w ith the system’s extremities at Finch, Dow nsview ,
Kennedy, and Kipling by eight tracks (four inbound and four outbound), it w ould also have been linked w ith the low er core/f inancial
district/Union Station by six rather than the current four tracks, thereby ameliorating the long-term imbalance w hich continues to affect the entire
operation. The undertaking w ould have allow ed for the reconsideration of full revenue service betw een the eastern and w estern terminals of
the Bloor-Danforth subw ay and the dow ntow n core through the existing Bloor/Queen’s Park “w ye,” and via the University Avenue subw ay,
without requiring transfers to be made at either Bloor/Yonge or St. George stations. Finally, a short southw ard extension of the University line
to Queen’s Quay via York Street could have obviated the need for the egregiously underdesigned and costly Bay-Union LRT terminal and
tunnel. The w aterfront LRT might then have been connected w ith the subw ay system at a w ell-designed LRT-subw ay interchange at York–
Queen’s Quay, and might have been more easily (and more economically) extended at-grade to serve the burgeoning East Bayfront and other
Portlands redevelopment via Queen’s Quay East and Commissioners Street. Unfortunately, the Spadina LRT (an enhanced streetcar line) w as
already in its early construction stage at the time, and the TTC decided that it w as too late to consider the extended Spadina subw ay
alternative, although considerable interest in it had been expressed in the media and others. ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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7.3 THE QUEEN STREET STREETCAR SUBWAY: THE 1946 PLAN REVISITED AND EVENTUALLY TRANSFORMED →

SELECTION FROM FIGURE 5.1.2 SHOWING THE PLAN FOR AN UNDERGROUND STREETCAR TRUNK
LINE ALONG QUEEN STREET THROUGH DOWNTOWN TORONTO.

A functional plan and profile produced in June 1966 by the Toronto Transit Commission provides an intriguing glimpse of a

short-lived proposal for resurrecting at least the 2.2-km (1.4-mile) central underground section of the Queen Street streetcar

subway proposed in 1946 (see Figure 5.1.2). That line was not built following the completion of the Yonge Street subway in

1954, except for the so-called “ghost station” shell built as part of the Yonge line’s Queen station. The primary reason for not

building the Queen line was not only the fact that the TTC’s financial resources were exhausted (and indeed, exceeded,

resulting in the need for government loans and guarantees), but also increasing pressure for the consideration of a Bloor-

Danforth subway as the next major transit investment.

In truth, structural elements that serve both the Queen station of the Yonge Street subway as well as parts of the “ghost station”

have been in use since 1954 as the twin underpasses beneath the Yonge line platforms and trackway which provide

pedestrian passageways between the northbound and southbound platforms, as well as connections between the active

station and all four quadrants of the Yonge/Queen intersection. Thin dividing walls were built at the lower level in order to

separate the passageways from the Queen line platforms and trackway, which remain unused but intact.

The 1966 Plan, Profile and Cross Sections show what amounts to a short underpass for the Queen streetcar service through

the heart of the city centre, extending from a point between George and Sherbourne streets in the east to a point between Soho

Street and Spadina Avenue in the west.



117 levyrapidtransit.caPart Two: The Subway Era, 1945 – 1973

FIGURE 7.3.1: QUEEN STREET SUBWAY FOR STREET CAR OPERATION, SPADINA AVENUE TO
SHERBOURNE STREET. (1)

At the east end of the tunnel, the tracks were to connect with the existing Queen Street surface trackage by means of a ramp

immediately adjacent to and parallel with the northern edge of the Queen Street roadway allowance. The ramp would have

been accommodated within an easement 9.14 metres (30 feet) wide, which would have been expropriated from the Moss Park

Playground between George and Sherbourne Streets. Reverse curves would have linked the tunnel tracks beneath Queen

Street to the ramp trackway, and similar reverse curves would have linked the ramp trackway with the existing Queen Street

surface tracks by means of a diagonal crossing of the Queen/Sherbourne intersection.

At the west end of the tunnel, it would have been possible to take advantage of the uncharacteristically wide section of Queen

Street West just east of Spadina Avenue to accommodate a straight ramp.

The plan does not indicate the reversing loops at each end of the central tunnel, which were included in the original 1946 plan

for the line. These were intended either to allow for separate east-side and west-side Queen streetcar routes to “overlap”

through the central core of the city, or for peak period/emergency short-turn “tripper” services to terminate and change direction

on each side of the core. Such useful loops could have been incorporated into the truncated 1966 proposal merely by extending

and separating individual track tunnels on each side of each ramp and connecting them by means of tight loops beneath the

individual ramps.

Why was this remnant of the original scheme proposed 20 years earlier (but never implemented) resurrected in 1966? Several

possible reasons come to mind.

First is the general encouragement engendered by the revitalization of what for years had been an increasingly decrepit precinct

first known as “The Ward” and later the city’s first “Chinatown” between Bay Street and University Avenue north of Queen Street

West, in becoming the site of the new City Hall and Civic Square which had opened to the public in 1965.

Second is the demolition of a rather disreputable strip of burlesque and “flea bag” theatres and other commercial relics which

occupied the south side of Queen Street immediately opposite the new Civic Square to make way for the development of a

major hotel (today, the Sheraton Centre) and other modern commercial buildings.

Third is the expansion of the Robert H. Simpson “flagship” department store (now The Bay) on the south side of Queen Street

between Yonge and Bay streets, including a landmark office tower at the corner of Bay and Queen streets
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Finally, and undoubtedly most important, is the initial announcement of plans for the massive and spectacular redevelopment

of the T. Eaton Company’s 9.3 ha (23-acre) holdings bounded by Bay, Yonge, Queen, and Dundas streets, which was to

include a huge 93,000-square-metre (1 million sq. ft.) flagship department store on the site of the venerable Eaton’s Downtown

Store directly opposite Simpson’s, and several new office towers all linked by an arrangement of plazas and below-grade retail

concourses and parking garages, and all connected directly with the Yonge Street subway. The most controversial feature of

the scheme was the proposed demolition of the much admired “old” City Hall (opened in 1899), except for the clock tower. This

proposal led to a heated citywide debate, expressions of outrage from the architectural and historical preservation

establishments, and eventually the abandonment of the entire vision. Almost immediately, the T. Eaton Company was joined by

the well-respected Cadillac-Fairview Corporation, and a totally new plan for what became “Eaton Centre” was developed, which

dared to relocate the flagship Eaton store north to Dundas Street and link it with Queen Street and Simpson’s by means of a

multi-level mall of stores, restaurants and services, interconnected with three new high-rise office buildings. The initial phase,

which included the new department store, opened in 1976. While the T. Eaton Company, like the Robert H. Simpson Company,

has long since vanished into history, the centre retains the Eaton name and probably will continue to do so well into the future.

While any one of these initiatives might have been sufficient to create renewed interest in at least the central underground

section of the 1946 Queen Street streetcar subway proposal, the combined vision must have been irresistable in that it

represented an unprecedented revitalization – indeed, nothing less than a restructuring – of Toronto’s historic core.

Two stations were planned. One was to extend between Yonge and Bay Streets with connections to the Yonge Street subway’s

Queen station, using much of the existing “ghost station” structure to maintain the necessary pedestrian connections. At the

west end of the station, immediately east of Bay Street, the functional plan shows a second (presumably fully staffed) access

facility with mezzanine connections to Simpson’s basement level, and on the north, a connection to what is termed the “future

Eaton’s Promenade” – presumably one of the below-grade retail concourses associated with the early Eaton holdings

redevelopment proposal described earlier.

The second station would have provided an interchange with the University Avenue subway (opened in 1963) at Osgoode

station.

Platforms for both stations were to be 152 metres (500 feet) long; that is, the same as all the other Yonge Street subway

stations, even though only single, dual/coupled, or articulated streetcars were to be used on the line. This decision undoubtedly

reflects the promise made when the line was first proposed in the 1940s that in the future, the Queen Street streetcar subway

could be “converted” to accommodate full subway operation if warranted by increased demand.

Considerable debate ensued over the competing merits of the truncated Queen Street streetcar subway proposal and, among

other subway system expansion prospects, the proposed 6-km extension of the Yonge Street subway from Eglinton Avenue to

Sheppard Avenue in North York. The latter won out, for political as well as service coverage-related reasons. Nevertheless, the

vision of a second east-west subway through central Toronto on a southern alignment (first proposed as long ago as 1911)

refused to disappear. Today’s renewed advocacy (by both Metrolinx and the TTC) of the so-called “downtown relief line” (in

reality, as I will explain later, a true “regional relief line”) is an indication that its time may have at long last arrived.
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Support for a conventional (heavy rapid transit) subway following Queen Street persisted among certain City of Toronto

transportation officials and council members throughout the 1960s. Indeed, such a line appeared in the City of Toronto

Planning Board’s Proposals for a New Plan for Toronto, a study published in 1966 (see Figure 7.1.1). However, the validity of a

full subway following this alignment was far from universally accepted. Neither the TTC nor Metropolitan Toronto’s Planning

Department was willing to endorse such an undertaking, in part because the Queen streetcar line was carrying only 75 percent

of the passenger volume that the former Bloor streetcar line had been carrying before the first section of the Bloor-Danforth

subway opened in 1966.

FIGURE 7.3.2: ONE OF THREE POSSIBLE ALIGNMENTS FOR A QUEEN STREET RAPID TRANSIT
SUBWAY INCLUDED IN THE 1968 STUDY “REPORT ON RAPID TRANSIT PRIORITIES IN
METROPOLITAN TORONTO” BY THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO PLANNING BOARD. (2)

To further complicate the debate, politicians representing several “suburban” municipal components of Metropolitan Toronto

(including North York and York) expressed their preference for a subway following Eglinton Avenue rather than Queen Street.

Subsequently, the TTC, in a long-term planning exercise, issued its concept for integrated rapid transit, intermediate-capacity

transit (such as LRT), and commuter rail services. That 1969 initiative and its 1973 revision, discussed in Chapter 9, included

both the Eglinton and Queen subways as key components of a tempting – but, as it quickly proved to be, overly ambitious –

vision for Toronto’s public transit future.

A particularly bleak outlook for the Queen Street subway – and even for the partial resurrection of the old (1946) Queen streetcar

subway proposal through the core of the city – emerged in 1969 during the construction of the hotel (now the Sheraton Centre)

and other commercial structures on the south side of Queen Street opposite the new City Hall and Civic Square. Displaying

considerable logic, City Council asked the TTC if it would be prudent to “prebuild” part of the subway tunnel beneath Queen

Street between the two new underground parking structures serving the City Hall complex and the hotel. This proposal too

came to naught when the TTC convinced Metropolitan Toronto Council to support the further extension of the Yonge Street

subway from its then-approved terminal at Sheppard Avenue by 2.0 km (1.25 miles) to Finch Avenue, rather than further

investment in downtown Toronto subway infrastructure. (This turn of events reflected the then-emerging concern that the central

area was becoming too intensively developed, and that efforts should be made to “decentralize” it.) The Yonge Street subway

extension alternative was eventually adopted and service was extended to Finch Avenue by 1974.

To add even further to concerns over the logic of investing in a Queen Street subway, during the late 1960s and early 1970s, the

provincial government, not surprisingly, chose to await the findings of the exhaustive Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan

Review (MTTPR) then under way.  The MTTPR had been charged with studying the full range of transportation modes and[1 ]
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facilities, both existing and proposed, within the Toronto conurbation, and its findings, published in 1975, turned out to be not

particularly bullish with respect to the near-term need for a full subway initiative in the Queen corridor, but rather, recommended

consideration of a combination of enhanced GO Transit service and “underground streetcars”(!).

These views notwithstanding, the MTTPR also acknowledged the weekday peak period overloading of the Bloor/Yonge and St.

George subway interchanges and the Yonge and University subways south of Bloor (which has only worsened during the four

decades since the completion of the MTTPR). Regardless, the authors of the study remained hopeful that a “U”-shaped “urban

railway” (an electrified “stadtbahn” type of service not unlike facilities in European urban areas), located either within or adjacent

to various existing railway alignments, extending between northeastern and northwestern districts of the city through Union

Station, would offer significant benefits in terms of access to and circulation within the downtown area, thereby allowing the

Queen Street subway proposal to be shelved – but only for the immediate future.

Despite the shelving of plans for the Queen Street underground transit project, either subway- or streetcar-based, the decision

can only be viewed as tentative. The debate among planners, business interests, and politicians continued, albeit in the

absence of organized public involvement. It was evident that the authors of the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review

had left the door open to the decision, as it were. A review of pp. 49 and 50 of MTTPR Report 43 [.pdf] A Review of Proposed

Additions to Toronto’s Subway System  of January, 1974 will demonstrate this.

Assuming that a high-capacity east-west transit facility through the historic city centre would be needed eventually, as early as

1970 certain business and political interests began to question the use of Queen Street itself as the most appropriate

alignment for such a line. These concerns were based upon the fact that several massive office buildings intended to house

the headquarters of Canada’s major banks, as well as the legal and accounting firms required to serve the growing financial

community, were about to be built south of Queen Street within a six-block area bounded by Adelaide, Yonge, Front, and York

streets. The inevitable result would be the southward shift of the centre of Toronto’s largest employment concentration.

The legitimacy of these growing concerns has since been confirmed, as increases in built space, employment, and diversity of

land uses within an expanded central area (including precincts south of Union Station and the railway corridor) continue to

emerge in the 21  century. Finally, given ongoing central area growth and the worsening of peak-period transit system

performance, Metrolinx reintroduced the downtown rapid transit (“relief”) line as a late-stage component of its 2008 Regional

Transportation Plan (The Big Move), and in late 2012, transferred the proposal into its high-priority medium-term “wish list.”

Although growth continues to the south of Queen Street, on maps included in Metrolinx’s most recent publications, Queen is

still shown as the alignment of the east-west section of the line.

Admittedly, Metrolinx’s maps are conceptual, and the accompanying text indicates that much work remains to be done before a

specific alignment is determined for this urgently needed facility. The line would provide not only sorely needed “relief” for the

subway system, but also for regional travel into and out of central Toronto, by providing one or more new interchanges with GO

Transit services, east and west of Union Station. Regardless of improvements now being implemented, the capacity of Union

Station and the railway corridor itself will always be limited.

I believe that it is now safe to observe that “streetcar subways” per se are no longer a viable choice for a high-capacity east-

st
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west transit service through the central area, and I respectfully suggest that Queen Street is no longer the most appropriate

alignment for a rapid transit facility in any event.

Although the relief line is long overdue, it is time to lay to rest the venerable Queen Street subway as heretofore envisaged, and

turn the “ghost station” into…what? a city gallery? a Tokyo-style subterranean retail/entertainment “mecca”?  At the same time,

Toronto should maintain for posterity what is surely one of North America’s – if not one of the world’s – most fascinating and

diverse streetcar rides!

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transit Commission. Queen Street Subway for Street Car Operation: Spadina Avenue to Sherbourne Street. Toronto:

Toronto Transit Commission, 1968. 388.42097 T59. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

2. Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board and Toronto Transit Commission. Report on Rapid Transit Priorities in Metropolitan

Toronto. Toronto: Metropolitan Planning Board, 1968. 711.409713 M26.3. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks

Toronto Collection.

 Key f indings of the MTTPR study are discussed in Chapter 10. ↩
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7.4 THE SPADINA SUBWAY →

FIGURE 7.4.1: DETAIL FROM ARTIST’S DEPICTION OF THE PROPOSED SPADINA EXPRESSWAY
INTERCHANGE WITH DAVENPORT ROAD, UNDER VIEW OF CASA LOMA. (CITY OF TORONTO
ARCHIVES: SERIES 1143, ITEM 3143)

A separate – and lengthy – book could easily be compiled covering the history of plans for this line, the long and frustrating

debate over its optimum alignment, the location and operation of its connection with the rest of the system, its general mode of

operation (that is, separate versus interlined), and – underlying all of the foregoing – the omnipresent weight of political

influence emanating from the halls of the three levels of government involved: the Province of Ontario, Metropolitan Toronto and

the City of Toronto during the period 1955 to 1975.

I will, however, resist the temptation to recount the process in such detail, but rather will maintain the narrative by summarizing

it as succinctly as I can while covering the salient points of the “saga.”

First, a brief historical review is in order. During the mid-1950s, coincident with the creation of The Municipality of Metropolitan

Toronto, and following the lead of most large and medium-sized cities in the United States, emphasis was given to the

supposed advantages of “express highways” (expressways), which were seen to be the ultimate answer to the fast-growing

city-region’s emerging problems of traffic congestion and delay. However, in Toronto, this resolve virtually coincided with the

completion and warmly welcomed opening of the first section of the Yonge Street subway, which spurred the widely held and

deep-seated desire to expand the subway system as expeditiously as possible.

Despite the “love affair” with the image – followed by the reality – of becoming one of the world’s 30 or 35 “subway cities” at the

time, the equally strong postwar “love affair” with the vision of new fast-moving automobiles on a network of wide, smooth

express highways covering the city, was hard to resist.
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When the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto was created by the Province of Ontario in 1953 in an effort to coordinate future

regional planning within the City of Toronto and 12 of its immediate suburban neighbours (some of which were no more than

sparsely developed expanses of sprawling low-density residential enclaves, including “septic tank subdivisions” and historic

villages, separated by largely unorganized open space), many formidable tasks faced the new administration and its provincial

advisors.

Among the new federation’s initial major tasks under its formidable first Chair, Frederick G. Gardiner, Q.C.,was the preparation

of an area transportation plan. While this plan acknowledged the need for subway system expansion (long-term), its emphasis

was on roads, primarily an expressway network emulating those then being built in cities such as Los Angeles and Detroit.

Chairman Gardiner clearly favoured early commencement of construction of the major arterial road and expressway

components of the Metropolitan Toronto transportation plan and in particular, he wanted to ensure that initial phases of the

expressway network would be completed before authorizing work to begin on the expansion of the subway system. This

approach did not reflect the City of Toronto’s transportation priorities. Toronto’s popular and charismatic Mayor Allan Lamport,

supported by a majority of City Council (as well as by most of the city’s planning officials), favoured early resumption of subway

construction, in particular the east-west Bloor-Danforth line which was seen as the natural complement to the successful and

already heavily used north-south Yonge Street subway. In addition, the Toronto Transit Commission – in spite of its newly

expanded (Metropolitan Toronto-wide) responsibilities – also (not surprisingly) favoured immediate resumption of subway

building.

FIGURE 7.4.2: POLITICAL CARTOON FROM THE TELEGRAM, TORONTO, AUGUST 28, 1957. (CITY OF
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TORONTO ARCHIVES: SERIES 648, FILE 26, ITEM 1)

The very public feud between Metro Chairman Gardiner and Toronto Mayor Lamport first referred to in Section 5.5, continued for

several years during the mid-1950s. A memorable political cartoon that appeared in the August 29, 1957 edition of The

Telegram , then one of the city’s major daily newspapers, sums up the disagreement well. It shows a stout Gardiner serving a

helping of spinach (labeled “Expressway”) to a thin and disappointed man (a bubble over his head shows a dream of a lavish

turkey dinner, labeled “East-West Subway”). Gardiner is saying, “Shut up! Spinach is good for you!”

The city’s persistence, strengthened by views expressed by the TTC, finally prevailed when the ambitious University-Bloor-

Danforth subway was approved, designed, and placed under construction in late 1959; i.e., while work on the initial sections of

the Lake Shore (later Gardiner) Expressway and Don Valley Parkway was yet to be completed.

The first order of business was to finance and complete the basic “expressway ring,” which today remains the only component

of the proposed network within Metropolitan Toronto (now the City of Toronto) to be completed. In addition to the Lake Shore

(later, the Gardiner) Expressway and the Don Valley Parkway, the “ring” consisted of sections of provincial expressways

including the new Highway 401 and Highway 427, as well as the eastern section of the historic Queen Elizabeth Way.

The expressway network plan devised during the 1950s was confirmed as Metropolitan Toronto policy in its first (1959) Official

Plan. However, plans for the Spadina Expressway had first appeared shortly after the Second World War had ended, and was

initially envisaged as a partially grade-separated “super arterial” not unlike the Clifton Road Extension (now the southern

section of Mount Pleasant Road), built immediately after the war.

My involvement with the Spadina Expressway and subway has been lengthy, albeit episodic. It began with my first summer job

during my studies in Civil Engineering at the University of Toronto. It was 1954, and my assignment – which lasted all summer

– was to help draft plans and profiles for the “upgrading” of what was then referred to as the “Spadina Road Extension” to

expressway status.

At the time, the fledgling Metropolitan Toronto Roads and Traffic Department was housed in a small building (still in place) at

the corner of Adelaide and Church streets, and I recall the inspection visits made by the young and brilliant Samuel Cass,

Metro’s first (and still renowned) Commissioner of Transportation. The plans I helped to draw still depicted little more than an

upgraded arterial road with very basic interchanges (even at Highway 401), which wended its way through a series of ill-

defined, underdeveloped neighbourhoods north of Eglinton Avenue, and then through the Cedarvale and Nordheimer ravines,

ending in a deep cutting through Casa Loma Park, down the escarpment, and onto a widened Spadina Road at Davenport

Road.

A subway was actually part of this early scheme, but in conceptual form only. Debate ensued over which alignment – Spadina

Road or Bathurst Street – might be best for the southern section of the subway, between Heathdale Road at Bathurst (north of

St. Clair West at the ravine bridge) and the connection with the Bloor-Danforth subway west of University Avenue. In general, the

Spadina route was favoured by the TTC on the basis of lower estimated capital costs, less complicated diversion of utilities,

and reduced disturbance of surface roads, other public facilities, and private properties during the course of construction.
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The Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board generally favoured a Bathurst (or closely parallel) alignment because it was a more

heavily populated, continuously urbanized corridor, which was more likely to afford opportunities for redevelopment and

intensification. However, the higher capital cost estimated for the Bathurst alignment, reflecting comprehensive utilities

relocation and traffic disruption during construction, among other complications arising from massive underground works

within a narrow urbanized alignment, eventually led to the choice of the Spadina “ravine route.” Short-term cost savings

essentially trumped the long-term benefits of providing high-capacity public transit through a built-up corridor, which would have

generated higher ridership on a consistent basis.

Years later, after work was well under way on the Lake Shore Expressway and Don Valley Parkway, plans for the combined

Spadina Expressway/Spadina Subway were developed and confirmed.

It is to the credit of Toronto’s citizens and their political representatives (in particular, Mayor Allan Lamport) that public

transportation in general and subways in particular retained their favourable images, intensified by the opening of the first line,

in the face of pro-expressway pressures. Moreover, the compact, relatively high-density form of the “old city,” combined with the

stability, desirability, and political influence of its established neighbourhoods, were also instrumental in maintaining transit

ridership levels in Toronto while they were dropping precipitously in other North American cities.

Consequently, the headlong rush to build expressway networks at the expense of improved public transit (which contributed to

the “hollowing out” of cities such as Detroit) was never allowed to happen here, and this continuous “push and pull” of roads-

versus-transit advocacy, in addition to strong political and financial support at both provincial and municipal levels of

government, jointly maintained a reasonable level of subway system expansion during the 1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s, in

combination with the completion of key high-capacity roads, such as the Gardiner Expressway and the Don Valley Parkway.

Supporting this two-pronged initiative, the newly constituted metropolitan corporation’s earliest concept for what was initially

known as the “Spadina Road Extension” included a conventional grade-separated, limited-access expressway incorporating a

median wide enough to accommodate a rapid transit (rail) line and its stations.

It is no coincidence that this configuration closely resembled the many miles of such dual-purpose/dual-mode facilities under

development in Chicago, at the time the “second city” of the United States, and as such, a generally admired object of

emulation by Toronto, at that same time the “second city” of Canada. However, the decision by Chicago’s planners and

politicians to adopt such a configuration as a standard for the city’s expanding major road and rapid transit networks was

principally seen as a way to reduce overall capital costs essentially by combining two transportation facilities in a single right-

of-way.

Largely disregarded were the very different characteristics of the two primary modes of transportation with respect to travel

“desire lines,” directness, usage potential, and – perhaps most significantly – relationships with other land uses along the way.

Whereas expressway alignments are best located to avoid or bypass high-density land uses, and offer drivers the shortest

travel times to and from a vast range of far-flung trip origins and destinations within broad “catchment areas,” subways need to

penetrate medium-to-high density mixed-use precincts to attract and serve the maximum number of users at optimum levels of

comfort and ease of access, on foot as well as by means of connecting surface transit services.

[1 ]
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This distinction was not heeded, in spite of the well-documented findings and conclusions of a seminal report on the matter,

commissioned by and submitted to the City of Chicago by an eminent firm of consulting transportation engineers and planners

(Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.).

Unfortunately, the advice given to Chicago’s decision makers (which proved prophetic in a number of ways) also went

unheeded here, but at least only one facility of this type, of relatively limited length, has ever been implemented. This is, of

course, the 4-km section of the Spadina subway in the median of Allen Road, extending north of Eglinton Avenue West.

Regardless of where the bulk of the combined Spadina Expressway and subway was to be aligned, the expressway’s two

extremities were essentially fixed in place.

FIGURE 7.4.3: SPADINA EXPRESSWAY LOCATION PLAN (1)

In the south, the new, high-capacity corridor was to begin at Bloor Street West as an extension of Spadina Avenue, which has

always been graced with what is still one of central Toronto’s widest road allowances.  However, between Bloor Street

West and Davenport Road, Spadina Avenue becomes Spadina Road, which at the time was a relatively narrow residential

street within a “standard” (66-foot/22 m) road allowance. Consequently, the link between Bloor and the southern extremity of the

expressway itself (Davenport Road) was planned as a one-way pair of streets using Spadina Road southbound and Madison

Avenue, one block to the east, northbound. This is illustrated schematically in red on Figure 7.4.3. Today, the thought of

converting elegant, shady Madison Avenue into an expressway approach is, to say the least, disconcerting!

In the north, the expressway was to terminate (temporarily) at a connection with Wilson Heights Boulevard north of Wilson

Avenue after passing through a new and very large multi-level interchange with Highway 401, located between Bathurst and

Dufferin streets, immediately adjacent to the site slated for Yorkdale Shopping Centre, which was to be the largest of its kind in

[2 ]
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Canada when it opened in 1964.

Between these two end-points, approximately 9 km (5.6 miles) apart, the alignment of the combined expressway and subway

was soon settled. It was to proceed through older (some even pre-Second World War) low-density, mostly residential

development as far as Briar Hill Avenue (1 km north of Eglinton Avenue West), then through a more intensively developed

residential area, which extends south of Briar Hill across Eglinton through the Cedarvale neighbourhood of the then-Township

of York as far as Ava Road, which is the northern extremity of what is now Cedarvale Park. Clearly, considerable expropriation

and demolition would be unavoidable in the section between Briar Hill and Ava, along which the boundaries of North York, York,

and the Village of Forest Hill were encountered.

South of Ava Road, the alignment was to extend through (and occupy) much of what is now Cedarvale Park and the Nordheimer

Ravine, proceeding on a southeastern diagonal path beneath the Glen Cedar Road, Bathurst Street, and St. Clair Avenue

bridges before it was to enter a multi-level tunnel beneath Spadina Road and Casa Loma Park, emerging from the face of the

escarpment at Davenport Road. South of this point, the expressway was to interchange with the proposed (but never built) east-

west Crosstown Expressway and then essentially replace that section of Spadina Road between Dupont and Bloor streets,

following the Spadina/Madison one-way pair discussed above. South of Davenport, the subway was to be in a tunnel beneath

Spadina Road, and end on the upper level of St. George station on the Bloor-Danforth subway, as it does today.

Needless to say, the great extent of expropriation and demolition such a facility would have required in the vicinity of the

proposed expressway interchange and to the south of Davenport Road would have profoundly changed the face of this part of

midtown Toronto (the popular Annex neighbourhood). It was almost certainly this harrowing prospect that galvanized the rising

intensity of opposition to the project in the form of an epic campaign involving the likes of Colin Vaughan and the redoubtable

Jane Jacobs (newly arrived from similar battles with the powerful Robert Moses in New York City), among many others.

As we well know, this in turn gave rise to political reverberations well beyond Metropolitan Toronto and the City of Toronto, all the

way to Queen’s Park, culminating in Premier William G. Davis’s momentous May 1971 announcement to the effect that “The city

is for people, not for cars.” After much subsequent hand-wringing and expression of deep concerns by Metropolitan Toronto’s

legendary first Commissioner of Traffic Samuel Cass, the expressway – but not the subway – was declared dead, south of

Eglinton Avenue West. Many years later, all of the houses expropriated (but fortunately not demolished) by Metropolitan Toronto

south of Eglinton were returned to the market for private sale, and a small park (Ben Nobleman Park) was established on the

south side of Eglinton as a legal if not structural barrier to any future resuscitation of the expressway which might have been

contemplated.

[3 ]
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FIGURE 7.4.4: FRONT PAGE OF THE GLOBE AND MAIL REPORTING THE DECISION BY PREMIER
DAVIS TO CANCEL THE SPADINA EXPRESSWAY. RETRIEVED FROM WIKIPEDIA.

So ended the saga of the Spadina expressway – but not of the subway that was to share much of its alignment!

One of the hoped-for results of the province’s decision to kill not only the Spadina Expressway but also (as it turned out) all of

the other unbuilt sections of the 1955 expressway plan for Metropolitan Toronto was the promised change in priority to favour

(and subsidize) rapid transit expansion over road system (especially expressway) expansion. As good as their word, less than

a year after the premier’s momentous announcement, the GO-URBAN light rapid transit scheme discussed in Chapter 8 was

presented to an expectant public. As noted, it was seen as a more economical solution to urban transportation problems than

conventional subways, the capital costs of which were already seen as becoming very burdensome. GO-URBAN soon

disappeared from consideration because of technical problems (not to mention lack of commitment to the initiative from the

TTC), and attention was inevitably redirected to subway system expansion, regardless of cost concerns.

During the remainder of the 1970s, the bulk of the system which exists today was completed, including the 8-km extension of

the Yonge Street subway to Finch Avenue (1974), the Spadina-Allen Road subway from St. George station to Wilson Avenue

(1978), and the two extensions of the Bloor-Danforth subway to Kipling Avenue in the west and to Kennedy Road/Eglinton

Avenue in the east (1980).

While the alignment of the Spadina Expressway component of the combined facility would have made functional sense to many

planners of the day as a direct and relatively cost-effective way of penetrating the urban fabric, today it would certainly be

considered wanton desecration of a precious major greenway and unacceptable disruption of stable residential precincts in

the heart of the city. Initially, it was taken for granted by the political establishment and by many of the planners that the

(surviving) subway component of the original joint undertaking would most logically follow its originally intended alignment (the

“ravine route”), as long as it could be entirely underground and as such, generally acceptable to the residents living along its

course. However, in response to those who had long expressed the view that the expressway alignment was not necessarily
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the optimum route for the subway, and therefore that the matter called for further deliberation, an alignment comparison study

had been commissioned by the TTC and was not completed and released until late 1971, after the expressway component had

become a non-issue. This study was undertaken for the TTC by engineering consultants DeLeuw Cather & Company of

Canada Ltd. and was titled Spadina Rapid Transit Alignment Study – Evaluation of the Relative Performance of Five Selected

Alignments.

The study, based on the consolidation of the 13 alternatives initially devised by the TTC’s planning division into five clearly

distinguishable alternatives, was in certain respects less than definitive in terms of its conclusions, and suffered from the

common reluctance of staff officials (and their consultants) to “speak truth to the elected.”  In the end, as a result of political

decisions already made and understandable concern that commitment to a wholly new alignment for the Spadina subway

would lead to significantly increased and unbudgeted capital costs and delayed implementation, the original “ravine route” was

confirmed for the subway, and construction began the following year.

However the 1971 report’s findings and conclusions may have been couched, it is clear that a Bathurst corridor alignment was

the preferred choice in relation to potential ridership generation, and hence, net long-term benefit to the entire subway system

and to the city in general. Specifically, it seems obvious that there was no reason – other than initial capital cost containment –

for the subway alone to follow the so-called “ravine route” – an alignment which anyone unfamiliar with the city would consider

strange, if not perverse. Its route below the bottom of a ravine is as far removed functionally from a well-populated, built-up

corridor as it could be; that is, it appears to have been designed to discourage transit ridership, given the almost total lack of

development density to generate demand close to any station north of St. Clair Avenue.

Moreover, on the section north of Eglinton Avenue, which operates in the median of the truncated expressway (Allen Road),

stations are “trapped” in the centre of a wide right-of-way, divorced from potentially close development density, and in some

cases (such as Eglinton West and Lawrence West stations), surrounded by bus and auto ramps at expressway interchanges,

making pedestrian access less than convenient and safe. Indeed, early attempts to encourage even medium-density

redevelopment to boost walk-in ridership north of Eglinton were strongly rebuffed by local residents’ groups fearful of additional

traffic in their quiet neighbourhoods.

The initiative therefore came to naught despite political support from the North York mayor’s office. Today, large single-family

homes with two- and three-car garages continue to replace the original bungalows within sight of the little-used Glencairn

station.

In contrast, a Bathurst alignment for the subway south of the Nordheimer Ravine (as well as to the north, perhaps as far as

Lawrence Avenue) would have served an old, continuously built-up corridor which would have been ripe for redevelopment and

intensification over the ensuing 35 years. Ironically, even the station that was proposed where the existing subway passes

beneath Bathurst Street (Heathdale Road) – the only location where the well-developed Bathurst corridor meets the subway,

which might have generated significant walk-in ridership – was vehemently opposed by local residents on the grounds that the

associated off-street bus/subway transfer facility would damage the ambience of the neighbourhood and would have required

some expropriation of private property. As a result, the station was not built, and the 2.5-km stretch of tunnel between Eglinton

West and St. Clair West stations beneath Cedarvale Park and the Nordheimer Ravine remains one of the longest on the entire

[4 ]
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subway system.

Figure 7.1.1 clearly shows the combined expressway/subway alignment originally proposed in a 1966 report from the City of

Toronto Planning Board. It is essentially the route which has been discussed at length above, and is familiar to all as the

present alignment of the Spadina–Allen Road subway. However, closer examination of the map shows two alternative

alignments for the subway itself: the combined “ravine route” alternative and a Bathurst alternative for the subway alone.

The subway alignment was to follow Bathurst Street all the way to the waterfront and even beyond, onto the Toronto Islands to

serve the residential redevelopment of the site now occupied by Billy Bishop Airport.  That proposal was known as

“Harbour City,” an ambitious vision for up to 50,000 people living in medium-density, medium-rise, multiple-unit buildings

served not only by rapid transit and a major road loop linking the south ends of Spadina Avenue and Bathurst Street, but by a

network of canals. This was an intriguing vision, to be sure, promoted by the federal government, which quickly went the way of

most visions of this scope when political and fiscal realities set in.

Even without the Harbour City development, a Bathurst corridor subway alignment terminating in downtown Toronto would have

provided a “third leg” for the heavily used central area portion of the subway system, thereby offering significant supplementary

capacity by easing chronic peak-period pressure on the Yonge and University subways south of Bloor Street – a critical need

which remains unmet to this day.

The expressway alignment was to continue following the “ravine route” via the Nordheimer Ravine passing beneath Bathurst

Street and St. Clair Avenue to the Spadina Road right-of-way north of Casa Loma. After tunnelling beneath the park and the

Lake Iroquois escarpment, the expressway was to follow (or “replace”) Spadina Road and Spadina Avenue south to a junction

with the Lake Shore (Gardiner) Expressway at the waterfront. Precisely how the Spadina Expressway was to be designed and

integrated with the existing urban fabric south of Davenport Road was not specified.

In conclusion, I remain of the view that, based upon the tortuous history of the Spadina expressway/subway summarized above,

the choice of the so-called Allen Road median/ravine route for the Spadina-Allen Road subway – especially after the

expressway component had been cancelled – was not only ill-advised, but may well represent one of the most serious

planning missteps made to date in the history of rapid transit development in Toronto and region. 

However dour such a conclusion might appear, it is inescapable in that so few opportunities for

redevelopment/intensification/city-building have presented themselves along this essentially isolated alignment. Indeed, the

park and ravine which comprise fully one half of the route north of the escarpment can never be “intensified” in terms of

generating significant ridership for the subway, and we can only satisfy ourselves with the successful – indeed, beautiful –

restoration of Cedarvale Park and the Nordheimer Ravine, which will continue to be a priceless public asset over the long term.

Whatever the prospective merits of a Bathurst alignment for the new line outlined above might have been, it was a lost cause

from the outset.

First, the Allen Road/ravine route had been identified and in large part owned by Metropolitan Toronto for many years, and

therefore, both environmental and costly detailed functional planning had already been completed. Indeed, this had been

[6 ]
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accelerated after the southern section of the Spadina Expressway was cancelled in 1971.

Second – and ultimately more significant, given perennial fiscal restrictions and procedural difficulties inherent in major

infrastructure projects – cost considerations and “politics” ruled, and what may well have been a more effective transit/land use

relationship for the long term along the well populated and built-up Bathurst corridor would have been extremely costly,

disruptive, and time-consuming to plan and implement through a continuous interconnected series of well-established (and

influential) communities.

Now that fully a third of a century has elapsed since the opening of the Spadina subway, we can only accept the situation as it

is, and fervently hope that its extension to York University and into the Region of York (now under construction) will result in the

intensification and diversity that has eluded this route since the day service began. To be perfectly candid, I for one remain to be

convinced.

FIGURE 7.4.5: ONE SIDE OF THE 1978 TTC PAMPHLET “HOW TO USE YOUR NEW SPADINA
SUBWAY.” (2)

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. M. M. Dillon & Company Ltd., Metropolitan Toronto Roads Department, and Fenco-Harris. Spadina Expressway: A Functional

Report. Toronto: Metropolitan Toronto, 1961. 711.7 M258. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Toronto

Oversize.

2. Toronto Transit Commission. How To Use Your New Spadina Subway. TTC, 1978. 388.40971 T59.136. Toronto Reference

Library, Hum & Soc Sci, 2nd Fl Reference Toronto Oversize.
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 This advice, intended to apply to all major United States “city-regions” (but in several sections specif ically aimed by the authors at the
Chicago area) w as tendered in a seminal 1967 report on the coordination of land uses and urban public transportation prepared by the eminent
Chicago-based consulting f irm Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. under a U.S. federal Housing and Urban Development (HUD) contract. The City
of Chicago had earlier begun w ork on the most ambitious expansion and upgrading of its venerable public (rail) transit netw ork since the
completion of its tw o short dow ntow n underground connections (the State Street and Dearborn Street subw ays) during the 1940s and 1950s,
respectively, w hich had added considerable capacity to and new  connections w ith the city’s historic elevated lines. Concurrent w ith the transit
netw ork expansion, off icials of the City of Chicago, Cook County and the vast suburban region beyond w ere intent on taking full advantage of
the national Interstate and Defense Highw ay Program that had been introduced by the Eisenhow er Administration during the 1950s. This w as
perhaps the largest peacetime public w orks program ever undertaken in the United States. In the Chicago area, most of the initial Interstate
freew ays w ere to be focused on The Loop, as Chicago’s central business district is know n. This offered an almost irresistible opportunity to
use the w ide Loop-focused rights-of-w ay as dual-purpose transportation corridors incorporating both the freew ays and the el/subw ay
extensions (including stations) w ithin the freew ay medians. Essentially disregarding concerns expressed in the HUD report regarding the
combination of rail rapid transit and freew ay facilities in a single right-of-w ay (presumably to take advantage of admittedly signif icant one-time
capital cost savings), Chicago opted to continue building bi-modal corridors of this type. Three radiating from The Loop – to the northw est, w est
and south – w ere completed initially; the f irst serving O’Hare International Airport, then the w orld’s busiest. Each of these facilities now
incorporates several rail transit stations, most of w hich, to all intents and purposes remain physically isolated w ithin the broad freew ay rights-
of-w ay, and in terms of convenient pedestrian access, are relatively remote from high-density mixed-use development precincts on major
intersecting arterial streets. Prospective “w alk-in” transit users are able to reach station entrances only by crossing long, often w indsw ept
bridges spanning the freew ay lanes. In many cases, they must also cross heavily used freew ay ramp terminals, adding to the discomfort and
inconvenience, especially under inclement w eather conditions. Fortunately, Toronto embraced this misconceived policy just once, on a 4-km
(2.5-mile) section of the Spadina-Allen Road subw ay and expressw ay north of Eglinton Avenue West. This author w as associated w ith
Barton-Ashman Associates, Inc. as a junior transportation engineer starting tw o years after w ork on the HUD report had been completed. His
five-year sojourn (1969-1974) in Chicago w as a veritable turning point in his career. How ever, during that period, it w as discovered that
w inters in the “w indy city” [w ell named] are typically as long and often more severe than in Toronto – a fact that most native Chicagoans
generally choose to disbelieve! ↩

 At 40.2 metres (132 feet), this is tw ice the standard 20.1-metre (66 feet or one chain) typical of most major streets in the older parts of the
city, inherited from our British founders w hen they surveyed and subdivided the site of the tiny garrison Tow n of York in the late 18th century,
a meanly proportioned legacy from w hich the modern metropolitan core continues to suffer more than tw o centuries later. ↩

 Any influence w hich might or might not have been brought to bear on the proposed expressw ay alignment by the ow ners and developers
of this massive and tantalizing retail development, can only be the subject of pure speculation a half-century later. ↩

 A particularly egregious example of this w as the very recent summary dismissal of long-standing and highly respected TTC Chief  General
Manager Gary Webster by the current mayor and council in response to his “crime,” w hich consisted of conscientiously disagreeing w ith the
administration’s clearly unrealistic transit “vision.” ↩

 The key incentive of this government-sponsored initiative w as the potential to reduce or even eliminate the operating subsidy surcharge
required to support the northern section of the subw ay, purely because so little ridership w as being attracted. Indeed, the southern
(View mount Avenue) access to the Glencairn station w as converted into an unstaffed auxiliary access years ago, and remains as such to this
day. ↩

 It is important to emphasize that the 1966 study from w hich the map w as taken predated the aforementioned rapid transit alignment
alternatives comparison report by f ive years. ↩

 The Island Airport w as to be relocated to the new ly developed outer harbor roughly w here the Leslie Street Spit is located today. How  and
at w hat cost the new  airport site w as to be linked w ith the rest of the city by road and transit w as not specif ied. ↩

 The same benefit might have been achieved by extending the existing Spadina subw ay beneath Spadina Avenue south of Bloor Street to
Front Street, in place of the LRT/enhanced streetcar service inaugurated in 1997. This w as the subject of an unsolicited proposal by BA
Consulting Group Ltd. ten years earlier. The proposal received considerable media attention at the time, but it w as too late to change any off icial
minds, as the LRT had already been approved and scheduled for construction. ↩

 I cannot help noting three other “questionable decisions.” (1) The truncated Sheppard subw ay, w hich extends only from Yonge Street to
Don Mills Road, lacks the “netw ork-building” connection betw een Yonge and the Spadina-Allen Road subw ay at Dow nsview , and continues to
be seriously underused (even though its trains have only four cars instead of the six used on all other lines) more than 10 years after its
completion in 2002. Moreover the almost continuous corridor intensif ication that continues to occur along the route has yet to materially improve
the truncated line’s “load factor.” This is a “political subw ay” in the most literal sense. Similarly, the Yonge-to-Dow nsview  “missing link” is
destined to become even more of a problem follow ing the opening of the Spadina–Allen Road subw ay extension to York University and
“Vaughan Metropolitan Centre” in 2015/16, as those w ishing to travel east-w est across the fast-grow ing northern districts of the city are
forced to transfer to and from shuttle buses on Sheppard Avenue West to complete their trips. This is prime example of the lack of
“connectivity” that characterizes rapid transit operations in Toronto. (2) The choice of a continuous tunnel rather than a short overhead
crossing of the West Don River at York Mills Road on the early 1970s extension of the Yonge Street subw ay across Hogg’s Hollow  on its w ay
to Finch Avenue, has had lasting repercussions in terms of excessive leakage in the tunnels and in and around York Mills station, resulting from
the unstable quicksands and other geological features encountered in the river valley. The decision w as made to mollify “concerned” nearby
property ow ners in Armour Heights high above the valley. Perceived property value reductions (likely invalid) trumped legitimate technical
concerns in an area in w hich tunneling w as and remains inappropriate, costly, and hazardous, not to mention burdensome in terms of long-term
maintenance. (3) The alignment chosen for the Spadina-Allen Road extension north of Dow nsview  station, now  under construction, is in my
view  questionable in view  of the uncertain future development potential of low -density industrial lands (not to mention the still-undefined details
of Dow nsview  Park) through w hich the alignment passes south and southeast of the York University campus (see Chapter 15). ↩
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7.5 SEEKING A STABLE FISCAL BASIS FOR NETWORK EXPANSIONS: TORONTO’S PERENNIAL DILEMMA →

FIGURE 7.5.1: PHOTO RETRIEVED FROM FLICKR.

During the late 1960s and throughout the 1970s, the TTC had been seriously considering the abandonment of all surface

streetcar lines by 1980 to improve traffic flow on Toronto’s typically narrow streets. Fortunately, the proposal was never carried

out. However, in the TTC’s favour, this program of abandonment was to proceed in concert with an ambitious program of

subway network expansion, thanks largely to the then-generous Province of Ontario subsidy program for capital construction

and operation of public transit services.

In the early 1970s, the Province of Ontario established a subsidy program covering 75 percent of capital construction costs and

50 percent of the difference between operating costs and revenues for TTC projects and services – a level of provincial support

that lasted into the mid-1990s before being abruptly curtailed by the Harris Conservative government in 1995.

At the time of writing, more than 15 years after the subsidy program was summarily curtailed, the current (Liberal) government

has yet to take steps to restore sustained financial support to municipal public transit. Moreover, near-term action in this regard

appears unlikely (due to current international economic uncertainties), virtually guaranteeing a long-term financial shortfall for
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these essential services.

This chronic impasse is having increasingly negative impacts upon infrastructure maintenance and the quality and quantity of

service. The situation sets Toronto apart from most other major metropolitan regions in highly developed nations. Specifically,

the recent attempt to reject effective, widely embraced, and relatively affordable LRT services in lower-density outlying districts in

favour of costly and essentially unjustifiable subway extensions threatened to make matters much worse for long-underserved

parts of the Toronto area. It was only after many months of uncertainty and increasingly bitter debate that this misguided policy

was reversed by a newly emboldened Toronto City Council and work is once again under way by Metrolinx and the TTC on a

revised three-line LRT program (plus bus rapid transit in the Region of York) expected to be completed by 2020.

While a national transit strategy that reflects responsible local planning and continuing political and financial support from all

government levels might provide a reliable fiscal base for progress in all of the country’s growing urban areas, no such policy

change is on the horizon. This situation is attributable, at least in part, to Canada’s archaic government structure in which cities

are treated as “creatures of the province(s)” rather than as national economic engines.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 8: GO-URBAN AUTOMATED LIGHT RAPID TRANSIT FOR ONTARIO, 1972 →

FIGURE 8.0.1: DETAIL FROM A PHOTOGRAPH SHOWING A PROTOTYPE INTERMEDIATE CAPACITY
RAPID TRANSIT VEHICLE DEVELOPED BY HAWKER SIDDELEY CANADA LTD. (1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

GO-URBAN was an attempt by the Province of Ontario – following its legendary May 1971 cancellation of the Spadina

Expressway project in response to public pressure – to place renewed emphasis on public transportation rather than on

continuing construction of inner-city expressways to resolve growing transportation problems in Ontario’s major urban areas.

Metropolitan Toronto was to have the first and by far the most extensive of the new networks. Unfortunately, the GO-URBAN

technology was still under development in West Germany at the time. Its innovative linear induction-powered, magnetically

levitated trains operating on slender elevated guideways promised relatively low cost in addition to automated and virtually

soundless operation, but ultimately, the technology proved impractical. It is remembered today as an intriguing but flawed

attempt to replace enhanced “state-of-the-art” subways and light rail as the more reliable way to meet urban transportation

needs.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. De Leuw, Cather & Company of Canada Ltd., and M. M. Dillon Limited. Summary Statement on Development and

Implementation of Intermediate Capacity Rapid Transit. Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications,

November 17, 1972. 388.44 O56. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

Additional materials from this document are available here.
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8.1 THE CASE FOR INNOVATION →

FIGURE 8.1.1: SELECTION FROM A PHOTOGRAPH OF A PROTOTYPE MAGNETIC LEVITATION
VEHICLE AND TRACK BY MUNICH-BASED KRAUSS-MAFFEI AG, ONE OF THREE EARLY CANDIDATES
FOR THE GO-URBAN PROGRAM. (1)

The GO-URBAN concept was essentially a Province of Ontario initiative arising from its newly instituted policy that “The city is for

people, not for cars,” articulated by Premier William G. Davis in May 1971 as part of his announcement that the Spadina

Expressway, long the object of intense public opposition, would not be extended into midtown Toronto, as initially proposed. At

the time, the northern section of the project, between Eglinton Avenue West and a terminal interchange with Wilson Heights

Boulevard north of Wilson Avenue was under construction and detailed construction plans for the southern section were

complete. Expropriation proceedings had begun, and contractors had been retained: clearly, the cancellation had wide

repercussions, and signalled a landmark “about-face” in provincial intentions relating to future urban transportation projects.

What this action really meant soon became clear: inner-city expressways would no longer be viewed by the Province of Ontario

as the preferred solution to worsening transportation problems within fast-growing Metropolitan Toronto and in other large

Ontario urban centres, such as Hamilton and Ottawa. Rather, renewed emphasis would be placed upon public transportation

(in the Toronto area, upon the expansion of the rapid transit system). It soon became evident that not only the Spadina

Expressway, but also all the other expressways proposed within Metropolitan Toronto in a 1955 study, would not be supported

financially by the province in the foreseeable future, if ever.

Consequently, the province immediately began to intensify its search for rapid transit alternatives to costly conventional

subways, particularly alternatives that would not only minimize capital and operating costs (and thereby enable the benefits of

rapid transit to be extended throughout lower-density parts of the urban area) but also (in theory) allow for faster, less disruptive
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project implementation and long-term moderation of physical, aural, and visual environmental impacts. Figure 8.1.2 presents

an artist’s impression of how a GO-URBAN light rapid transit train would appear on a section of the elevated guideway.

FIGURE 8.1.2: ILLUSTRATION OF A GO-URBAN VEHICLE ON AN ELEVATED GUIDEWAY ALONG A
CITY STREET. (1)

The West German firm Krauss-Maffei AG’s experiments in magnetically levitated automated light rapid transit technology

propelled by the newly developed linear induction electric motors appeared to offer the most practical among a number of

competing innovative systems under development at the time. Following a brief period of inspection, internal review of

documentation, and negotiation, the GO-URBAN system was selected, and conceptual plans for networks in Metropolitan

Toronto, Hamilton, and Ottawa were presented to the public in March 1972.

Metropolitan Toronto’s planners and the TTC’s engineering and planning divisions may not have been caught off-guard, but

during the brief flush of excitement which followed the initial presentation, they appeared to have no authoritative roles to play,

except perhaps to join others in expressing gratitude for the promised near-term, fully funded way out of Metropolitan Toronto’s

emerging transportation crisis following the cancellation of the bulk of the expressway program, which had been an “article of

faith” for many of them for nearly two decades.

GO-URBAN represented a fundamental departure from the traditional transportation planning process, but very soon proved to

be technologically premature and in other respects functionally flawed as a comprehensive solution to public transit

deficiencies in a large and fast-growing municipality.
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 Sources cited in this chapter:

1. De Leuw, Cather & Company of Canada Ltd., and M. M. Dillon Limited. Summary Statement on Development and

Implementation of Intermediate Capacity Rapid Transit. Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications,

November 17, 1972. 388.44 O56. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

Additional materials from this document are available here.
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8.2 THE PROPOSED GO-URBAN NETWORK FOR METROPOLITAN TORONTO →

FIGURE 8.2.1: PROPOSED ROUTES FOR GO-URBAN IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO. (1)

The proposed network is shown schematically in Figure 8.2.1.

Its basic configuration was eminently logical in terms of area coverage and specific major corridors served within the growing

region, and indeed remains so to this day. Key components included:

an Eglinton corridor alignment  identified on the map as the “Crosstown Route,” which in combination with its
extension identified as the “Malvern Route” would have spanned the entire width of Metropolitan Toronto from Pearson
Airport in the west to the northwest corner of Scarborough (the then-new Malvern neighbourhood) in the east;
a major “U”-shaped alignment incorporating the “Jane Route” in the northwest (following the CN Georgetown and Bradford
subdivisions) and the “Don Mills Route” in the northeast, linked (through Union Station) by a “downtown distributor”
segment;
a northern east-west alignment, identified on the map as the “possible Finch Route,” following the Hydro-Electric Power
Commission tower line right-of-way which traverses all of Metropolitan Toronto (now the City of Toronto) north of and
parallel with Finch Avenue; the alignment of this long route extends southwestward to Pearson Airport at its west end; and
a “Malton-Islington Route,” shown as a branch terminating at Pearson Airport (then called Malton Airport), extending west

[1 ]

[2 ]
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from a major four-way junction with the “Crosstown (Eglinton) Route” and the “Jane (downtown/”U”-shaped) Route.” The
highly conceptual map suggests that this branch may have been intended to operate as part of either of the other routes just
referred to, depending upon the guideway’s configuration at the junction. A similar junction was proposed in the vicinity of
Eglinton Avenue East and Don Mills Road: presumably, the two “mirror image” junctions would – in theory –allow for routing
option flexibility throughout the entire network, provided that the automated routing and despatching system were sufficiently
sophisticated and reliable – one of several good intentions that the ongoing GO-URBAN testing process all too soon proved
unrealizable.

The province started to build an extended oval of unidirectional guideway and three (later two) stations as a “Demonstration

Track” at Exhibition Place (see Figure 8.3.3). As part of its March 1972 presentation, the province offered the possibility that this

demonstration track could – if the City of Toronto chose – be retained after all tests had been completed and even extended to

Union Station (almost certainly at city expense). Several times since, the vision of a “futuristic” people-mover facility (evoking the

still-fresh memory of the Expo ’67 monorail in Montreal) using a slender, unobtrusive guideway soaring over the landscape and

the water’s edge, linking the city centre with an ever-broadening array of central waterfront attractions, has been invoked by

assorted land developers, tourist destination promoters, and even ambitious politicians. Indeed, just such a proposal is once

again “in the works” as I write.

Although none of the major routes proposed for GO-URBAN was ever begun, the province did go as far as starting to build an

extended oval of guideway within Exhibition Place as a demonstration. All that was actually built was a line of column

foundations, whose circular concrete “caps” at grade level on the south lawn near the Scadding Cabin intrigued visitors for

several years.

 Sources cited in this chapter:

1. De Leuw, Cather & Company of Canada Ltd., and M. M. Dillon Limited. Summary Statement on Development and

Implementation of Intermediate Capacity Rapid Transit. Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications,

November 17, 1972. 388.44 O56. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

Additional materials from this document are available here.

 Figure 8.2.1 also indicates w hat appears to be a northeastw ard extension of the Bloor-Danforth subw ay from its former terminal at
Warden Avenue to a point on Kennedy Road just north of Eglinton Avenue East w here it w ould interchange w ith the GO-URBAN “Malvern
Route.” It is not clear from the map w hether or not the latter w as intended to serve Scarborough Tow n Centre directly. Regardless, the intended
purpose of the eastern portion of the “Malvern Route,” together w ith the aforementioned Bloor-Danforth subw ay extension, w as eventually
realized in the form of the Scarborough RT w hich began operating in 1985. ↩

 Although schematic, Figure 8.2.1 clearly indicates a northw ard diversion of the “Crosstow n Route” (Eglinton line) beginning in the east
about half-w ay betw een the Yonge and Spadina-Allen Road subw ays very close to Chaplin Crescent, and extending w est to the vicinity of
Keele Street and a junction w ith the “Jane Route.” This suggests that the Belt Line Railw ay alignment w as being considered for GO-URBAN. As
discussed in Chapters 4 and 12 (TTC 1942 streetcar subw ay proposal and “Netw ork 2011” proposal, respectively) the Belt Line Railw ay
alignment had been and w ould be considered as a convenient means of accommodating part of an Eglinton corridor high- or medium-capacity
public transit facility. How ever, a number of misgivings have consistently emerged to thw art such an alternative: (1) in the earliest (1942)
proposal, the operational impact of sharing such a narrow  right-of-w ay w ith a still-active freight railw ay; (2) the various impacts of increased
frequency of rail movements on adjacent stable residential areas; (3) the narrow ness of many sections of the right-of-w ay, making it barely
adequate for a double-tracked facility through a built-up (mostly residential) area; and (4) the implications of failing to provide direct service to a
lengthy section of Eglinton Avenue West itself, w hich has long been an active, largely commercial artery. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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8.3 THE MAG-LEV TECHNOLOGY →

FIGURE 8.3.1: ILLUSTRATIONS OF ELEVATED GUIDEWAYS FOR A MEDIUM CAPACITY TRANSIT
SYSTEM BASED ON MAGNETIC LEVITATION TECHNOLOGY. (1)

GO-URBAN would have introduced a wholly new rapid transit technology, involving linear induction propulsion for small-scale,

lightweight trains suspended above concrete sills mounted on top of a slender, unobtrusive guideway by means of magnetic

levitation, that is, opposing electrical fields created by two continuous lines of magnets mounted on the guideway and on the

trains, respectively. Horizontal guidance of the trains would also be accomplished “magnetically,” although promotional

illustrations indicate vertical concrete extensions of the guideway structure extending above the aforementioned horizontal sills,

presumably acting as emergency safety barriers. Figure 8.3.1 indicates these elements conceptually.
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FIGURE 8.3.2: DIAGRAM OF MAGNETIC LEVITATION TECHNOLOGY. (1)

The operation was also intended to be fully automated, and all stations would be equipped with platform doors set into

transparent barrier walls placed along the platform edges. The automated system would ensure that the train doors and the

platform doors would meet precisely. This system is used in many current applications (including the people movers serving

Pearson Airport’s two terminals, and in many modern subway/metro applications such as London’s Jubilee Line and the new

Copenhagen Metro), but the technology was still largely experimental in the early 1970s.

The core problem with GO-URBAN was that virtually all components of the admittedly intriguing technology were still in the

experimental stage, and at the time, no such system operated anywhere in revenue service. Only one short test track was in

operation at Krauss-Maffei AG’s plant near Munich, West Germany. Unfortunately, the reliability of how the levitated trains could

be safely stabilized to follow the guideway on curves and at junctions and cross-overs had yet to be confirmed, and the

automated control system itself was still in its infancy in terms of how it could be applied to a complex, multi-route network.

Finally, concerns were raised that the very close spacing (vertical tolerance) between opposing magnets mounted on the

guideway sills and the moving trains might be “problematic” under certain climatic conditions, especially during periods of

winter snow and ice build-up.

Shortly after these and other technical concerns had been noted, the manufacturer reported a failure of the magnetic levitation

system which occurred when magnets on the test vehicle were unable to maintain the requisite vertical gap on the curved

section of the test track. Subsequently, further inspection visits by provincial officials and engineering staff were cancelled, and

the West German government soon decided that the technology would be too difficult and costly to “perfect,” and therefore no

longer appeared to be a feasible near-term, profit-making proposition. Shortly thereafter, all funding of GO-URBAN technology

development was terminated by the government of West Germany, and to top it off, the Province of Ontario followed up by

announcing that the Exhibition Place demonstration loop, already plagued by significant budget overruns, would not be

completed.

These developments led to the realization that the promise of capital and operating cost savings (compared with the cost of

building and operating conventional rail rapid transit infrastructure) was illusory at best, as was the once-mesmerizing prospect

of innovation and automation embodied in the GO-URBAN vision and others of its ilk.

Sober reality won out. At Exhibition Place, all that was actually built was a line of guideway column foundations, whose circular

ground level concrete “caps” on the south lawn near the Scadding Cabin intrigued visitors for years. In the end, any hope of

early realization was dashed because the technology proposed proved infeasible in terms of both reliability and cost. Sadly, to

add insult to injury, a locally based editorial cartoonist of the time drew the terrified Premier William Davis staring out the front

window of the lead car of a GO-URBAN train as it proceeded to career off the elevated guideway on a curve!
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FIGURE 8.3.3: MAP SHOWING PLAN FOR A GO-URBAN TEST TRACK AT EXHIBITION PLACE. (1)

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. De Leuw, Cather & Company of Canada Ltd., and M. M. Dillon Limited. Summary Statement on Development and

Implementation of Intermediate Capacity Rapid Transit. Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications,

November 17, 1972. 388.44 O56. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

Additional materials from this document are available here.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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8.4 GO-URBAN’S LEGACY AND THE SCARBOROUGH RT LINE →

FIGURE 8.4.1: ARTIST’S IMPRESSION OF THE “INTERMEDIATE CAPACITY TRANSIT SYSTEM”
VEHICLES THAT WERE SALVAGED FROM THE GO-URBAN PLANS, APPROXIMATELY TWO YEARS
AFTER MAGNETIC LEVITATION WAS ABANDONED AS A MODE OF PROPULSION. (1)

Clearly, choosing the GO-URBAN technology represented a manifold risk for the Ontario government. However, it is (in

hindsight) not surprising that the tumultuous and increasingly vitriolic debate which culminated in the May 1971 rejection of

expressways, in combination with concerns over the rising costs associated with conventional subway construction, made the

sleek new light rapid transit technology attractive if not irresistable! Not only did it promise to be a less costly alternative than

continuing subway system expansion, but also a practical way of serving far-flung, lower density urban and suburban precincts,

acting as a “feeder” network of lines connecting with the trunk subway system which already served the city centre and some of

the city’s most intensively developed corridors. Moreover, the added incentives of light weight, lower long-term operating costs,

automation, and near-silent operation were additional incentives to go ahead.

At the time, modern (conventional) light rail transit technology was just beginning to emerge, mostly in Europe where most war-

ravaged city transport systems (mostly streetcar [tram] based) needed to be extensively restored and re-equipped.  In[1 ]
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contrast, here in North America, the abandonment of historic streetcar and interurban systems, which had begun well before

the Second World War, accelerated following the end of the war, and anything that even hinted at the noisy, lumbering (ill-

maintained) “trolleys” of old tended to be rejected out of hand as a modern solution to urban transportation problems. This

attitude was almost universal, despite the late 1930s and wartime success of the lightweight, high performance, smooth-

running, and handsome Art Deco design of the Presidents’ Conference Committee (PCC) streetcars that promised to

revolutionize surface transit in hundreds of cities large and small. Toronto was particularly taken with the new cars, and by the

time streetcars had been dispensed with in most North American cities, the TTC had amassed the world’s largest fleet of PCC

cars (1,100 strong at its peak), including new vehicles and many bought at bargain prices from cities that no longer wanted

them.

Although the new technology represented by GO-URBAN was soon found to be fraught with intractable problems, the provision

in the province’s contract with Krauss-Maffei AG and the government of West Germany that gave Ontario Western Hemisphere

marketing rights was also a key factor in the decision to sign the original deal. The Ontario Transportation Development

Corporation (later renamed the Urban Transportation Development Corporation or UTDC) was duly established to further

develop and market the technology.

The first line selected to display the “updated” technology ( simplified to eliminate the problematic magnetic levitation feature)

was intended to operate as an eastward extension of the Bloor-Danforth subway corridor between the new (1980)

Kennedy/Eglinton subway terminal and the expanding Scarborough Town Centre between Brimley and McCowan roads south

of Highway 401. Following the withdrawal of the original GO-URBAN proposal, a modified “hybrid” operating on conventional

railway track, but powered by a version of GO-URBAN’s linear induction propulsion system, was developed and tested by the

UTDC. It went into service on the Scarborough line in 1985, in place of the conventional light rail (streetcar) operation initially

proposed by the TTC.
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FIGURE 8.4.2: ILLUSTRATION OF PROPOSED LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT TO SCARBOROUGH TOWN
CENTRE ALONG THE CORRIDOR ORIGINAL PROPOSED FOR GO-URBAN AND LATER OCCUPIED BY
THE SCARBOROUGH RT. (2)

All additional capital costs associated with the new technology were covered by the province through the UTDC, and it soon

became apparent that the operation was in reality the UTDC’s own “demonstration” facility which had been created largely to

serve as a marketing tool aimed initially at Vancouver, where a new light rapid transit line was being built to complement the

1986 exposition, the major theme of which was to be modern and historic transportation.

Although the system had been designed to operate in automated mode, this capability has never been activated on the

Scarborough RT line, at least in part because of TTC union concerns. In contrast, a much longer but otherwise virtually identical

facility (which has been expanded since inception in 1986) began to operate in automated mode when service began in the

Vancouver area, and continues to do so successfully.

A concluding example of irony is that the Scarborough RT, itself long plagued by technical problems, is now facing the end of its

(safe) operating life. As part of Metrolinx’s current near-term public transit system expansion program, the “orphan line” is to be

replaced and extended with modern LRT technology (probably operating as part of the Eglinton Crosstown LRT), thus echoing

the kind of technology originally recommended for the line by the TTC so long ago!

FIGURE 8.4.3: ILLUSTRATION SHOWING THE NECESSARY CHANGES AT LAWRENCE EAST STATION
TO CONVERT TO LIGHT RAIL OPERATIONS. (3)

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Urban Transportation Development Corporation. ICTS Development Program . Toronto: Urban Transportation Development

Corporation, 1976. 388.42097 U67 V. 1-3. Toronto Reference Library – Stacks Request Reference S-BST.

Additional materials from this document are available here.
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2. Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Division. Scarborough Town Centre Light Rail Transit: Feasib ility Study. Toronto:

Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Division, 1977. 711.70971 M2655.3. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl

Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

Additional materials from this document are available here.

3. Toronto Transit Commission. Extension of the Scarborough Rapid Transit & Kennedy Station Improvements: Environmental

Project Report. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 2010. (Available on the TTC website.)

 Germany had suffered some of the most serious urban area damage during the w ar, but ironically, thanks largely to its former enemy, the
United States (through its postw ar Marshall Plan), Germany soon had Europe’s most up-to-date urban public transport facilities. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 9: CONCEPT FOR INTEGRATING RAPID TRANSIT AND COMMUTER RAIL, TORONTO TRANSIT COMMISSION, 1969
AND 1973 REVISION →

COMPARISON OF RAPID TRANSIT ANTICIPATED TO THE DON MILLS-EGLINTON AREA IN THE 1969
AND 1973 PLANS DISCUSSED BELOW.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The history of “conventional” public transit planning process continued with the TTC’s 1969 concept for a coordinated subway,

intermediate-capacity transit, and commuter rail network for Metropolitan Toronto and environs, and the 1973 revision of the

concept. A surprisingly ambitious expansion of the subway system was envisaged in 1969: this included the addition of major

trunk lines following Eglinton Avenue and Queen Street, the latter having a northeastward extension to the Eglinton/Don Mills

vicinity, where it was to interchange with both the proposed Eglinton subway and a proposed GO Transit service operating on

the CP Agincourt Subdivision at Wynford Drive. The primary objective was to create a rapid transit network within the most

heavily built-up parts of the City of Toronto in order to balance travel demand and enhance coverage. This was to be combined

with a major increase in the number and distribution of interchanges serving and both the rapid transit and commuter rail (GO

Transit) systems, thereby achieving integration through connectivity. Although the basic concept and its 1973 revision appear to

differ only slightly, there were significant differences between the two.

The February 1969 Concept for Integrated Rapid Transit and Commuter Rail Sysytems in Metropolitan Toronto published by the

Toronto Transit Commission, and the concept’s February 1973 revision covering the Metropolitan Toronto Region are

presented in Figures 9.0.1 and 9.0.2.[1 ]
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FIGURE 9.0.1: CONCEPT FOR INTEGRATED RAPID TRANSIT AND COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEMS IN
METROPOLITAN TORONTO, 1969. (1)

 

FIGURE 9.0.2: CONCEPT FOR INTEGRATED RAPID TRANSIT AND COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEMS IN
THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO REGION, 1973. (2)

Significant expansion of the subway system was envisaged in the 1969 document, involving new major lines following Eglinton

Avenue and Queen Street, the latter including a northeastward extension to the Eglinton/Don Mills vicinity where it would

interchange with both the proposed Eglinton subway and a proposed GO Transit service operating on the CP Agincourt

Subdivision at Wynford Drive. Important objectives included (1) significantly augmenting public transit capacity in heavily

travelled corridors still served by streetcars and buses, which were not only chronically overloaded during weekday peak

periods, but also unable to provide efficient service due to congestion on narrow pavements; and (2) supplementing the Yonge-

University and Bloor-Danforth subways by greatly increasing the limited number and spatial distribution of interchange stations,

not only on the subway system but also – and more importantly – between the subway and commuter rail services, thereby

creating an integrated, balanced network featuring a high level of connectivity.
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At the time, Toronto’s central area was generally acknowledged to be the region’s preeminent “engine of growth.” The

surrounding suburban municipalities had not grown large enough to assert themselves as “cities” in their own right, despite

the formation of the neighbouring “Regional Municipalities” by the province to “moderate” Metropolitan Toronto’s growing

influence over what is now the Greater Toronto Area, and thereby the implied threat of competition with the interests of the

province itself.

By penetrating the central area, soon to become Canada’s largest and most intensively developed employment precinct, the

proposed Queen Street subway would have represented a critically important improvement in the area’s accessibility.

The 1969 concept and its 1973 revision, simplistic though they may seem to be, were in reality early examples of bold and

innovative thinking, principally because interjurisdictional service integration was at the heart of the initiative. However, looked at

more hopefully, the 1969 concept and its 1973 revision may be said to have paved the way toward defining the long-hoped-for

integrated network envisaged in Metrolinx’s “The Big Move” of 2008.

The establishment of the Province of Ontario’s first formal “branded” suburban commuter rail service (GO Transit) in 1967 and

the almost immediate indication that the new service would attract increasing ridership over the long term had prompted both

local and provincial transportation agencies to propose an integrated, multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional public transit network.

However, integration has so far proven to be an elusive goal.

The difficulties are not directly related to the differences in means of propulsion, track gauge, and fare setting/collection policies

between GO Transit (which operates diesel-powered trains on international standard gauge railway tracks and sets fares by

distance travelled) and the TTC (which operates electrified subway trains, LRT and streetcars on the system’s anomalous

broad gauge track and charges universal fares regardless of distance travelled and number of routes used). Many other transit

networks around the world serve large urban areas incorporate lines which operate on different gauges, sacrificing only direct

“interlining” (i.e. transferring passengers must change trains at interchanges). Unfortunately, in the Toronto area, the key

problem has been and remains jurisdictional (provincial versus municipal) in combination with bureaucratic inertia.

Although the 1969 concept and its 1973 revision were presented to the public as parts of two extremely brief policy statements

(in truth, little more than illustrated pamphlets), the basic proposals were based upon a great deal of professional

consideration and analysis. While closely similar to one another in terms of general network configuration, close examination

of Figures 9.0.1 and 9.0.2 indicates changes in priority of certain items – perhaps most significant, the “downgrading” of the

long Eglinton line from conventional rapid transit (subway) technology to intermediate-capacity transit technology (LRT).

This change has proven to be prophetic in relation to the early 2012 decision by Metrolinx (with the TTC’s agreement) not to

build the Eglinton Crosstown LRT’s central tunnel section as a so-called “pre-metro” – that is, an intermediate-capacity facility

at the outset with foreshortened stations and other LRT features which could be upgraded in the future to operate as a

conventional, higher-capacity subway when travel demand levels warrant, without incurring the prohibitive capital costs and

service interruptions arising from major structural, track layout and level, and signal system changes.

In my opinion, this decision was misguided. Subway tunnels and stations clearly represent long-term infrastructure elements

[2 ]
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and are among the most costly and disruptive elements to build within an intensively developed urban fabric.

In 2012 a city-sponsored planning/urban design study (“EglintonConnects”) was launched. Its principal objective is to create a

revitalized, intensified arterial corridor, including provision for the LRT’s at-grade operation east of Don Mills Road. It is hoped

that mid-rise, mixed-use buildings will predominate, together with enhanced open space provisions and other pedestrian

amenities, particularly at LRT stations. Examples of this kind of building are already being proposed at various locations along

the corridor.. Meanwhile, the Yonge/Eglinton subcentre continues apace to evolve into a high-density, mixed-use redevelopment

node.

All of these changes, as well as others yet to be initiated, promise to guarantee rising patronage for the LRT, and strengthen

the possibility of reaching subway-level demand, probably well before mid-century. Surely, the crying need for (now

unattainable) greater capacity for the half-century-old initial section of the Yonge Street subway south of Eglinton should be

seen as a striking example of why both the planning establishment and political decision makers must be more mindful of

future changes in a growing metropolis. Clearly, boldness, confidence and foresight were in short supply not only nearly 60

years ago when the Yonge Street subway was designed, but also 20 years later! Time will tell.

Other differences between the 1969 concept and the 1973 revision include the following:

In the 1969 concept, the proposed Eglinton subway is shown extending only as far east as Eglinton Avenue East and
Kennedy Road, at an interchange with the proposed outer peripheral intermediate-capacity transit line shown as extending
northeastward through Scarborough and along the so-called “Finch Hydro Corridor.” The 1973 revised concept shows a
proposed extension of the Bloor-Danforth subway from its terminal at Warden Avenue to its existing terminal at
Eglinton/Kennedy, in place of part of the peripheral ICT line mentioned above. The new subway terminal opened in 1980.
The revised concept also indicates a “Possible Future” eastward extension of the Eglinton line (shown in the 1973 revision
as an “Intermediate Capacity Transit” facility, rather than as the subway shown in the 1969 concept) beyond Kennedy Road
to an interchange with the Lake Shore East GO Transit service at the “Eglinton” station near Bellamy Road, thereby
providing an additional TTC/GO Transit connection.
In the 1973 revision, the current Stouffville GO Transit line (then in its earliest planning stage) is shown, extending as far
north as Unionville (Highway 7). No such proposal is included in the 1969 concept. This line is now one of the more
successful among the newer GO Transit initiatives, and service now extends beyond the initial terminal at Stouffville to
Lincolnwood. A further extension to Uxbridge is now under study.
A second east-west GO Transit crossing of the (pre-1998 amalgamation) City of Toronto is shown as being “Proposed” in
the 1969 concept. It was intended to operate as an eastward extension of the Milton GO Transit service, following the CP
North Toronto and Agincourt subdivisions to and through Leaside and Scarborough. (Ultimately, this line was to extend as
far as Peterborough.) The concept also shows what is today the northern section of the Richmond Hill GO Transit line
operating as a branch of the crosstown line extending northward from a railway junction near Eglinton Avenue East and
Leslie Street. In this configuration, the Richmond Hill line would not extend through the lower Don River valley to the main
lake shore railway corridor and Union Station.
The 1973 revision indicates both GO Transit (“Proposed”) and an Intermediate Capacity Transit (“Possible Future”) branch
from the “Proposed” Finch Hydro Corridor ICT route extending northeastward to the then-proposed second Toronto area
international airport in North Pickering. Neither of these proposals appear in the original 1969 concept which predated the
airport proposal.
Perhaps the most important feature of both the 1969 concept and its 1973 revision is the proliferation and wide distribution
of prospective interchanges throughout the integrated TTC/GO Transit network. When all is said and done, it is the degree

[3 ]
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of connectivity that adds inestimable value to any consolidated public transit service. Unfortunately, for a variety of political
and bureaucratic reasons, the Toronto region continues to suffer from a dearth of interconnectivity as well as from a lack of
capacity in the few interchange facilities that do exist. The logical determination to expand their number, distribution, design
quality, and “transparency” to the user has been a recurring vision that continues to face barriers and inertia, only made
more frustrating by the lack of a universal, trans-jurisdictional, area-wide electronic fare setting/collection regime. Current
efforts to rectify that particular deficiency cannot materialize too quickly.

I cannot overstate how frustrating it is to witness Toronto’s difficulty in changing “the old ways” which, to be blunt, no longer

represent anyone’s “better way” (with apologies to the TTC!) as the city-region strives to join the upper echelon of the world’s

major urban places.

At this point, however, I would like to add something of a coda about a more positive legacy of this time: the convergence of

ideas for intermediate-capacity transit proposals.

As we have seen in Chapter 8, the Province of Ontario’s GO-URBAN automated light rapid transit proposal represented a

fundamental departure from the conventional transit planning process, certainly in terms of technology. One might be tempted

to assume that municipal transportation planners associated with both Metropolitan Toronto and the Toronto Transit

Commission essentially disregarded the GO-URBAN “adventure”  following the proposal’s embarrassing demise. However,

technological failings aside, the configuration of the GO-URBAN network designed for Metropolitan Toronto was from the outset

seen to be worthy of serious consideration. To be candid, it varied little – in general terms – from the network envisioned by the

TTC in its 1969 “concept” (shown above in Figure 9.0.1) and may well have influenced the Commission’s planners when the

1969 concept was revised in 1973 (Figure 9.0.2).

Additional evidence that the GO-URBAN network configuration influenced the thinking of local transportation planners can be

drawn from Report 43 of the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review, “A Review of Proposed Additions to Toronto’s

Subway System,” released in January 1974.  This report is one of the many background papers prepared by the MTTPR

between 1973 and 1975 (see Chapter 10 for a full description of this initiative).

Figure 11 from Report 43, titled “A Comparison of the November 1972 Provincial Government and the February 1973 TTC

Proposals for Intermediate Capacity Rapid Transit in Metropolitan Toronto,” is shown here as Figure 9.0.3. The convergence of

the two network proposals is clear. When viewed in conjunction with Figure 9.1.2 (which shows the entire subway system,

including both then-existing and proposed components), the convergence becomes even clearer.

Note that Figure 9.0.3 shows the short eastern and western extensions of the existing Bloor-Danforth subway then under

consideration, in order to indicate how these were intended to facilitate interchanges with proposed intermediate-capacity lines.

[5 ]
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FIGURE 9.0.3: A COMPARISON OF THE NOVEMBER 1972 PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT AND THE
FEBRUARY 1973 TTC PROPOSALS FOR INTERMEDIATE CAPACITY RAPID TRANSIT IN
METROPOLITAN TORONTO. (3)

The key difference between the GO-URBAN and TTC network relates to the so-called Downtown “U” component (GO-URBAN)

and the Queen Street subway component of the TTC “concept.” The former was to either be elevated above or otherwise share

existing railway alignments over much of its length, allowing it to pass through Union Station, whereas the latter was always

conceived as a conventional rapid transit line. In my opinion, it is not far-fetched to view the Downtown “U” proposal (which is

retained as a major component of the MTTPR’s final recommendations) as being influential in the longer term. It confirmed

widespread concerns over the cost of and justification for the Queen Street subway, which soon led to its deletion from the

long-range network plan (see Chapter 7), although it eventually returned in a variety of configurations, as described later in this

narrative.

In summary, various GO-URBAN and MTTPR initiatives undoubtedly encouraged transit planners and some local politicians to

consider intermediate-capacity transit modes as viable, less costly alternatives to subways in serving less intensively

developed corridors and precincts in Metropolitan Toronto and acting as “feeders” to the trunk lines. Indeed, even the “Transit

City” scheme of 2007 might be considered a legacy of these 1970s-era planning  initiatives.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transit Commission. A Concept for Integrated Rapid Transit and Commuter Rail Systems in Metropolitan Toronto.

Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 1969. 711.75097 T59 1969. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto

Collection.

2. Toronto Transit Commission. A Concept for Integrated Rapid Transit and Commuter Rail Systems in the Metropolitan
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Toronto Region. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 1973. 711.75097 T59 1973. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc

Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

3. Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, Toronto Transit Commission, and Ontario Ministry of Transportation and

Communications. A Review of Proposed Additions to Toronto’s Subway System . Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan

Review. Toronto: Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 1974. 388.40971 M26 NO. 43. Toronto Reference Library – Reference

Stacks Toronto Collection.

Additional materials from this document are available here.

 The TTC’s 1969 document predated the Province of Ontario’s GO-URBAN proposal of 1972, and the 1973 revised document follow ed the
GO-URBAN proposal by about a year. Yet the TTC documents contain no reference to the GO-URBAN proposal in terms of technology
comparison. It is at this point diff icult to understand w hy the proposals by the province and the TTC appeared as “tw o ships passing in the
night,” so to speak. This is perhaps a prime example of the “silo mentality” that prevails to this day among jurisdictions of overlapping upper- and
low er-tier government agencies ostensibly jointly charged w ith providing Toronto and the GTA w ith operationally coordinated public transit
service. ↩

 It is only thanks to the Province of Ontario’s Metrolinx initiative of 2007–2008 that a comprehensive Regional Transportation Plan promises to
coordinate operations across the Greater Toronto Area and Hamilton involving GO Transit (w hich Metrolinx now  controls), the TTC, and other
local public transit services. But real progress is proving to be excruciatingly slow , given ever-rising costs, f iscal restraints, f luctuations in
political support, and procedural delays. In particular, f irm decisions and buy-in for a range of alternative f inancing tools (such as parking
surcharges, road tolls, sales taxes, etc.) remain elusive. ↩

 The f irst section of London, England’s (and the w orld’s) initial underground railw ay, the “Metropolitan,” opened in 1863 betw een Paddington
Station and the historic City of London, and for many years operated under steam! The basic infrastructure has been in continuous use for 150
years, and has been not only electrif ied but also physically and cosmetically upgraded many times. Undoubtedly, this section of  the “Met” w ill
remain a viable and important component of London’s vast and still expanding public transport netw ork for decades, if  not centuries, to come.
This is a good example of long-term thinking in the creation of infrastructure. ↩

 Such use of the CP North Toronto Subdivision for GO Transit service has been repeatedly proposed, most recently in Metrolinx’s Regional
Transportation Study, “The Big Move” of 2008, but has alw ays been rejected for a variety of (mostly cogent) reasons. Indeed, this reluctance is
reflected in the 1973 revision of the 1969 concept w hich show s the central section [betw een the CN Georgetow n South Subdivision “diamond”
junction and the South Leaside junction w ith the Don River valley line] as having been dow ngraded from “Proposed” to “Possible Future.”
Perhaps “doubtful” w ould have been more accurate. ↩

 The replacement of the Eglinton Subw ay (1969) proposal w ith the Eglinton Intermediate Capacity Transit proposal (1973) is a case in point.
↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 10: THE METROPOLITAN TORONTO TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW, 1973-75 →

FIGURE 10.0.1: ALTERNATIVE I, CENTRAL AREA CONCENTRATION. METROPOLITAN TORONTO
TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review analyzed more than 100 potential transit-and-road configurations and

Metropolitan Toronto distilled them into seven alternatives for discussion. Of the seven, four included a downtown distributor

line as an important element, while an Eglinton corridor line was similarly favoured in no fewer than six of the seven

alternatives. None of the seven was fully implemented, although a few elements from the study have been included in recent

proposals. However, this exhaustive review established the need for a true rapid transit network and paved the way for some of

the Metrolinx proposals decades later.

The Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review (MTTPR) was an exhaustively documented study of virtually every

transportation issue and major facility (existing, under construction, and proposed) in Metropolitan Toronto and neighbouring

jurisdictions. It stood alone for nearly 35 years as the most comprehensive analysis of transportation conditions, philosophies,
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needs, and land use implications ever undertaken in the city. As such, it deserves to be recognized as a seminal undertaking,

and many of its conclusions remain valid and have repercussions to this day.

Any attempt to describe the process and manifold outcome of the undertaking in any practical sense here would be futile. It

consisted of extensive files of background data and 58 separate published documents, which culminated in Report 64,

Choices for the Future, the Summary Report.  More than 100 alternative rapid transit and major road (expressway)

configurations representing the widest imaginable range of land use/transportation options, were devised, illustrated, and

analyzed. At the end, its authors at Metropolitan Toronto’s Planning Department and the TTC (under the direction of Richard M.

Soberman, one of Canada’s most widely respected transportation engineers), managed to distill its essence into seven

Alternative Long Range Transportation Systems for debate. Implementation remains to be completed almost four decades

later.

The MTTPR reports dealt not only with public transportation, but also with major arterial roads and expressways, which in turn

guaranteed the review’s uniqueness as a comprehensive, multi-modal, iterative analysis.

A brief report titled Transportation Alternatives: A Summarywas published in May 1975, shortly after MTTPR Report 64 became

available. It describes the seven Transportation Alternatives which summarize the MTTPR’s consolidated conclusions and

recommendations; a fascinating – and surprisingly prescient – view of the most advanced transportation-related thinking of the

time.

The seven maps depict high-order public transit (essentially rail) and major road networks that reflect responses to a variety of

potential regional land use development options for the remainder of the 20th century and beyond. The expressway network

remains essentially the same for all seven alternatives, undoubtedly in response to Premier William Davis’s May 1971 decision

to suspend work on the Spadina Expressway then under construction in north-central Toronto.

The first option, “Central Area Concentration” (Figure 10.0.1), indicates a subway and intermediate-capacity rapid transit

network focused upon the centre, together with lengthy high-order intermediate-capacity transit extensions into selected outer

areas. Major expansions of existing subway stations serving the central area would be necessary. The “U”-shaped downtown

distributor transit alignment (in the form of an intermediate-capacity rapid transit facility through the lower central area of the city,

representing a prototypical “city railway” or “Stadtbahn” sharing existing railway corridors for much of its extent) is a prominent

feature, as are east-west routes in the Eglinton corridor between Mississauga Centre and Pearson International Airport in the

west and central Scarborough in the east, and in the so-called “Finch Hydro Corridor” further north. As well, an intermediate-

capacity rapid transit line is proposed within another existing hydro corridor extending northeast from Eglinton to Malvern and

North Pickering.

[1 ]
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FIGURE 10.0.2: ALTERNATIVE II, BI-NODAL DEVELOPMENT. METROPOLITAN TORONTO
TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

The second scheme is characterized as “Bi-nodal Development” (Figure 10.0.2). Apart from a small number of new GO transit

rail services offering limited (peak period/peak direction) schedules focused on Union Station, essentially no major transit

improvements within or approaching central Toronto are proposed. The other proposed node is Downsview, which at the time

was being considered for major mixed-use redevelopment, on the assumption that the armed forces base and the (then-

military) Downsview Airport were soon to be closed. Interestingly, an intermediate-capacity rapid transit line is shown close to

and partially within the Highway 401 corridor (an idea which periodically reappears), extending from Mississauga City Centre

and Pearson Airport in the west to Central Scarborough and the then-proposed second international airport in the east and

nearby Pickering “New Town” (Seaton). With the exception of a few limited GO Transit rail services linking Richmond Hill,

Georgetown, and Central Mississauga to Union Station, no additional major public transit services are indicated.



159 levyrapidtransit.caPart Three: Exhaustive Transit Studies Produce... The Sheppard ‘Stubway,’ 1973 – 1995

FIGURE 10.0.3: ALTERNATIVE III, SUBCENTRE DEVELOPMENT. METROPOLITAN TORONTO
TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

The third proposal, “Subcentre Development” (Figure 10.0.3), is essentially identical to the first, with the additional of three Sub-

Regional Centres of intensified mixed-use development north, east, and west of central Toronto. “Downtown North York”

straddling Yonge street north of Highway 401, central Oshawa, and Mississauga City Centre at Hurontario Street and

Burnhamthorpe Road were envisaged as the region’s three most important “secondary downtown cores,” surrounded by

medium-to-high-density residential precincts.  The Yonge Street subway was seen as being potentially more evenly loaded

in each direction, whereas the Milton and Lakeshore East GO Transit services were expected to be more heavily loaded than in

most other alternatives. Highway 401 (east) and the approved network of expressways west of Metropolitan Toronto were also

expected to become more heavily travelled. The proposed Eglinton corridor and downtown distributor lines remain key

elements of an expanded high-order transit system.

[3 ]
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FIGURE 10.0.4: ALTERNATIVE IV, EGLINTON CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT. METROPOLITAN
TORONTO TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

In the fourth alternative, “Eglinton Corridor Development” (Figure 10.0.4), an intermediate-capacity rapid transit (ICRT) line

(grade-separated LRT or linear induction–powered technology) was the primary focus of high-order public transit system

expansion. Significant redevelopment and intensification throughout the Eglinton corridor was to complement this ambitious

“city-building” initiative. However, neither the “Finch Hydro Corridor” ICRT nor the downtown distributor ICRT are included in this

scheme.

It is indeed noteworthy that a key precept of the City of Toronto’s recently initiated “Eglinton Connects” planning study, which is

intended to complement the Eglinton Crosstown LRT project, in many respects reintroduces the MTTPR’s proposals for the

corridor, after nearly 40 years “on the shelf.” Eglinton, which traverses virtually the entire city, is seen as the first opportunity in

the 21  century to create a “grand avenue” featuring diversity of land uses combined with enhanced public open space

amenities, arising from an unprecedented improvement of accessibility and connectivity soon to be achieved.

[4 ]

st

[5 ]
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FIGURE 10.0.5: ALTERNATIVE V, LAKESHORE DEVELOPMENT. METROPOLITAN TORONTO
TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

In the fifth option, “Lakeshore Development” (Figure 10.0.5), in addition to major growth in downtown Toronto, there would be

Sub-Regional Centres in Mimico just west of the Humber River on the Lakeshore West GO Transit line, and at the east end of

Eglinton Avenue where it meets Markham Road and Kingston Road in east-central Scarborough. Not surprisingly, this scheme

would put significant growth pressure on both the Lakeshore East and West GO Transit services, as well as on the Eglinton

corridor intermediate-capacity rapid transit (ICRT) line and on other east-west TTC routes through central Toronto. Once again,

the downtown distributor ICRT line is absent.
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FIGURE 10.0.6: ALTERNATIVE VI, METRO DISPERSION. METROPOLITAN TORONTO
TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

In version six, “Metro Dispersion” (Figure 10.0.6), the array of high-order public transit and major road proposals is, to all intents

and purposes, identical with the “Central Area Concentration” alternative. Under this scheme, a dominant Toronto central area

is called for, but no Sub-Regional Centres are proposed. Rather, medium-to-high-density redevelopment of several sections of

various major corridors – most notably Eglinton – is envisaged. Consequently, public transit facilities affording higher capacity

and speed than could be achieved with conventional bus or streetcar service in mixed traffic was felt to be justified in selected

key corridors, including Eglinton, the “Finch Hydro Corridor,” and the downtown distributor alignment. All are envisaged as

intermediate-capacity rapid transit facilities, rather than conventional subways.
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FIGURE 10.0.7: ALTERNATIVE VII, REGIONAL DISPERSION. METROPOLITAN TORONTO
TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW (1)

The seventh and final proposal, “Regional Dispersion” (Figure 10.0.7), represents the worst of all possible worlds: continued

sprawl exhibiting densities below those which could justify rail-based, environmentally sustainable public transit. So-called

greenfield development would continue to spread beyond the Metro (now City) boundary to a greater extent than in any of the

other alternatives, and the Highway 407 corridor was seen as becoming particularly important, not only as a major

circumferential highway bypass, but also as the alignment of a high-order transit route in the form of “bus rapid transit” (BRT).

The only effective linkage between the outer (407) corridor and the inner city takes the form of intermediate-capacity rapid transit

facilities in the Georgetown GO Transit corridor in the northwest, and a similar facility in the CP rail corridor extending to the

northeast – but no similar “hard” link in the centre (e.g., Yonge Street, Don Mills corridor, etc.). Whereas both the Eglinton

corridor and downtown distributor ICRT lines are included in this scheme, to serve the still-dominant central core and more

heavily developed inner-city precincts, it is safe to assume that these and other components of the high-order transit network

might be less heavily used than would be the case in more concentrated, centrally oriented growth scenarios.

Four schemes prominently feature a “U”-shaped facility identified in the legend(s) as “intermediate capacity transit,” while the

other three do not. In hindsight, these three (Alternatives II, IV, and V) may now be deemed unorthodox and have turned out to be

impracticable in terms of how Metropolitan Toronto and the surrounding areas have actually developed.

Significantly, no fewer than six of the seven alternatives schemes include strong recommendations for a lengthy Eglinton

corridor intermediate-capacity (rail) transit facility extending between Pearson Airport in the west and centre Scarborough in the

east, at a proposed interchange with the Lake Shore East GO Transit service near Markham Road in the east. The MTTPR

Summary Report 64: Choices for the Future includes a wealth of detail covering a daunting array of transportation issues and

needs, and takes great pains to distill its key findings in its conclusions and recommendations. In that section of the chapter
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titled “Major Transportation Facilities,” item 31 refers to the Eglinton corridor. I can do no better than quote the item in its entirety.

Indeed, little more need be said except to admit to figuratively shaking my head over the nearly 40-year hiatus in taking action to

implement what has long been understood to be the most important public transportation deficiency in the Toronto area

outside the central core itself. Not in particular the partly italicized unequivocal tone of the concluding sentence.

31. The preferred route for a major east-west transit facility, from among all the transportation alternatives tested, appears to be

one which would be located in the Eglinton corridor. Viable transit service along this route will be enhanced by the creation of

high density concentrations at the points of highest transit accessibility, namely, where the Eglinton facility intersects other

major subway, ICTS and GO Transit routes. This line is considered to be highly desirable, first, because it ties together other

elements of the transit system that emanate from the Central Area, second, because it supports the concept of decentralization

by connecting a number of existing and potential activity centres along its route and third, because it provides a logical link with

east-west trunk transit lines serving second tier development east and west of Metropolitan Toronto. If we are to improve the

attractiveness of transit as an alternative to the automobile for other than centrally oriented work trips, the Eglinton line is one of

the most important single transit facilities to be considered by Metro. [emphasis in the original]

Figure 10.0.8 (below) shows Figure 4.8 from Report 64 – Choices for the Future, the Summary Report of the MTTPR, showing

two ways in which transit service to the central area could be improved.  The figure is introduced in the MTTPR report by a brief

discussion of alternative “futures” for employment in the central area of the City of Toronto. Clearly, the authors of the MTTPR

appreciated the need to provide good service to the major employment node in the region.
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FIGURE 10.0.8: POSSIBLE SUBWAY AND URBAN RAIL FACILITIES FOR THE CENTRAL AREA.
METROPOLITAN TORONTO TRANSPORTATION PLAN REVIEW. (2)

Various bits and pieces of the “network-building” components of the MTTPR have been included in more recent proposals.

However, the requisite political and fiscal support has failed to materialize – until Metrolinx entered the scene. Nevertheless, it

should not be forgotten that the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review will always stand as a truly seminal

undertaking in many respects, not least being its justification of a true rapid transit network as one of the growing region’s

principal building blocks.

Sources cited in this chapter:
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1. Bricker, Karen V. Transportation Alternatives: a Summary Summary of Report 63 and 64 of the Metropolitan Toronto

Transportation Plan Review. Toronto: Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department, 1975. 711.70971 M262. Toronto Reference

Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

2. Soberman, Richard M. Choices for the Future: Summary Report. Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review. Toronto:

Metropolitan Toronto, 1975. 388.40971 M26 NO. 64. Toronto Reference Library – Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

 The preparation of certain reports w as aborted during the course of preparation, w ith the w ork being incorporated into other volumes:
hence, the discrepancy betw een the total number of reports listed by title and the number of the Summary Report (64). ↩

 To quote from the report’s off icial description of its purpose: “This summary is one of a series of digests and analysis for Metroplan.
Metroplan is a project of the Metropolitan Council and Metropolitan Planning Department, designed to involve citizens in the preparation of a new
plan for Metropolitan Toronto.” The covering letter begins w ith the follow ing statement. “Seven options have been developed by the Metropolitan
Toronto Transportation Plan Review  (MTTPR) that describe w hat kind of city Metropolitan Toronto could be by the year 2000. These seven
alternatives, w hich include complete transportation systems and their related development patterns, provide the opportunity for a variety of
changes to our present living and w orking patterns…. In selecting a preferred transportation and land use option, two basic kinds of decision
have to be made. The f irst decision is related to the most appropriate growth policy for Metro. Should more jobs be located in the dow ntow n
area, or should other opportunities for jobs be created elsew here in Metro and the surrounding region, closer to w here suburban people live?
The second decision concerns the most effective transportation facilities for Metro. Should more emphasis be placed on public transportation
or on road improvement? These tw o decisions are inherently linked and one choice should not be made w ithout fully understanding the impact
of one on the other.” [emphasis in the original] ↩

 Not one of the seven alternative schemes designated Scarborough City Centre at McCow an Road and Highw ay 401 as a sub-regional
centre, w hile numerous others (North York, Yonge/Eglinton, Dow ntow n Oshaw a, Central Mississauga, Eglinton/Markham/Kingston Road and
even Mimico) w ere so designated. This may be because the grow th of Scarborough Centre experienced during the past 20 to 25 years w as
unexpected at the time the MTTPR w as in process and the Scarborough Rapid Transit line w as, at that time, little more than a future possibility
― one of many. Aggressive local advocacy w as to bring that concept to reality much sooner than might have been expected. ↩

 Interestingly, it is the Eglinton light rapid transit line, including the conversion of the aging Scarborough RT, the w hole extending eastw ard
from Weston Road (on Jane Street) to Scarborough City Centre, w hich is – at long last – under construction and is, in my view , the most
important addition to the rapid transit system now  under w ay. ↩

 Antoine Grumbach, a prominent Paris-based architect and urbanist, w ho has been retained by the city as an advisor, has designed and
overseen the implementation of several large-scale transit-based corridor transformations in his native Paris and in other European cities. He
know s Toronto w ell, having f irst taught at the University of Toronto in the late 1960s, and remains optimistic that the combination of major transit
investment and the “Eglinton Connects” initiative eventually w ill result in a comparable transformation here. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.

[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]



167 levyrapidtransit.caPart Three: Exhaustive Transit Studies Produce... The Sheppard ‘Stubway,’ 1973 – 1995

CHAPTER 11: PLANNING POLICY GONE AWRY? METROPLAN, 1976 →

FIGURE 11.0.1: METROPOLITAN CENTRES AND TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES. METROPLAN, 1976.
(1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The official plan for Metropolitan Toronto in 1976 shifted emphasis from the high-density central area of the city to the lower-

density inner suburbs in an effort to encourage transit use in those areas. Planners suggested that GO Transit would serve the

area close to the lake, ignoring the fundamental difference between commuter travel and high-capacity transit within most

intensively built-up central precincts in the city. Also, in the early 1970s, the province created the Regional Municipalities of

Halton, Peel, York, and Durham, which thereafter made regional coordination of infrastructure very difficult.

The 1976 Metropolitan Toronto Draft Official Plan, known as Metroplan, may be viewed as the Planning Department’s response

to the Toronto Transit Commission’s 1969 and (revised) 1973 concepts, and perhaps more significantly, as Metropolitan

Toronto’s official response to the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review of 1973–1975.
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A casual review might suggest that Figures 11.0.1 and 9.0.2 (Concept for Integrated Rapid Transit and Commuter Rail Systems

in the Metropolitan Toronto Region, February 1973), are similar, but this similarity is largely the paucity of major arterial

corridors in the area.  However, Figure 11.0.1 (Metroplan) indicates three significant deletions from the TTC’s (revised)

schematic plan shown in Figure 9.0.2:

1. The Queen Street–Don Mills corridor subway is nowhere to be seen.
2. The southward extension of the Spadina–Allen Road subway from Bloor Street West to serve Harbour City, the residential

development proposed in 1970 for the Island (now Billy Bishop) Airport site, and the proposed branch to Exhibition Place
and Ontario Place, were eliminated when the Harbour City project failed to materialize.

3. The territorial limits have reverted from “the region” to Metropolitan Toronto (now the City of Toronto) boundary.

The third deletion represents the end of the original (1953) concept in which the city was viewed as being the core of a dynamic

urban region, which encompassed almost all of what now constitutes the Greater Toronto Area.

The Province of Ontario’s early 1970s transformation of several former neighbouring counties into the “Regional Municipalities”

of Durham in the east, York in the north, and Peel and Halton in the west essentially ended attempts to plan Ontario’s (and

Canada’s) largest metropolitan concentration on a regional scale. The creation of these entities effectively put Metropolitan

Toronto into a straitjacket in terms of providing fully integrated transportation facilities to serve a high-growth city-region, a

situation exacerbated by the skeletal GO Transit commuter rail service with its single focal point in the Toronto core and its part-

time schedule.

This restructuring could be considered a logical response to political aspirations then emerging in areas beyond the Metro

boundary, including concerns expressed by certain provincial agencies and politicians that a more unified metropolitan region

containing about half the provincial population might become too competitive with the province itself for capital resources and

centralized functions.

Whatever the reasons for the disaggregation of what had once been the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Area, the ramifications

continue to hobble responsible planning, despite pronouncements of the importance of regional thinking and planning. Even

with provincial policy initiatives such as the Greenbelt Plan of 2005, the Places to Grow growth plan of 2006, and of course,

Metrolinx and The Big Move of 2008, it remains hard to achieve consensus in the region on infrastructure plans.

Figure 11.0.2, showing Metroplan’s transit priorities, indicates that extensions to the Bloor-Danforth subway (Islington to Kipling

in the west and Warden to Kennedy in the east) were “First Priorities,” along with what became the Scarborough Rapid Transit

line. Second and third priorities, respectively, were to be lengthy intermediate-capacity rapid transit lines spanning most of

Metropolitan (now the City of) Toronto from east to west in the Eglinton corridor and the Finch Hydro Corridor.

[1 ]
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FIGURE 11.0.2: PRIORITIES OF MAJOR TRANSIT FACILITIES. METROPLAN, 1976. (1)

Neither of the last two projects proceeded for a variety of financial and political reasons,  and the Scarborough RT line was

foreshortened to McCowan Road. Even so, the map is striking, not only in terms of its simplicity and clarity, but because it

conveys the message so decisively that by the mid-1970s, emphasis on high-order transit planning (indeed, on all levels of

transit planning) had shifted away from Toronto’s high-density central area to the suburbs. Of most concern, the central area

“U”-shaped distributor proposal, strongly promoted in the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review, is gone from the

map.

The official goal was now strongly oriented toward raising transit modal split in the outlying areas of Metropolitan Toronto at the

expense of the concentrated volumes of transit users destined to and from the central area – an effort that would have involved

long and expensive facilities to encourage transit ridership in lower-density areas,  while ignoring pressing needs in the

core areas where public transit was already heavily used. The policy also flew in the face of the high-order transit network

evolution principles successfully applied in nearly every other major urban area served by such facilities. Specifically, the

advantages of a fine-grained core area rapid transit network as the prerequisite of an expanding regional service were

essentially disregarded.

Toronto’s subway infrastructure, when compared with systems serving most other major urban areas, until very recently

appeared to be developing in “reverse order” to that which conventional planning logic might suggest. That is, ever-longer

extensions through and into lower-density areas were promoted (and in a few cases, built) in a costly quest for ridership, while

the need to upgrade and supplement the older and generally under-designed sections of the system built to serve the high-

density, transit-oriented city centre was neglected.

Furthermore, the emphasis on serving outlying (generally low-density) areas was not supplemented by the essential corollary:

[2 ]

[3 ]
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that those areas newly served by costly, high-capacity transit should be progressively redeveloped at higher densities,

particularly within 500 to 800 metres (1,640 to 2,600 ft.) of stations. Indeed, little more than official lip service was ever accorded

this key provision, because local politicians and their constituents typically opposed large-scale, higher-density redevelopment.

In such discussions over land use, the influence brought to bear is primarily in support of maintaining the status quo.

No east-west “red lines” (subway alignments, either existing or proposed) appear on Figure 11.0.2 south of the Bloor-Danforth

corridor, and little changed until Metrolinx’s late 2012 announcement concerning renewed resolve to add the erstwhile

“Downtown Relief Line” to the near-to-medium-term “want list” (should fiscal capacity be secured). Certainly, the Queen Street

subway proposal – a key component of the long-range plan for decades – is missing from Figure 11.0.2. At the time, it was

suggested by the planners that the GO Transit commuter rail service on the main Lakeshore rail corridor between Oakville in

the west and Pickering in the east would satisfy the demand for high-order east-west transit capacity into and out of the Toronto

central area, supplemented by the two (already heavily loaded) two-track north-south subway lines. They concluded that

additional east-west rapid transit service south of the Bloor-Danforth corridor could not be justified in the foreseeable future.

In hindsight, the fundamental difference between urban rapid transit and commuter rail services has become painfully clear as

central area growth has continued, and diversity of land uses has evolved during the past 25 to 30 years, making the need for a

downtown distributor rapid transit service through the financial district ever more urgent.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department. Metroplan: Concept and Objectives. Background Studies in the Metropolitan Plan

Preparation Programme. Toronto: Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 1976. 711.409713 M2621.4. Toronto Reference Library –

Reference Stacks Toronto Collection.

 In fact, the 2-km (1¼-mile) grid of arterial road(s) w hich might accommodate major trunk public transit in shallow , below -grade alignments
essentially ensures that the range of alternative routings w ill be limited for the foreseeable future. ↩

 In the case of the Finch Hydro Corridor, progress w as stalled largely because of unyielding opposition from the Hydro-Electric Pow er
Commission of Ontario regarding incursions into their right of w ay. ↩

 The idea appears to be based upon the premise that “If w e build it [in the dispersed, low -density suburbs], they [the riders] w ill come.” On
the contrary, if  the central corridors and nodes are not w ell served, riders w ill almost certainly not come. ↩

 A particularly galling case in point may be observed near Glencairn station on the Spadina–Allen Road subw ay, w hich is one of the least-
used stations on the entire Toronto subw ay system. Single-family homes w ith tw o- and three-car garages continue to be built w ithin sight of
the station, w hile the very modest commercial concentration focused at the nearby Glencairn/Marlee intersection has yet to be redeveloped or
expanded in any discernible w ay, despite the fact that the Spadina subw ay has been operating for nearly 35 years. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 12: NETWORK 2011 AND ITS IMMEDIATE PREDECESSORS, 1982–86 →

FIGURE 12.0.1: “NETWORK 2011″ (1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

In the mid-1980s, the TTC and Metro Toronto completed the Accelerated Rapid Transit Study (ARTS) and a transit plan called

“Network 2011,” while the provincial Ministry of Transportation proposed GO-Advanced Light Rapid Transit (GO-ALRT) to serve

the region.  Metro Toronto also commissioned a study of the potential for a subway in the Sheppard or Finch corridors. ARTS

and “Network 2011” included a downtown distributor line, but relegated its construction to an unspecified time in the future.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transit Commission. Long Range Plan: Final Report. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 1986. 388.40971 T59

T59.5. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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12.1 THE RADIAL LINE, 1982 →

SELECTION FROM FIGURE 12.1.5 (BELOW) SHOWING A POTENTIAL ELEVATED RAPID TRANSIT
LINE IN FRONT OF UNION STATION ABOVE FRONT STREET.

Throughout the 1980s, the Toronto Transit Commission and the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department, in cooperation with

the Province of Ontario, continued to analyze urban growth forecasts and alternative transportation scenarios, essentially

without interruption. The initial phase of the 1982 Accelerated Rapid Transit Study (ARTS) resulted in a comprehensive list of

possible rapid transit options that included a so-called “radial line”  (otherwise known as the downtown distributor)

connecting the Dundas West and Donlands stations on the Bloor-Danforth subway following a “U”-shaped alignment through

the city’s financial district (see Figure 12.1.1). This proposal could be viewed as a direct descendent of the “U”-shaped

downtown alternative to the Bloor-Danforth subway considered in the late 1950s (see Chapter 7), as well as  a harbinger of an

almost identical proposal put forward in the Metrolinx Regional Transportation Plan (“The Big Move”) in 2008.

It was yet another chapter in the long saga of “visioning,” followed by approval-in-principle, followed by further study, followed by

rejection… a saga that has extended over a full century in relation to this much-needed addition to the city’s high-order public

transportation system.

[1 ]
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FIGURE 12.1.1: ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES. DOWNTOWN RAPID TRANSIT STUDY, 1983. (1)

As presented in the third phase of the ARTS (see Chapter 12.2), the alternatives considered for the central section of the “radial

line” included:

the familiar Queen Street option, using the so-called “ghost station” beneath the Yonge Street subway at Queen station;
a similar alignment following King Street, which would have better served major new office development then occurring at
the King/Bay focus of the financial district;
a line following (or perhaps sharing) the northern edge of the CN/GO Transit rail corridor through Union Station, echoing yet
again the so-called “city railway” proposed in the 1973-75 Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review (see Figure
12.1.2).
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FIGURE 12.1.2: PROPOSED “RELIEF” LINE. ARTS REPORT, 1982. (2)

Figure 12.1.3 shows another alignment that was considered, and Figure 12.1.4 shows possible extensions north of Bloor

Street and Danforth Avenue that would have been possible once a relief line was in place. Figure 12.1.5 shows an artist’s

impression of a proposed elevated line connecting with Union Station (this proposal to obscure the facade of a much revered

historic building would have been sure to meet with opposition).

In all cases, the “radial line” was conceived as an intermediate-capacity rapid transit (ICRT) facility using advanced LRT or other

“light rapid transit” technology – what in Europe would be called a “stadtbahn.”
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FIGURE 12.1.3: RECOMMENDED ALIGNMENT & ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT. 1985. (3)

 

FIGURE 12.1.4: DOWNTOWN RAPID TRANSIT, POSSIBLE EXTENSIONS. 1985. (3)
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FIGURE 12.1.5: UNION STATION (LOOKING EAST): ARTIST’S IMPRESSION OF AN ABOVE-GROUND
LINE LINKING TO THE RAILWAY STATION. (4)

Once again, concepts dating from the first decade of the 20th century re-emerged and were subjected to analysis and debate.

And once again, the requisite funding was not provided.

Following the first two decades of intensive subway building, when the core of Toronto’s current system materialized, the

average duration of successive political regimes had rarely been sufficient to ensure the consistent funding and – more

important – the sustained political support required to implement costly, multi-year infrastructure projects in a systematic way.

Indeed, not since the end of the four-decade era of Progressive Conservative rule in Ontario under premiers Frost, Robarts, and

Davis, spanning the 1950s to the 1970s, has such political and administrative continuity been experienced. This period of

progress in infrastructure building in this region and elsewhere in Ontario was unprecedented and, to date, has never been

matched. The ensuing 40 years of wasteful dithering have consisted of the seemingly endless production of weighty studies,

which usually concluded that “more study is needed.”

Moreover, to add insult to injury, each successive post-election incoming administration inevitably declares that the “last gang”

has left behind massive – and hitherto hidden – debts. As a result, the new arrivals have no option other than to explain that

earlier project plans and hard-earned funding commitments must now be deemed out of date and fiscally out of reach,

respectively, and that a new series of planning studies and environmental assessments must be commissioned. As often as
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not – by pure coincidence, of course – these studies and whatever financial arrangements can be salvaged are likely to be

finalized just in time to run into the election cycle.

And so the process has gone, and so it threatens to continue, all at great cost to an increasingly frustrated and ill-served public.

The standard election cycle and the sustainable funding support essential to implement large-scale, long-term infrastructure

projects appear to be fundamentally incompatible. This is a relationship which cries out for “amicable separation.”

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department. Downtown Rapid Transit: Study Design. Toronto: Metropolitan Toronto Planning

Department, 1983. 388.42097 D5966. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

2. City of Toronto Planning and Development Department, and Toronto Transportation Commission. Joint Metro/TTC

Accelerated Rapid Transit Study (ARTS) Report. Toronto: City of Toronto Planning and Development Department, 1982.

388.4068 J57. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

3. Toronto Transit Commission, and The Metropolitan Toronto Technical Transportation Planning Committee. Metro/TTC

Downtown Rapid Transit Study: Report 2.03: Summary Report. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 1985. 388.40971

M25237. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

4. Toronto Transit Commission, and The Metropolitan Toronto Technical Transportation Planning Committee. Metro/TTC

Downtown Rapid Transit Study: Report 2.02: Alternative Solutions: Functional Design and Evaluation. Toronto: Toronto Transit

Commission, 1985. 388.40971 M25236. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto

Collection.

 Note that this has no relationship to the long-since abandoned rural radial electric railw ay system discussed in Chapters 1 through 3. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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12.2 ACCELERATED RAPID TRANSIT STUDY (ARTS), 1982 →

FIGURE 12.2.1: METRO/TTC RAPID TRANSIT SUMMARY REPORT, MAY 1982. RAPID TRANSIT
OPTIONS. (1)

In May 1982, a multi-volume report titled Metro/TTC Rapid Transit Study was prepared under the direction of the Technical

Transportation Planning Committee, whose member agencies were the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department, the

Metropolitan Toronto Roads and Traffic Department, and the Toronto Transit Commission. The core of the effort was known as

the Accelerated Rapid Transit Study (ARTS), expedited in an effort to respond to the assertion in the then-current Metropolitan

Toronto Official Plan that there existed a “high priority requirement for additional rapid transit systems in the Metropolitan

Toronto area.”

The Phase III Background Report No. 1 “considers the functional design aspects of four potential corridors within Metropolitan

Toronto,” short-listed in Phase II as candidates for implementation of rail rapid transit:

Eglinton
Central Radial (which included a downtown distributor)
Sheppard
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Finch-Hydro right-of-way

Figure 12.2.1 from the ARTS – Metro/TTC Rapid Transit Summary Report indicates the general alignments considered,

identified in the legend as Optional Rapid Transit Lines. Note that all four routes were envisaged as intermediate-capacity

services.  Similarities with the Province of Ontario’s GO-URBAN scheme of 1972 should be duly noted. Truly there is rarely

much new under the sun.

It is instructive to recall that the Scarborough RT line, which extends from the Kennedy terminal of the Bloor-Danforth subway to

Scarborough City Centre (McCowan Road), was initially envisaged as an exclusive (mostly elevated) alignment for conventional

streetcars – the Presidents Conference Committee (PCC) cars commonly used at that time by the TTC. However, the

irresistible lure of an entirely new “advanced” technology, and the prospect of marketing it to Vancouver as that city’s potential

primary rapid transit technology in advance of Expo ’86 – a second-tier World’s Fair whose principal theme was transportation

for the future – tipped the balance in favour of the Ontario-owned technology.

Accordingly, the Scarborough line became an elaborate “test track” for the more ambitious Vancouver facility, which set the

stage for a host of operating and capacity shortcomings that have plagued the TTC operation ever since, not to mention the

ongoing expense of maintaining what amounts to an “orphan” subsystem running on a trackway that is unusable by any other

TTC rail vehicles and has always required its own yard (depot) and maintenance regime.

The Eglinton proposal may be considered an early version of the Eglinton component of the TTC’s 2007 “Transit City” scheme,

except that in 1982, options for the central section of the line included both elevated and underground alignments, in addition to

an intriguing proposal to extend the line as far east as the Eglinton GO Transit station at Bellamy Road on the CN Oshawa

Subdivision. The latter would have provided a transfer opportunity between GO Transit’s Lake Shore East service and the TTC’s

rapid transit network.

The Central Radial proposal incorporates the downtown distributor concept. The 1982 configuration is a more ambitious

variation than most, in that it is shown extending all the way from Pearson International Airport in the west, through Toronto’s

west and central areas, north through east Toronto and East York and on to Don Mills Road, terminating near the northern limit

of North York. The line would have served several high-density residential precincts such as Thorncliffe Park and Flemingdon

Park in the Don Mills corridor, not to mention more recently developed and redeveloped areas such as Liberty Village, the CN-

CP railway lands development, the Distillery District, and Leslieville. Had it been built, its value today would be inestimable and

a true network would have materialized.

Two alternative alignments are shown for the central Toronto section. One would have been built under the Queen-King

corridor, possibly making use of the “ghost station” beneath the Yonge Street subway’s Queen station. The other (southern)

alignment would have followed the main CN/GO Transit) rail corridor through Union Station. How and where such a rail corridor

transit alignment might have materialized is not, however, convincingly explained.

The Sheppard and Finch Hydro Right-of-Way proposals are considered as alternatives in the 1982 studies, in that they serve

the same broad corridor across the northern part of the city. The Finch Hydro corridor was initially envisaged as a route for an

[1 ]
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intermediate-capacity rapid transit (bus and/or rail) facility in 1969 by the TTC, and has been examined several times

subsequently, as an alignment for either (or both) regional and local transit based on a variety of technologies.

The Sheppard alternative eventually won out in this alignment debate; first, in the outcome of the 1985 Sheppard/Finch Rapid

Transit Corridor Study discussed below and second, the following year, as a key proposal within the “Network 2011” scheme.

Concerted, ostensibly technically based advocacy combined with political pressure exerted by the then-mayor of the City of

North York, Mel Lastman, eventually resulted in the first section of the Sheppard Avenue line between Yonge Street and Don

Mills Road being built as a full subway (albeit with truncated station platforms), which opened in February 2002.

The Central Radial, including the downtown distributor, was discarded from further consideration during the 1980s.

Centralization of the downtown core was seen as threatening to the newly constituted Cities of North York, Scarborough, York,

and Etobicoke. The preferred urban form for Metropolitan Toronto that prevailed during the closing decades of its existence

promoted regional subcentres – mini-downtowns, as it were – rather than intensification in and around the historic centre of

Toronto.

The push for decentralization within Metropolitan Toronto exemplified by the Sheppard/Finch Rapid Transit Corridor Study of

1985 also demonstrated the growing influence of North York and Scarborough, which had been recently designated “cities” by

the province. This invitation to make planning decisions in their individual interests, rather than in the interests of the

metropolitan federation as a whole, was one of several factors that led to the eventual (forced) amalgamation of Metro’s six

constituent municipalities into the City of Toronto, which came into being on January 1, 1998.

The initial section of the Sheppard subway alignment – which extends from Yonge Street in the west to Don Mills Road in the

east – remains an underused, truncated testimony to political hubris. I say “truncated,” because a preconstruction functional

plan indicated that Victoria Park Avenue was to be the eastern terminal of Phase I, which at least would have allowed the line to

serve one of Metropolitan Toronto’s largest employment centres outside central Toronto – the Consumers Road precinct.

The capital cost of the shorter section actually built was just under $1 billion. I suspect, therefore, that the foreshortening was

decided upon largely for budgetary reasons, as a published cost estimate exceeding $1 billion might have been frowned upon

in many quarters. (This is speculation on my part.)

More important, the initial Phase I proposal had included the western section linking Downsview (Sheppard/Dufferin) to Yonge

Street with at least one intermediate station at Bathurst Street, which even in the 1980s was a well-developed, primarily

residential node. A line extending from Downsview to Victoria Park would have made functional sense, and would have at least

begun to create the northern segment of a comprehensive rapid transit network. However, the full cost of such a line, some 10

km long, would have approached $2 billion – a large sum for a corridor through generally low-density development.

Admittedly, subregional centres in North York and Scarborough have emerged, but their high-rise skylines are largely

composed of residential buildings. Optimistic employment forecasts representing the “self-containment” coveted by local

politicians and planning officials alike, have not materialized. The vast majority of new employment opportunities that have been

created outside central Toronto have occurred in auto-oriented, widely dispersed, outer suburban locations such as office

[2 ]
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parks and small-scale local subcentres.

Only in the 21  century has large-scale office development returned to Toronto’s financial district. This is clearly an important

factor in increasing core area density and efficiency, and adds to the urgency of the need for a downtown distributor subway or

intermediate-capacity rapid transit line. Metrolinx appeared to realize this urgency in “The Big Move” of 2008, albeit in the later

stages of the regional transportation plan, as described in Chapter 15.

Current tax rate discrepancies between Toronto and the surrounding municipalities have certainly played a role in the city’s

dispersed development pattern, but (relatively) easy access by automobile typical of most suburban office locations – which

offer generous, usually free-to-the-user, and largely at-grade parking opportunities – cannot be ignored. Providing transit to

these far-flung, low-density employment areas promises to be costly and unjustifiable for years to come.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Metropolitan Toronto Planning and Development Department, and Toronto Transit Commission. Joint Metro/TTC Accelerated

Rapid Transit Study (ARTS) Report. Toronto: Metropolitan Toronto Planning and Development Department, 1982. 388.4068

J57. 388.4068 J57. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

 This is a somew hat less-than-specif ic category w hich, depending upon the range of technology available at the time, as w ell as upon the
preferences of agency off icials and technical staff, can include express bus services on arterial roads carrying mixed traff ic, exclusive bus
roadw ays (busw ays or Bus Rapid Transit, BRT) like those in Ottaw a, light rail rapid transit exemplif ied by the systems found in Calgary and
Edmonton, and enhanced streetcar (LRT) services operating in partially segregated or protected rights-of-w ay w ith signal pre-emption
capabilities, as exemplif ied by current operations on Spadina Avenue/Queen’s Quay West and St. Clair Avenue West. Ultimately, the category
w as expanded to include the linear induction propulsion technology developed by the provincially ow ned Urban Transit Development
Corporation (UTDC), eventually used for the Scarborough Intermediate Capacity Rapid Transit line then under construction, and later, for
Vancouver’s SkyTrain system. ↩

 If  development in the regional subcentres had indeed been a key objective, it w ould have been more important to provide highly eff icient
public transit services throughout each of their respective catchment areas, as w ell as w ith the primary centre (dow ntow n Toronto), rather
than primarily w ith one another. Indeed, high-capacity, capital-intensive transit facilities serving low -density suburban areas characterized by
w idely spaced, auto-oriented commercial centres rarely – if  ever – generate steady ridership. As a case in point, the initial section of the
Sheppard subw ay continues to be signif icantly underused in spite of massive (largely residential) redevelopment in the corridor. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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12.3 GO-ALRT, 1984 →

FIGURE 12.3.1: SCHEMATIC OF GO ALRT INTER-REGIONAL TRANSIT SYSTEM. (1)

In 1982, at about the time the multi-volume Metro/TTC Rapid Transit Study incorporating the Accelerated Rapid Transit Study

(ARTS) was issued, the Minister of Transportation and Communications of the Province of Ontario announced a Long-Range

Regional Rapid Transit Strategy for the Greater Toronto Area (Metropolitan Toronto and the four recently constituted regional

municipalities of York, Durham, Peel, and Halton). This strategy, generally referred to as “GO-ALRT” (for GO Advanced Light

Rapid Transit), was intended to create a system of state-of-the-art, at-grade, regional, electrified rapid transit lines generally

oriented east-west (see Figure 12.3.1 above for the region-wide plan).

Figures 12.3.2 and 12.3.3 are drawn from Brochure 2, produced in November 1984. The initial section of GO-ALRT would have

extended across the full width of Metropolitan Toronto north of Highway 401, following either Sheppard or Finch avenues, or the

east-west Ontario Hydro-Electric Power Commission right-of-way just north of Finch Avenue. It would have met the existing GO

Transit Lake Shore line at Pickering in the east and at Oakville in the west, using other diagonal and north-south hydro and

“parkway belt” corridors to reach the connections at each end.
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GO-ALRT was envisaged by the Province of Ontario as the initial section of the “next generation” of GO Transit. In addition to a

wholly new northern route, the new technology was intended to gradually replace diesel-powered GO Transit commuter rail

services on other lines; initially on the Lake Shore East and Lake Shore West routes, which pass through Union Station. The

result would have been a new electrified network extending from Hamilton in the west to Oshawa in the east, with two principal

routes through Metropolitan Toronto:

initially, the wholly new Northern Section north of Highway 401;
later, the upgraded Southern (GO Transit Lake Shore) Section through Union Station.

This scheme would have constituted a logical base network of high-speed, interregional, electrified rapid transit services for the

Greater Toronto Area, and would have complemented the emerging urban form of the conurbation as a whole. In addition, the

scheme – introduced under the sobriquet Rapid Transit for the Future – also provided for “Alternative routes for related

municipal transit service (short and medium terms)”  on alignments partly within or immediately adjacent to the regional

GO-ALRT Northern Section alignment.

Generalized proposals resulting from the “Related Municipal Transit Studies” referred to in Figure 12.3.2 are shown in

conceptual form as light green lines in the upper image. They include (1) a link between the North York and Scarborough city

centres; (2) a link between Pearson International Airport and Eglinton West subway station following the Eglinton corridor; and

(3) a link from Pearson Airport to Mississauga City Centre (and beyond) in the west.

Eventually, part of the first link, in the form of the Sheppard subway between Yonge Street and Don Mills Road was constructed;

it opened in 2002. The second initiative is represented by the partly underground Eglinton LRT line now under construction

(although the initial phase of the line is to extend west only as far as Weston Road or Jane Street, well short of Pearson Airport).

The third initiative in Mississauga is to take the form of the long-planned “rapid busway” in the Highway 403 corridor, on which

construction is now quite advanced, thanks to provincial funding as well as to the City of Mississauga’s persistence over

several years.

[1 ]
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FIGURE 12.3.2: RAPID TRANSIT FOR THE FUTURE – GO ALRT NORTHERN SECTION AND RELATED
MUNICIPAL TRANSIT STUDIES, 1984. (FROM THE LEVY COLLECTION.)

Figure 12.3.3 indicates alternative alignments for the first initiative, as well as long-established general alignments for the third.

FIGURE 11.3.3: GO ALRT NORTHERN SECTION, 1984. (FROM THE LEVY COLLECTION.)
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In reviewing the province’s GO-ALRT initiative, together with the earlier (1982) Metro/TTC and ARTS studies, there appears to be

some confusion between the two sets of proposals. Certain regional and local rapid transit facilities are shown operating in the

same general corridors in Figure 12.3.3, which raises concerns relating to how the apparent duplication of facilities might be

rationalized. The concerns did not appear to be fully resolved in any of the documents produced by either the province or

Metropolitan Toronto agencies (including the TTC) during the early 1980s.

The reference to local municipal transit service notwithstanding, the proposal was clearly regional rather than local, and did not

address the need for a Toronto core area rapid transit network.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. IBI Group. GO ALRT Land Use Scenarios. Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Transportation and Communications, 1983. 388.46097

G57. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

 “GO-ALRT” Brochure 2, November 1984. ↩

 This proposal w as in line w ith others that had f irst been put forw ard more than a decade earlier: parts of the automated GO-URBAN system
proposed by the province in 1972 (see Chapter 8), and the “Finch Hydro Corridor” intermediate capacity rapid transit line f irst proposed by the
TTC in 1969 and again in 1973 (see Chapter 9). ↩
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12.4 THE SHEPPARD/FINCH RAPID TRANSIT CORRIDOR STUDY, 1985 →

FIGURE 12.4.1: RECOMMENDED RAPID TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE SHOWING A SUBWAY ON
SHEPPARD AVENUE. (1)

The Final Report of the Sheppard/Finch Rapid Transit Corridor Study  was published in May 1985. The report’s authors

recommended a conventional subway, offering the substantial capacity that such a facility can provide, from the outset; there is

nothing in the report to indicate that the authors considered enhancing corridor capacity in stages (see Figure 12.4.1).

The proposal was ambitious in that it incorporated a 2-km extension of the Spadina–Allen Road subway from Wilson Avenue to

Sheppard Avenue East at Dufferin Street North (Downsview Station) in addition to an east-west trunk in the Sheppard corridor

approximately 18 km long, terminating at Scarborough City Centre in the east.

Although more than a quarter of a century has elapsed since the Sheppard/Finch Corridor study was made public, it is not clear

why subway construction was recommended for a corridor so far from the heavily built-up (and transit-supportive) Toronto

central area, while LRT technology with stations of modest dimension were proposed – with no apparent consideration of

future upgrading to subway standards – for the already multi-nodal, fairly well-built-up Eglinton corridor line.

[1 ]

[2 ]



187 levyrapidtransit.caPart Three: Exhaustive Transit Studies Produce... The Sheppard ‘Stubway,’ 1973 – 1995

Nevertheless, the Sheppard subway survived intensive “visioning” exercises and studies, and duly appeared as an official

Metro/TTC proposal in the Network 2011 Final Report less than a year after publication of the Sheppard/Finch Rapid Transit

Corridor Study. As shown in the official Network 2011 diagram, the initial phase of the Sheppard subway was to extend

eastward from the Yonge Street subway’s Sheppard station to Victoria Park Avenue at the North York/Scarborough boundary.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transit Commission. Sheppard/Finch Rapid Transit Corridor Study: Final Report. Toronto: Toronto Transit

Commission, 1985. 388.40971 S347. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Toronto Oversize.

 The report w as prepared by consultant Marshall Macklin Monaghan Ltd. on behalf of the Toronto Transit Commission for the Metropolitan
Toronto Technical Transportation Planning Committee. ↩

 Precedents for such planned convertibility can be observed on the rapid transit netw ork serving Brussels, Belgium. In some of Brussels’
stations, conventional subw ay trains and articulated LRT vehicles actually share tracks and even station platforms (of different heights) on
sections of the same line. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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12.5 THE NETWORK 2011 FINAL REPORT, JUNE 1986 →

FIGURE 12.5.1: PROPOSED 2011 STRATEGY. (1)

The Network 2011 proposal shown in Figure 12.5.1 called for a modest array of rapid transit system extensions and links.

These included the Sheppard subway from the new Downsview terminal of the extended Spadina–Allen Road subway on

Sheppard Avenue in the west to Scarborough City Centre in the east.

Figure 12.5.1 shows a loop or modified outer “circle line” comprising sections of the Bloor-Danforth, Spadina–Allen Road, and

Sheppard subways, as well as the Scarborough RT. However, this loop would have provided no additional capacity to serve

downtown or midtown Toronto, where the need was and remains most urgent. Indeed, had the full loop been implemented in

the absence of a downtown distributor or “relief” line, operating conditions on the north-south lines south of Bloor Street,

particularly at the Bloor/Yonge and St. George interchanges, would almost certainly have worsened.

Network 2011 also included options for “possible extensions,” including an intermediate-capacity rapid transit (ICRT) line in the

Eglinton Avenue corridor extending west from the Eglinton West station on the Spadina–Allen Road subway to Lester B.
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Pearson International Airport (see Figure 12.5.2). This line was to begin life as a “busway” with eventual upgrading to either

light rail or subway by 2014. Significantly, the Eglinton West ICRT proposal failed to include a network-building link between the

Spadina and Yonge subways.

FIGURE 12.5.2: NETWORK 2011 AND POSSIBLE EXTENSIONS. (2)

In spite of its general shortcomings, the Network 2011 scheme recognized the importance of adding capacity, route choice, and

operating flexibility to rapid transit infrastructure in the central area. The basis for this opinion is the fact that the third component

of the Network 2011 scheme is the “Downtown Relief Line,” which was to extend southward from either Pape or Donlands

stations on the Bloor-Danforth subway to the CN/GO Transit rail corridor, and then westward along or parallel to the rail corridor

through a major interchange at Union Station to a terminal at Spadina Avenue and Front Street, thereby traversing the financial

district. The reason for including this line (as suggested by its official name) was to relieve ever-worsening congestion at the

Bloor/Yonge and St. George subway interchanges.

In certain respects, the general configuration of Network 2011 echoes the rapid transit system first conceived as long ago as

1910, with a circumferential rapid transit service comprising sections of the Spadina–Allen Road, Bloor-Danforth, and proposed

Sheppard subways, as well as the Scarborough Rapid Transit line.  But the plan relegates the provision of an essential

“inner circle” incorporating the complete “U”-shaped downtown distributor to a later, unspecified time. The report thus ignores

the need for load balance and choice of interchanges across the system, perhaps demonstrating its authors’ aversion to what

were seen to be “Toronto-centric” improvements, their broad regional operating benefits notwithstanding.

Sources cited in this chapter:
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1. Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department, and Toronto Transit Commission. Network 2011: Final Report. Toronto:

Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department, 1986. 388.40971 N261. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl

Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

2. Toronto Transit Commission, and Metropolitan Toronto Technical Transportation Planning Committee. Network 2011: a

Rapid Transit Plan for Metropolitan Toronto. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 1985. 388.40971 N26. Toronto Reference

Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

 This has inexplicably been a local “blind spot” in transit planning practice in Toronto, w hich w ould occur several more times prior to the w ork
of Metrolinx, in connection not only w ith the Eglinton project, but also w ith Sheppard West betw een Yonge/Sheppard and Dow nsview . Even the
2007 “Transit City” proposal failed to include a “U”-shaped dow ntow n distributor line. ↩

 Admittedly, this w ould not have formed a continuous (transfer-free) circuit, if  only because the Scarborough RT uses a different
technology. ↩
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CHAPTER 13: “THE LIVEABLE METROPOLIS” AND THE TTC’S RAPID TRANSIT EXPANSION PROGRAM, 1992-94 →

FIGURE 13.0.1: OFFICIAL PLAN OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN TORONTO, 1994. MAP 3,
RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM. (1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

Metropolitan Toronto’s Rapid Transit Expansion program of the early 1990s called for subways under Sheppard Avenue and

Eglinton Avenue West, as well as a subway extension to York University and an extension of the Scarborough Rapid Transit

line. However, when the provincial Conservative government took office in 1995, the plans were cut back drastically, as the

Conservatives deemed transit to be a local responsibility. Only construction of the Sheppard Avenue subway proceeded, largely

thanks to the persistence of North York’s local political establishment.

Figure 13.0.1 shows Map 3, titled Rapid Transit System, from The Official Plan of The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto.

The map clearly indicates how the TTC’s rapid transit (subway and LRT) services and the Province of Ontario’s GO Transit

(commuter rail) services might function as a coordinated network offering several widely distributed interchange points to better

serve Metropolitan Toronto and provide connections with surrounding jurisdictions (note the arrowheads distributed around the

Metropolitan Toronto boundary).

[1 ]
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Perhaps most significant is the apparent range of existing and proposed alternative (integrated) routes proposed within the

network (essential redundancy), which would allow riders to bypass service disruptions on individual lines. This is, I believe,

the first time a coordinated TTC/GO Transit concept had been called for in an official document of this type since the early

1970s.

As with earlier Metropolitan Toronto–focused planning and transportation concepts, details of network extensions beyond the

Metropolitan (now the City) boundary are minimal, reflecting the political separation between Metropolitan Toronto and each of

the regional municipalities of Halton, Peel, York, and Durham. Note also the significantly modified alignment of the Network

2011 version of the Downtown Relief Line shown in red (largely) within the Don River valley with an east-west section extending

only to Union Station, rather than to Spadina Avenue, as in Network 2011.

Figure 13.0.1 is not sufficiently detailed to indicate the precise alignment of the proposed “valley line,” and the accompanying

text provides no clarification for either the east-west or north-south sections. As for the latter, a clear change from the earlier

configuration is evident in Map 3: rather than following Pape Avenue, the alignment appears to follow the Bayview Avenue

Extension from the main CN/GO Transit rail corridor northward to a point immediately south of the CP North Toronto

Subdivision (the “midtown tracks”), and the never-implemented Leslie Street Extension alignment to Eglinton Avenue East.

The apparent use of the Bayview Avenue Extension and the “ghost” of the Leslie Street Extension suggest that express bus

service (rather than heavy or light rail) was the mode proposed, at least initially.

This line was probably meant to function primarily as “relief” (in the form of enhanced modal choice) for the chronically

overloaded Don Valley Parkway, and only secondarily as “relief” for the subway system, and as such, was likely envisioned as a

busway, and perhaps ultimately as an LRT. In any event, the alignment clearly was not intended as the initial stage of a

complete downtown distributor rapid transit line, as it had been in the Network 2011 and earlier schemes. Moreover, no

northern extension (beyond Eglinton) of the Bayview-Leslie transit alignment was proposed.

As for the Eglinton line, no specific technology is mentioned, although it is reasonably safe to assume that some form of

intermediate-capacity rapid transit – LRT, bus rapid transit (BRT), or similar – was contemplated. East of Yonge Street, Eglinton

Avenue is designated in the legend as a “Transit Corridor.” Conferring the same designation on Eglinton East as on

alignments such as Ellesmere Road (Scarborough), the Queensway (Etobicoke), and Kingston Road (Scarborough), among

others, represents a drastic downgrading of future public transit in the Eglinton corridor in general, and on Eglinton Avenue East

in particular. Clearly, Ellesmere, the Queensway, Kingston Road, and others similarly designated in the plan are unlikely to

warrant high-capacity rail transit service in the foreseeable future.

At the same time, however, considerable attention is paid to existing and potential interchange opportunities between the TTC’s

“Metropolitan Rapid Transit” (red) lines and GO Transit’s rail services (green) in Figure 13.0.1, reflecting proposals made in IBI

Group’s Commuter Rail Station Location Study.  However, in terms of advancing the case for a true core area rapid transit

network for the most heavily built-up parts of Metropolitan (now the City of) Toronto, the system of red lines on Figure 13.0.1 falls

short. In particular, the downtown distributor (and its logical extensions to the northeast and northwest at least as far as

Eglinton Avenue), as well as a similar intermediate capacity rapid transit (ICRT) extension following Eglinton Avenue both east

and west of Yonge Street, are glaring omissions.

[2 ]
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FIGURE 13.0.2: TTC/METRO “LET’S MOVE” PROGRAM BROCHURE, 1991. (2)

The Toronto Transit Commission’s Rapid Transit Expansion Program (RTEP) had started life as the TTC’s “Let’s Move”

initiative two years earlier. By mid-1993, the broad outlines of the two schemes remained similar (Figure 13.0.2 shows the Let’s

Move plan and Figure 13.0.3 shows RTEP). They included upgrading and expanding the subway and LRT system into the

suburban areas of Toronto. Only the LRT (enhanced streetcar) facilities on Spadina Avenue,  and on short sections of Bay

Street and Queen’s Quay – the Harbourfront line – are wholly contained within the “old” city. Once again, the area in which

capital-intensive rapid transit could have been most strongly justified was ignored in favour of prevailing and still unrealized

dreams of burgeoning, multi-use “subregional centres/mini downtowns.”

[4 ]
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FIGURE 13.0.3: RAPID TRANSIT EXPANSION PROGRAM NEWSLETTER, 1993. (3)

After the RTEP was developed and approved in principle by Metropolitan Toronto and the Province of Ontario on the

understanding that the long-established provincial construction and operating cost subsidies  would continue to apply, the

provincial government of the day (a New Democratic Party administration under Premier Bob Rae), following local advice,

reduced the seven proposed RTEP Phase 1 projects to four for immediate, simultaneous implementation. These included:

1. the Sheppard East subway from Yonge street to Don Mills Road (6.4 km);
2. the Eglinton West subway from Eglinton West station on the Spadina–Allen Road subway to the proposed York City Centre

at Black Creek Drive (4.7 km);
3. the Spadina-York University subway extension from the new Downsview station to York University and Steeles Avenue

[5 ]
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West near Keele Street (4.4 km);
4. the Scarborough RT Extension from McCowan Road to Markham Road at Sheppard Avenue East (3.2 km).

Even this scaled-down initiative failed to materialize for both financial and political reasons, and only the first two projects on the

list survived – for a while.

When the NDP was defeated by Mike Harris’s Conservatives in 1995, government expenditures on all fronts were severely

curtailed. Spending on social programs and education was significantly reduced, and the Rapid Transit Expansion Program

was cut back drastically. Public transit was deemed by the new government to be strictly a local responsibility. The provincial

subsidies in force since the mid-1960s were cancelled, ending any hope of expanding Toronto’s rapid transit system for the

time being, regardless of demonstrated need.

The first project to be cancelled was the Eglinton West subway, upon which millions of dollars had already been spent to

excavate tunnels at its east end and to start work on track connections with the Spadina–Allen Road subway north of Eglinton

West station. However, because of concerted pressure brought to bear by the Mayor of North York, the Harris government

continued to honour its capital subsidy commitment for the Sheppard subway, upon which construction had also started. The

Sheppard subway in its foreshortened configuration opened to the public in early 2002, and has been chronically underused

ever since.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. The Liveable Metropolis: the Official Plan of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto: as

Approved by the Minister of Municipal Affairs December 30, 1994. Toronto: Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 1994.

711.40971354 M2565.2 1994B. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

2. Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto & Toronto Transportation Commission. Let’s Move: A Rapid Transit Agenda for the

1990s. Let’s Move Program Newsletter, 1(Fall). Toronto: Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 1991. Fonds 16, Series 836,

Subseries 1, File 17. Toronto Archives – Spadina Records Centre.

3. Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, Toronto Transit Commission, and Ontario Ministry of Transportation. “Rapid Transit

Expansion Program (R.T.E.P.) Newsletter.” Toronto: Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 1993. Fonds 16, Series 836,

Subseries 1, File 18. Toronto Archives – Spadina Records Centre.

 The Liveable Metropolis, Off icial Plan of the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, approved by the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs, on
December 30, 1994. ↩

 The Leslie Street Extension had been in the planning process as part of the Metropolitan (arterial) Road Netw ork for several years, until its
eventual removal from the approved plan due to concerted local opposition. ↩

 This w as a consultant’s report; not an “off icial” government policy document, issued in 1991. ↩

 This line w as a replacement – 50 years after its abandonment – of a historic streetcar service inaugurated before 1900. ↩

 The province typically covered 75 percent of the capital cost of rapid transit lines (rolling stock excepted) and up to 50 percent of the
difference betw een operating costs and revenues. ↩
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The Province Withdraws and then Returns to Regional Planning,

1995 – 2011
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CHAPTER 14: THE AMALGAMATED CITY, 1998-2000 →

FIGURE 14.0.1: CITY OF TORONTO/TTC, RAPID TRANSIT EXPANSION STUDY, 2001. RAPID TRANSIT
OPTIONS RETAINED FOR FURTHER EVALUATION. (1)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The Conservative provincial government legislated the amalgamation of Metro Toronto with its six constituent municipalities in

1998, creating the country’s largest-ever single municipality. The TTC presented a list of rapid transit options; the

(foreshortened) Sheppard Avenue subway and a subway extension to York University and Vaughan Metropolitan Centre were

approved, despite the chronic and increasingly urgent need for additional capacity in the city’s core.

January 1, 1998, brought the demise of one of North America’s most ambitious, innovative, and generally successful

experiments in urban governance – the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. Metro Toronto was transformed (on paper) into the

amalgamated City of Toronto within the same boundaries. However, this change, forced as it was by the provincial government,

did little to forge the six erstwhile Metro municipalities into a cohesive, unified entity.
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The new city was immediately subdivided by its 57-menber Council into six “Community Council” areas, whose individual

boundaries and names virtually replicated those of the former constituent municipalities of Metropolitan Toronto, thus firmly

maintaining the respective separate identities in citizens’ minds. More than a decade later, complete unification of the bylaws,

staff pay scales, service levels, building and development standards, and other differences among the former cities has yet to

be completed.

The attempt to reserve decisions with city-wide significance for the full City Council while delegating matters of “subregional” or

“ district” significance to the Community Councils remains contentious, and are likely to remain so, at least as long as the

Community Council area boundaries echo former – but now officially defunct – municipalities.

Until the current Liberal Ontario government reaffirmed provincial interest in urban and regional planning for its “capital territory”

(the Greater Toronto Area and environs), the amalgamated City of Toronto could not implement a viable transportation program

for itself, let alone one that reflected its role as the core of an expanding region expected to reach a population of eight to ten

million by mid-century. The amalgamated city already represents less than one-half of the population of the Greater Toronto

Area and Hamilton (GTAH) region, and as the region continues to grow, this proportion is likely to decline further.

The Toronto Transit Commission presented a long list of Rapid Transit Options in an August 2001 report titled Rapid Transit

Expansion Study (RTES), shown in Figure 14.0.1. While most of the components of the earlier proposal (RTEP) remained as

parts of the newer scheme (RTES), but a large number of prospective sections were eliminated from further consideration

based upon an array of measures identified in the report. As the Waterfront West LRT line is not indicated,  and the

following rapid transit components were rejected:

the Sheppard subway “missing link” between Yonge Street and Downsview;
the westward extension of the Bloor-Danforth subway as far as Mississauga City Centre;
any form of “downtown relief line,” regardless of technology.

While the RTES did not promote a core area rapid transit network, two additional components emerged from the TTC’s

subsequent feasibility studies:

the completion of the Sheppard East subway to Scarborough City Centre;
the extension of the Spadina–Allen Road subway to York University and the proposed Vaughan Metropolitan Centre from the
present terminal at Downsview (Sheppard Avenue West).

The former is a foreshortened version of a 1986 proposal for a Sheppard subway extending from Downsview to Scarborough

City Centre, whereas the latter went through a lengthy debate and a massive environmental assessment before receiving

approval in principle. The question remains: Is this the obvious choice for the first major rapid transit system expansion project

in more than 15 years? My response would be, “Had I the choice, I can think of several other ways to spend nearly three billion

very scarce capital dollars.”

Figure 14.0.2 is Exhibit 8 from the Toronto Transit Commission’s Ridership Growth Strategy report of March 2003, titled

Proposed Surface Rapid Transit Corridors. The red lines are identified as major transit corridors which are expected to be

[1 ]

[2 ]
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“overcapacity in 2011 but require alternate priority treatment.” What might this mean in clear English?

FIGURE 14.0.2: TTC’S RIDERSHIP GROWTH STRATEGY, 2003. EXHIBIT 8, PROPOSED SURFACE
RAPID TRANSIT CORRIDORS. NOTE THE AMBIGUOUS CAPTION: “OVERCAPACITY IN 2011 BUT
REQUIRES ALTERNATE PRIORITY TREATMENT.” (2)

I gather from other parts of the text that the authors are ruling out road widening to allow for, say, an exclusive surface transit

(LRT, busway) right-of-way flanked by a minimum of two traffic lanes in each direction, as well as bicycle lanes, some parking,

and widened sidewalks. As a current example, the St. Clair Avenue West undertaking demonstrates some – but clearly not all –

of these features, which could eventually lead to operating problems. Consequently, I interpret the phrase to mean that (a) that

a major improvement in public transit capacity and speed is essential in this “red” corridor, since no other usable, parallel,

continuous right-of-way exists within 2 km either to the north or to the south; and (b) that therefore, the enhanced transit facility

must be provided on an exclusive level (i.e., below grade). Unfortunately however, no way of securing the necessary capital

funding for such a facility was evident at the time, so this observation is simply left hanging.

Unfortunately, the sections of Toronto developed during the 19th and early 20th centuries were almost universally provided with

meanly proportioned road allowances,  even for major streets, with very few exceptions. One of those exceptions in the late

19th century was St. Clair Avenue west of Yonge Street.  Even at its comparatively generous width, it is barely adequate to

accommodate the enhanced streetcar facility, plus four traffic lanes and turning lanes. No other meaningful exceptions exist in

the inner city, save two short sections of University Avenue and Spadina Avenue, both south of Bloor Street (the First

Concession north of Lot [Queen] Street).

[3 ]

[4 ]

[5 ]
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This long-standing (and essentially irresolvable) problem is the basis for the decision to place part of the Eglinton

intermediate-capacity rapid transit (LRT) line below grade. The same treatment will have to be seriously considered for other

rail lines through built-up sections of the (old) city.

FIGURE 13.0.3: TTC’S RIDERSHIP GROWTH STRATEGY, EXHIBIT 8, PROPOSED SURFACE RAPID
TRANSIT CORRIDORS, FEBRUARY 2003. THE UNDERLYING MAP IS THE SAME AS THAT IN THE
PREVIOUS FIGURE, BUT THIS ONE HAS BEEN MODIFIED TO HIGHLIGHT THE MISSING
COMPONENTS (IN THE FORM OF A LOOP) OF A TRUE CENTRAL AREA RAPID TRANSIT NETWORK.

If the red line following Dufferin Street from King Street to Bloor Street on Figure 13.0.3 can stand in for part of the Weston

Subdivision route, the “red lines” included in the loop represent no less than 75 percent of the entire extent of the loop

alignment. With LRT or enhanced streetcar at-grade, connections with the loop,  the core area rapid transit network first

envisaged in the Jacobs & Davies report of 1910 (and in many later proposals) would finally be achieved.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transit Commission. Rapid Transit Expansion Study. Toronto: Toronto Transit Commission, 2001. 388.42097 R735.

Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection. Retrieved from the website Transit

Toronto.

2. Toronto Transit Commission. Ridership Growth Strategy. Toronto: TTC, 2003. 388.40971 T59.155. Toronto Reference Library

– Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection. Click here to view the plan online.
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 Unif ication is proving to be a monumentally complex, time-consuming and costly task, not least because the new  urban entity has tw ice the
population of any w hich has ever existed in Canada (Montreal, at its most populous, w as home to 1.4 million souls), and indeed, is among the
four or f ive most populous municipal corporations in North America. ↩

 This w as never intended to be a full rapid transit line by the creators of the RTEP in any event. ↩

 The standard w as one chain (66 feet or 20 metres). ↩

 This w as the Second Concession, 2.5 miles (4.0 km) north of Lot Street (later Queen Street), the base line. ↩

 The former w as w idened in a f it of civic ambition to provide a setting for the approach to the provincial legislature and the f ledgling
University of Toronto, w hereas the latter achieved its double w idth (tw o chains/132 feet/40 m) either as the result of a surveyor’s error or
thanks to the influence of the prominent Austin family w ho w anted a clear vista of the harbour from their property on the escarpment (Spadina
House, near Casa Loma). ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 15: FULL CIRCLE: THE GREATER TORONTO SERVICES BOARD, TRANSIT CITY, MOVEONTARIO, AND METROLINX,
2000-2011 →

FIGURE 15.0.1: MOCK-UP OF A METROLINX LIGHT RAIL VEHICLE ON PUBLIC DISPLAY (RETRIEVED
FROM THE TORONTOIST WEBSITE).

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

Efforts to plan for transportation at the regional level began with a 2000 report by the Greater Toronto Services Board, an

initiative that failed to gain consensus among the region’s municipalities. Regional transportation planning returned in a big

way in 2007, when the City of Toronto unveiled its LRT-based “Transit City” plan and the Liberal provincial government

announced its “MoveOntario” plan to improve and expand transportation in the region. The following year, Metrolinx presented

“The Big Move,” which set five priorities: the Sheppard East LRT, the Finch LRT, the Eglinton LRT, Viva projects in York Region,

and the refurbishment and extension of the Scarborough RT line. System expansion also included the extension of the Spadina

subway to Vaughan via York University (expected to be complete in 2016) and a controversial rail link to Pearson Airport

(currently being developed by Metrolinx).

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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15.1 THE GREATER TORONTO SERVICES BOARD REPORT, 2000 →

FIGURE 15.1.1: GREATER TORONTO SERVICES BOARD, GREATER TORONTO AREA/HAMILTON
WENTWORTH STRATEGIC TRANSPORTATION PLAN, 2000. PROPOSAL FOR A LONG-TERM
REGIONAL NETWORK. (1)

The principal report produced by the Greater Toronto Services Board, titled Removing Roadblocks to Continuous Economic

Prosperity for the Greater Toronto Area, Ontario and Canada – A Strategic Transportation Plan, came out in January 2000. This

grandiose title introduced the ill-fated 1999 initiative adopted under the mandate of Ontario’s Progressive Conservative

government under Premier Mike Harris. In retrospect, it appears that it was virtually guaranteed to fail in its stated mission of

developing a coordinated, long-term, implementable “master plan” combining all forms of primary land transportation,

including public (rail and bus) transit and major roads across a very large, rapidly urbanizing area – the economic heartland of

Ontario (and, some would say, of Canada). Figure 15.1.1 is a highly conceptual plan for a transportation network for the region

put forward by the Board.

Conceptual though the illustration may be, the inexplicable absence of east-west (crosstown) continuity of high-capacity transit

corridors north of the Bloor-Danforth subway (such as along Eglinton, Sheppard, or Finch) is all too clear.
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The implementation of the study was predicated upon achieving consensus among a group of city and suburban politicians

willing and able to overcome the need to protect their own turf, and who in any event – either individually or as a group – had not

a hope of securing either the financial wherewithal or region-wide influence to implement that consensus. Nevertheless, the

work proceeded under the direction of a board comprising the “mayors and chairs” of key local and regional municipalities

within the Greater Toronto Area and the Region of Hamilton-Wentworth, chaired by Alan Tonks, a widely respected local political

figure. The process dragged on and eventually bogged down completely amid increasingly vitriolic and unproductive debate,

despite Chairman Alan Tonks’s best efforts.

FIGURE 15.1.2: GREATER TORONTO SERVICES BOARD. GTA STRATEGIC TRANSPORTATION PLAN,
BACKGROUND REPORT, 2000. EXISTING AND PLANNED RAPID TRANSIT NETWORK FOR THE GTA
AND HAMILTON REGION. (2)

None of the proposals included a rapid transit downtown distributor (“relief”) subway line for Toronto, although the map

attached to the highly conceptual master plan shows lower-capacity representation of such a facility formed by the Spadina and

(extended) Waterfront enhanced streetcar/LRT lines, together with – interestingly – an eastern north-south extension via

Parliament Street (thereby resurrecting the long-abandoned Parliament streetcar line), presumably to a transfer facility at Castle

Frank station on the Bloor-Danforth subway (see Figure 15.1.2). This is the only published map I have seen which depicts such

a streetcar or LRT alignment.

In the end, the initiative expired with the fall of the Harris-Eves political administration early in the first decade of the new century.

Sources cited in this chapter:

[1 ]



205 levyrapidtransit.caPart Four: The Province Withdraws and then Returns to Regional Planning, 1995 – 2011

1. Greater Toronto Services Board. Removing Roadblocks to Continued Economic Prosperity for the Greater Toronto Area,

Ontario and Canada: a Strategic Transportation Plan for the GTA and Hamilton-Wentworth. Toronto: Greater Toronto Services

Board, 2000. 388.09713 R25. Toronto Reference Library – Hum & Soc Sci 2nd Fl Reference Desk Toronto Collection.

2. Greater Toronto Services Board. Removing Roadblocks: A Strategic Transportation Plan for the GTA and Hamilton. Toronto:

Greater Toronto Services Board, 2000.

 The Castle Frank transfer could have involved a brief descent below  grade to the disused low er level of the short Rosedale Ravine Bridge
on Bloor Street East, located betw een Parliament Street and the Prince Edw ard Viaduct. This “hidden void,” w hose access portals in the bridge
abutments remain intact, might be w orth considering as an off-street subw ay/LRT transfer facility, allow ing the resurrected Parliament line to
link St. James Tow n, Cabbagetow n, and the transformed Regent Park w ith the Bloor-Danforth subw ay as w ell as w ith dow ntow n Toronto and
the w aterfront. Moreover, a direct below -grade link betw een the tw o services w ould obviate the need for streetcars to use any part of Bloor
Street East, thereby avoiding conflict betw een surface traff ic on Bloor and streetcars moving into and out of the Castle Frank station precinct.
(Similarly, the Spadina station on Bloor Street West includes a below -grade terminal linked directly w ith the mezzanine area of  the Spadina
station, providing for direct, highly eff icient streetcar-to-subw ay transfers.) ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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15.2 TRANSIT CITY, MARCH 2007 →

The Transit City proposal, illustrated in Figure 15.2.1, was intended to provide an extensive (120-km) network of “new rapid

transit” lines across the city, in some cases crossing the city limits, to and through large built-up areas currently served only by

widely spaced bus routes operating in mixed traffic. The intention was to provide what was (somewhat euphemistically)

referred to as “rapid transit” much less expensively – and much more quickly – than would be the case with conventional

subway system or at-grade rail expansion.

FIGURE 15.2.1: TORONTO TRANSIT COMMISSION, TRANSIT CITY AND RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEMS,
GENERAL MAP, MARCH 2007. (RETRIEVED FROM THE TTC WEBSITE).

The plan was announced with much fanfare in early 2007 by the Toronto Transit Commission and the City, with the enthusiastic

support of Mayor David Miller, following several years of deliberation and funding shortfalls caused largely by the Conservative

provincial government’s “downloading” of educational, social, and other capital cost burdens (including public transit) to the

municipal level.
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The “Transit City” concept departed from the conclusions of the earlier TTC investigations by including a 33-km Eglinton

corridor LRT line, between the Kennedy Road transit interchange in the east and Pearson Airport in the west, a major (central)

section of which would have to be below grade. This line is the descendent, so to speak, of one of the key recommendations of

the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review of 1973–75. It was to pass through three subway interchange points,

several major mixed-use development nodes, and a host of interchanges with bus and GO Transit lines.

“Transit City” appeared to offer the opportunity to provide a comprehensive network of semi-exclusive rail transit lines that would

be far cheaper and quicker to realize than conventional subway system expansion, while offering comparable coverage within

the medium-density urban fabric which characterizes much of the City of Toronto. Moreover, by dint of protected trackways and

virtual elimination of delays caused by left-turning vehicles, the service was seen as offering many of the characteristics of rapid

transit, albeit largely at-grade and affording lower capacity. Unfortunately, subsequent fiscal concerns forced the province to

reduce funding for “Transit City,” leading to indefinite deferment of the western (at-grade) section of the Eglinton line between

Jane Street and Pearson Airport.

FIGURE 15.2.2: TORONTO TRANSIT COMMISSION, TRANSIT CITY AND RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEMS,
GENERAL MAP, MARCH 2007. THE “MISSING DISTRIBUTOR” HAS BEEN ADDED TO THE ORIGINAL
MAP ON A CONCEPTUAL ALIGNMENT.

Most disappointing, however, the “Transit City” proposal did not provide for a downtown distributor or “relief” line of any kind (in

Figure 15.2.2 I have indicated where it would fit in), but rather opted for two new major north-south LRT lines (“Jane” and “Don

Mills,” terminating at the Jane and Pape stations respectively, on the Bloor-Danforth subway. Inevitably, this glaring lack of

system rationalization would almost certainly have led to exacerbated transfer problems at St. George and Bloor/Yonge
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stations, not to mention higher levels of peak period congestion on older, underdesigned central sections of the subway

system.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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15.3 MOVEONTARIO 2020, JUNE 2007 →

FIGURE 15.3.1: PROVINCE OF ONTARIO, MOVEONTARIO, 2007. REGIONAL MAP OF RAPID TRANSIT
PROPOSALS. (RETRIEVED FROM BLOG GTTA VISIONS.)

Barely three months after the publication of “Transit City,” Ontario Premier Dalton McGuinty announced an almost

unprecedented financial commitment by the Province of Ontario to public transportation enhancement and expansion in the

Greater Toronto Area and Hamilton (GTAH) and elsewhere in the province. MoveOntario consisted of no fewer than 52 separate

undertakings, including new services and extensions to virtually all GO Transit rail routes, several GO Transit Bus Rapid Transit

(BRT) services and a broad array of “Subway and other Rapid Transit” projects. Figure 15.3.1 summarizes, schematically, the

rapid transit proposals in the plan.

Significantly, the last category listed above included all components of the Toronto Transit Commission’s “Transit City”

scheme, but inexplicably excluded the extension of the Sheppard subway from Yonge Street to Downsview station and the

downtown distributor rapid transit link between the eastern and western sections of the Bloor-Danforth subway.

The “MoveOntario” scheme was supported by a financial commitment of $11.5 billion as a contribution to the capital cost of key

initial projects. Significantly, it did not call for major municipal financial contributions – a “first” in the long and frustrating history

of municipal transit financing in this jurisdiction! The province expressed the hope that this contribution would be supplemented
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by a federal government contribution of $6 billion, raising the total to $16.5 billion for certain much-needed key projects. Alas,

federal involvement remains a largely vain hope, and even the province’s originally announced financial support was

subsequently curtailed, as well as extended over a longer implementation period than the one initially announced.

While the federal government agreed to finance one-third of the cost of the initial “Transit City” project (the Sheppard East LRT)

to a total of $400 million, as well as one-third of the cost of the Spadina–Allen Road subway into the Region of York, it has not to

date gone beyond this relatively modest commitment, except for miscellaneous projects under the 2008–2010 “stimulus”

program, and relatively modest contributions from other extant infrastructure funds that apply nationwide.

Finally, the “MoveOntario” proposal (and list) appears to include certain redundancies, and at the time of its announcement, no

prioritization details were given. The resolution of such details was left to Metrolinx, whose preparation of the massive Regional

Transportation Plan (“The Big Move”) had already begun.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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15.4 METROLINX AND “THE BIG MOVE,” NOVEMBER 2008 →

FIGURE 15.4.1: METROLINX, SCHEMATIC REGIONAL TRANSIT PLAN, 2008. “BIG MOVE #1.” (1)

An overview of the many elements of “The Big Move” (1) will not be provided here, since the focus of this account relates

specifically to the rationale and preferred configuration of a core area rapid transit network in general, and to the lack of success

in implementing the downtown distributor component of such a network in particular. Although a downtown distributor line is

proposed in “The Big Move,” it was relegated to a late phase of network implementation (15 to 25 years).

Figure 15.4.1 depicts a highly schematic map of major public transit facilities. This was an attempt to develop a map following
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the graphic principles first applied to clarifying the configuration of the London Underground by Henry C. (Harry) Beck in 1931.

 Alas, the map shown in Figure 15.4.1 – presumably, an early experimental draft – is extremely confusing. Varying shades of

green, combined with a lack of clear differentiation among subway, LRT, and commuter rail services (for example), and

between express bus/BRT and rail (for another example), simply do not work graphically. Another important concern is that

some of the most important components of the proposed network (the downtown distributor, the Eglinton LRT, and the north-

south links between the two on the east and the west) do not stand out.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Metrolinx. The Big Move: Transforming Transportation in the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area. Toronto: Greater Toronto

Transportation Authority, 2008. Click here to view the plan online.

 As Ken Garland states in his fascinating book, Mr. Beck’s Underground Map: “The London Underground diagram has achieved the status of
a defining icon of information design. Its continuing ability to take adaptation to meet the changing needs of travelers, w hilst retaining its
essential character, is perhaps its most enduring characteristic.” ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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15.5 THE FIRST FIVE TRANSIT PROJECTS →

FIGURE 15.5.1: THE BIG FIVE PLUS FOUR. ACHIEVING 5 IN 10. (1)

The five initial projects extracted from the long lists in the MoveOntario proposal and “The Big Move” were announced as a

package, but not as the only projects to be undertaken during the initial period of public transit expansion.

The principal difference between these and others listed as “Top Transit Priorities Within the First 15 Years”  is that capital

funding had already been committed by the Province of Ontario (that is, covered within the $11.5 billion so-called “seed

money”). Presumably, other “top transit priorities” were to depend at least in part upon “alternative financing methods” currently

under review, as well as upon contributions from other levels of government, which in turn would depend on a wide array of

economic and political factors that could not be assessed at that time. Therefore, “The First Five Transit Projects” as depicted

on Figure 15.5.1 were reduced in scope, ostensibly in response to the fiscal problems that have arisen since 2009.

While the Province of Ontario continued to insist that the full program as initially announced remains a valid and approved

[1 ]
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objective, it was forced to delay the expenditure of $4 billion of the initially committed “seed money.” The impact of this tough

decision, including foreshortened transit lines as well as delayed completion target dates, is illustrated schematically in

Figures 15.5.2 and 15.5.3.

FIGURE 15.5.2: PHASING MAP. ACHIEVING 5 IN 10. (1)
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FIGURE 15.5.3: PHASING TIMELINE. ACHIEVING 5 IN 10. (1)

According to the summary report “Achieving 5 in 10 – A Revised Plan for the Big 5 Transit Projects,” the provincial capital

funding originally designated for the Big 5 (Local) Transit Projects ($7.7 billion) was reduced to $3.7 billion for the initial five

years of the program. Also, the rest of the original allotment (in addition to general financial support for other projects included

in “The Big Move”) must await the “alternative funding sources” (such as expressway road tolls, road pricing proceeds, parking

surcharges, tax increment financing, new/increased user fees, tax increases, and the like) under investigation not only by

Metrolinx, but also by the political establishment, the Toronto Board of Trade, and others. Details of the Big 5 follow.

Sheppard East LRT: This was to extend east from the existing Don Mills Road terminal of the Sheppard subway to Meadowvale

Road. Initially, it would have been isolated, that is, without direct connections to either other LRT or existing streetcar trackage.

Therefore, a  dedicated service depot would have been required. No provisions were made to extend service to either the

Toronto Zoo or the University of Toronto Scarborough Campus, which has a large and concentrated student body and staff, and

has been designated a key venue for the Pan-American Games scheduled for 2015. Admittedly, each of these extensions

would increase the total capital cost of the Sheppard East LRT by more than $100 million. However, both the Zoo and the

Scarborough Campus would be logical destinations. The Zoo, in particular, is one of the GTA’s primary attractions, and has

extensive parking facilities, some of which might be able to fulfil a highly useful park-and-ride function on weekdays, particularly

in late fall and winter. Consequently, a short LRT extension would be well worth considering. Unfortunately, as a result of

financial cutbacks announced by the province in its budget of March 25, 2010, the initial phase of the line was shortened from

Meadowvale Road to Morningside Avenue, with a short (non-revenue) extension further east to the proposed depot site at

Conlins Road.
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Finch LRT: This line would have eventually extended north and west from the termini of both the Sheppard subway and the

Sheppard LRT at Don Mills Road, initially to Humber College, and possibly south to Pearson Airport in a later phase. Total

costs probably would have exceeded $1.5 billion, including rolling stock. It would have connected with the subway at three

places: the Sheppard line at Don Mills station, the Yonge line at Finch station, and the Spadina–Allen Road line (now under

construction) at Finch West station. Subsequent changes included the deletion of the section east of the Spadina–Allen Road

subway (extended), meaning that Phase I would extend only westward from the subway’s proposed Finch West station, and

therefore would have required a dedicated, fully equipped service depot, since its trackage would have been isolated from the

rest of the network during the early years of operation. In any event, construction of Phase I was not to begin before 2015. The

future junction with the Sheppard subway and formerly proposed Sheppard LRT at Don Mills Road would be complex and

costly. The extension of this line east of Yonge, an add-on to the original “Transit City” proposal of 2007, would have resulted in

a continuous LRT route (Finch-Sheppard) traversing the full width of the City of Toronto. Consequently, it would have bypassed

the truncated Sheppard subway.

Eglinton LRT: Ultimately, this line was to have been a 33-km route across the “midriff” of the city, between the Kennedy Road

transit interchange in the east and Pearson Airport in the west, with a connection to the proposed Mississauga busway. The

total capital cost was estimated at $4.6 billion, including rolling stock and a central below-grade section extending from

Brentcliffe Road in the east to Keele Street or Weston Road in the west. The complete line would intersect the subway system

at three locations, GO Transit (rail) at three locations, at least three of the of the other “Transit City” LRT lines initially proposed

(Jane, Don Mills, and Malvern), and many bus routes. It would have linked Pearson Airport with existing and proposed mixed-

use development nodes and in short, promised to revolutionize the impact of public transit in the centre of the city over the

medium to long term.  The initial phase was to  extend only from Jane Street in the west to Kennedy Road in the east and

the connection with Pearson Airport was to be deferred to a later time. This could have been a blessing in disguise, in that

certain analysts (including the author) have misgivings about confining the western third of the line to the Eglinton corridor, and

feel that Dixon Road may be worth considering as an alternative.  Construction has begun on the most costly, complex, and

time-consuming component – the central tunnelled section between Black Creek Drive in the west and Brentcliffe Road in the

east. Completion of the initial phase of the line between Jane Street in the west and Kennedy/Eglinton terminal in the east is

scheduled for late 2020, a little more than two years later than the original completion date for the entire Pearson Airport–

Kennedy line. The option to equip the line with automated (driverless) light rapid transit equipment is being considered,

although how this might operate on surface sections remains to be determined. While details are far from clear at the time of

writing, if a wholly new system of this type is selected and implemented, such a decision will almost certainly make any

possibility of later conversion to conventional subway service essentially impracticable.

York VIVA (Yonge Street and Highway 7) in the Region of York: York Region’s VIVA transit system has already helped to

improve the transit modal split in the Region of York. The system, to be enhanced by providing exclusive-use bus roadways

along the two primary corridors of service (Yonge north-south and Highway 7 east-west), is ideally suited to encourage

continued growth in transit use across a relatively low-density highly dispersed suburban region. The busways are being

designed for eventual, incremental conversion to LRT operation. Many commercial and office centres will be served, and the

“Transit Centre” at Yonge Street and Highway 7 in Richmond Hill is intended to evolve into a major transit interchange in the
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longer term, especially if the Yonge Street subway is eventually extended to the same location. The Centre Street/Highway 7 line

will also connect with the terminal of the extended Spadina–Allen Road subway extension now under construction. According to

the original program, the York-VIVA project was to be completed by mid-2015. However, completion is now not anticipated until

mid-2019.

Scarborough RT Refurbishment and Extension: This linear induction-powered “orphan” technology has long been a

problematic component of the TTC rapid transit system. Also, the awkward interchange with the Bloor-Danforth subway at

Kennedy Road, involving a three-level vertical transfer for passengers, was to be improved, and the line was to be equipped

with new rolling stock and extended first to Sheppard Avenue East at Markham Road (where it would have interchanged with the

Sheppard East LRT), and then to Malvern Centre in northeast Scarborough. The capital cost was estimated at $1.5 to $2 billion,

including rolling stock. The decision to retain the unique (for Toronto) linear induction propulsion technology was made

following intensive study. Extending the Bloor-Danforth subway as a replacement was considered far too costly, and it was

determined at the time that LRT as a replacement would offer inadequate capacity in the long term. Subsequent measures

announced by the province in relation to reduced funding and extended project scheduling have led to the deferral of

refurbishment, reequipping, and extension of the Scarborough RT until after the Pan-American Games have taken place. The

TTC feels confident that the heavily burdened and aging RT can operate safely until the autumn of 2015, when reconstruction

was scheduled to commence.

The most recent (2011) change in the City of Toronto’s rapid transit expansion “vision” reintroduces LRT technology in the form

converting the Scarborough RT into an extension of the Eglinton “light metro” described earlier. However, details and timing of

changes in the configuration and operation of the Scarborough RT section of the new consolidated line remain unclear.

Capital funding for the originally proposed scope of work was essentially committed by the Province of Ontario. The intention is

to begin work on at least four of the five  projects expeditiously, and complete them by 2020 or 2021.

 Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Collins, Jack. “Achieving 5 in 10″: A Revised Plan for the Big 5 Transit Projects. Presented at the Metrolinx Board of Directors

Meeting, May 19, 2010. Click here to view the slide deck online.

 The Big Move, page 60, November 2008. ↩

 For these and other reasons, the tunnelled section should have been designed as a “pre-metro” in that the running tunnels (as w ell as
platforms, turnbacks, pocket tracks, curvatures, grades, and turnout radii) should have been configured so that full-scale subw ay service
could eventually replace the narrow er LRT vehicles w ith minimal structural and operational disruption. ↩

 Dixon Road offers the follow ing advantages: higher existing development density w ithin the Dixon–Airport Road corridor; a greater likelihood
of the redevelopment of w hat is now  low -rise “strip” development at higher densities; the w ider pavement on the Dixon–Airport Road corridor;
and the corridor’s penetration of the intensively developed hotel/convention/trade show  district in the airport area, w hich together w ith the
airport itself constitutes a major employment concentration – indeed, the second-largest in the Toronto region. ↩

 Dare I venture the opinion that the recent succession of changes in recommended technology for the Scarborough line (conventional
LRT/RT upgrading/back to LRT) suggests an undercurrent of uncertainty relating to future travel demand and capacity needs in this fast-
grow ing subregion? It is hoped that the technology commitment ultimately made w ill take into account the fact that those w eekday peak period
Bloor-Danforth subw ay passengers travelling to and from districts east of the Kennedy terminal w ould be added to Eglinton LRT passengers
having similar trip origins and destinations and consequently, that those demands in combination might be problematic in future for a
conventional LRT w hich w ill penetrate both the rapidly intensifying Scarborough Centre area and other rapid-grow th precincts in northeast
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Scarborough. ↩

 The Scarborough RT refurbishment is excluded. ↩

 The latest changes to the form and phasing of these projects w ere announced by Metrolinx in April 2012. The TTC maintains a w ebsite
tracking the current state of the Light Rail Projects including links to previously approved plans. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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15.6 THE DOWNTOWN RELIEF LINE MATERIALIZES (ON PAPER) YET AGAIN →

FIGURE 15.6.1: DOWNTOWN RAPID TRANSIT EXPANSION STUDY: EXHIBIT B-4, SHOWING THE
MOST EXTENSIVE ALTERNATIVE UNDER STUDY BY THE TTC. (1)

In Metrolinx’s Regional Transportation Plan (“the Big Move”), the downtown distributor subway (Downtown Relief Line) “pre-

metro” was consigned to a late stage of network development. This delay would undoubtedly contribute to further downtown

and midtown congestion, especially if the Yonge Street subway is to be extended north to Richmond Hill. GO Transit ridership

(focused at Union Station, the southern terminus of the Yonge-University-Spadina subway) is confidently forecast to more than

double over the next two decades. The demands likely to be imposed upon the TTC’s underdesigned central area subway and

LRT infrastructure call for expanded and integrated facilities, providing additional points of route interchange to serve the

inevitable growth of the urban core.

Figure 15.6.1 shows the conceptual plan for the a proposed distributor loop subway, including suggested station locations.

This proposal, approved in principle by City of Toronto Council early in 2009,  is to be the subject of comprehensive[1 ]
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environmental impact and feasibility analyses.  Figure 15.6.1 is drawn from the 2012 preliminary report produced by the

TTC on this proposal (1).

The proposed line extends south from the Pape station on the Bloor-Danforth subway and then west, adjacent to the CN-GO

Transit rail corridor, to Union Station and Spadina Avenue (in other words, the 1986 Downtown Relief Line revisited). From that

point, it continues further west and then northwest following (or paralleling) the CN-GO Transit Georgetown Subdivision to

Dundas West station on the Bloor-Danforth subway.

FIGURE 15.6.2: OPTION 4B FOR RELIEVING OVERCROWDING AT UNION STATION. (2)

A more recent version of the Downtown Relief Line was announced by the TTC and the City in late 2011, after yet another

lengthy study of alternatives (see Figure 15.6.2). It takes the form of a line extending east from a new auxiliary GO Transit station

in the vicinity of Bathurst Street or Strachan Avenue and generally follows the alignment of Queen Street all the way to Woodbine

Avenue and then north to Woodbine Station on the Bloor-Danforth subway line. The new GO station would presumably intercept

many passengers using the heavily patronized western and northwestern GO Transit rail lines (Lakeshore West, Milton,

Georgetown/Kitchener, Bradford/Barrie) and travelling to destinations in the central area other than the immediate vicinity of

Union Station, thus relieving the older, undersized stations on the central area subway loop.

This represents nothing less than a fundamental breakthrough in conceptual planning for this much-needed line. In additional

to its potential as a central area distributor for GO Transit patrons (and therefore as relief for Union Station), it would fulfil its

historic intended role as a subway “network builder” offering load rebalancing or “relief” for both of the chronically congested

downtown subways and their two interchanges at Bloor/Yonge and St. George stations. In short, the line could significantly

[2 ]
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benefit both regional and in-city transit users.

Such an alignment would also make use of the Yonge/Queen lower-level “ghost station” after more than 60 years of dereliction

and would be the resurrection of the core section of the Queen–Don Mills subway first proposed in the mid-1960s.

However, at the time of writing, no firm way forward has yet been determined relating to how either capital or long-term

operating funds for the broad range of projects beyond the initial five are to be secured. Considerations of alternative funding

mechanisms (enhanced user fees, “road pricing,” parking surcharges, selective private-sector participation, etc.) are ongoing,

but no decisions appear to be imminent.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Toronto Transit Commission. Downtown Rapid Transit Expansion Study: Phase 1 Strategic Plan Final Report. Toronto:

Toronto Transit Commission, 2012. Click here to view the report online. Click here to view the TTC website for the ongoing

project.

2. Woo, Leslie, and Judy Knight. “Union Station 2031 and Related Planning Studies.” Presented at the Metrolinx Board Meeting,

Toronto, November 23, 2011. Click here to view the slide deck online.

 See Item EX28.1 in the January 27, 2009 City of Toronto Council Minutes. ↩

 Of interest to readers may be this analysis by a York University graduate student of the costs and benefits of constructing a Dow ntow n
Relief Line, along w ith a route map composed in the current style of the TTC’s Subw ay RT map. ↩

 The preliminary alignment for the line included in the schematic plan prepared for Metrolinx’s “The Big Move,” appears to extend as far w est
as Roncesvalles Avenue, and then north via Roncesvalles to the Dundas West station. This may prove to be a more practical alternative. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.

[1]

[2]

[3]



222 Part Four: The Province Withdraws and then Returns to Regional Planning, 1995 – 2011 levyrapidtransit.ca

15.7 LINKS TO VAUGHAN AND PEARSON AIRPORT →

FIGURE 15.7.1: THE TTC SUBWAY/RT MAP AS IT IS EXPECTED TO APPEAR IN LATE 2015 WHEN
THE SPADINA EXTENSION TO VAUGHAN OPENS. (RETRIEVED FROM THE TTC’S PROJECT
WEBSITE.)

Two other major public transit initiatives should also be mentioned.

The first is the 8.4-km extension of the Spadina–Allen Road subway from Downsview station at Sheppard Avenue West to the

proposed Vaughan Metropolitan Centre at Jane Street and Centre Street (Highway 7) in the Region of York, via York University

(see Figure 15.7.1). The estimated capital cost of this project is $2.6 to $3.0 billion, including six new stations, most of which

are to be commodious as well as architecturally distinctive, free-standing structures. Tripartite government funding (federal,

provincial, and municipal) is in place, and preliminary construction began in 2010. Completion is anticipated in 2016.

Questions could be raised concerning land use intensification potential in the area to be traversed. While the York

University/Seneca College campus and emerging university-related commercial uses south of Steeles Avenue West will likely

generate significant peak period travel on the line, especially during academic terms, it remains unclear at this time whether

such a costly facility with such high capacity will be justified in the medium term (15 to 20 years), particularly in view of the recent

completion of a new $40-million bus facility involving exclusive bus lanes on Allen Road from Downsview to north of Finch

Avenue, and an exclusive bus roadway along the southern edge of the “Finch Hydro Corridor” and within the York University

campus. Moreover, Downsview Park, once envisaged as Canada’s first “urban national park,” appears destined to remain

sparsely developed for some years to come, which does not bode well for public transit travel demand in the near or medium

term.

The second project is the Union Station–Pearson Airport limited-stop rail service on the Georgetown Subdivision (rail corridor)

through Weston and West Toronto (see Figure 15.7.2). The environmental impact assessment (EA) has been approved by the

province, but ongoing local opposition to greatly increased diesel-powered rail traffic (airport trains on 15-minute headways,
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and two-way, all-day GO Transit Georgetown/Guelph/Kitchener service, plus VIA passenger trains and freight trains) has

delayed implementation. Opponents continue to demand early electrification of airport and GO Transit services, as is typical of

services of this nature in nearly all major urban areas in the developed world.  At the time of writing, legal challenges

remain to be resolved, but the Province, through Metrolinx, so far appears unable to proceed with early electrification, but rather

continues to assert that the diesel multiple-unit (DMU) trains already on order can be either readily converted to electric

multiple-unit (EMU) operation or transferred to other lightly patronized GO Transit lines in the future.

The corridor can accommodate up to four tracks, and the intention is to make it possible for all trains to use all tracks

interchangeably to take advantage of capacity in a corridor that must accommodate long-distance and commuter trains of

different headways, speeds, and stopping frequencies. Admittedly, this situation would make corridor electrification costly and

complex. Apparently, increasing the number of tracks to allow for optimum separation of movements would have even more

burdensome cost implications in terms of the additional property required – not to mention the full range of environmental

concerns along this heavily populated urban corridor. These dilemmas were analyzed during the 2010 GO Transit

Electrification Study carried out for Metrolinx and the province, but have not yet been resolved.

At the time of writing, the province has set aside capital funds in the range of $1 billion for the required early-stage Georgetown

South Corridor enhancement. As for the Union-Pearson Express rail service component of the Georgetown South Corridor, the

province originally decided to invite a private consortium to build, equip, and operate the service between Union Station and

Pearson Airport, using dedicated diesel multiple-unit rolling stock. However, in summer 2010, negotiations with the consortium

broke down. Consequently, the province, through Metrolinx, has agreed to become responsible for constructing, equipping, and

operating the Union-Pearson Express, including a wholly new 3-km “spur,” which will link the GO Transit alignment and the

Pearson Airport terminal zone.

FIGURE 15.7.2: PROPOSED LONG-TERM VISION FOR A “BLOOR WEST STATION” ON THE AIRPORT
RAIL LINK. (1)

[1 ]
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This turn of events could have many benefits in operational compatibility with GO Transit and, conceivably, the TTC, relating to

user costs, propulsion technology, and the full range of passenger services, including information dissemination and

scheduling, among others. However, true coordination of operations will become practical only when the Union-Pearson

Express line becomes an integral part of the region’s electrified rail passenger network, with appropriately designed

interchange stations and a fare structure compatible with those of TTC and GO Transit. Ideally, the service would operate as a

division of the TTC rapid transit (subway) network, fully integrated with the proposed GO Transit Express Rail network, would

serve a small number of strategically located stations (again, as is the practice in many other major urban regions served by

international airports). These would include the Western Relief Station at Bathurst Street or Strachan Avenue, Bloor

West/Dundas West, Eglinton West/Mount Dennis (to provide an interchange with the Eglinton LRT) and Weston, in addition to

the Union Station and Pearson Airport terminal stations.

Unfortunately, no such arrangements appear to be under consideration. At present, the Union-Pearson Express continues to

be envisaged as a limited-stop, premium-fare shuttle service, operated – at least initially – using short, diesel-powered

multiple-unit trains, which are said to be “convertible” to electrified operation in the future. This promise has been met with

widespread skepticism.

At this time, analyses and discussions relating to station and terminal design and financial arrangements (including fare rates,

capital cost recovery, revenue and operating cost-sharing) continue, but no firm conclusions have been drawn.

Sources cited in this chapter:

1. Brook McIlroy Inc., BA Group, and N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited. Dundas West-Bloor Mobility Hub . Toronto: Metrolinx,

2011. Click here to view the study online.

 

 Indeed, because of its limited length, the airport service w ould seem to be a suitable pilot project for GO Transit system-w ide electrif ication
studied (yet again) in 2010 by Metrolinx and GO Transit. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 16: WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED SO FAR? →

FIGURE 16.0.1: PHOTO OF FINCH WEST SUBWAY STATION UNDER CONSTRUCTION IN DECEMBER
2012. (RETRIEVED FROM FLICKR; CC)

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The history of transit planning in Toronto provides lessons that should inform Toronto’s planning today and in the future. The

three most important are the need to improve connectivity, the need to ensure that new rapid transit lines serve areas where

demand is highest, and the need to link transit to land use. This chapter also lists some specific near-term requirements, and

touches on the subjects of wayfinding and fare integration. Above all, the most important lesson from this webbook is the

following: the extremities of a rapid transit network will function at optimum efficiency only when the central area of the City of

Toronto has first been provided with a close-grained sub-network of routes providing enough capacity, operating flexibility,

connectivity, and route choice to serve as the nucleus of an expanded regional service.

At this point in the narrative, I offer the following conclusions on transit planning and operating policies in the “Greater Golden

Horseshoe” focused upon the City of Toronto.

The importance of connectivity: Route choice (i.e., essential redundancy) and an expanded array of well-distributed transfer
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stations are essential characteristics of an efficient, operationally flexible rapid transit network serving a major growing

metropolitan area such as that focused on the City of Toronto.

Setting priorities: Capital-intensive subway construction must be confined to those corridors that exhibit the levels of land use

density and residential/employment populations high enough to justify such facilities now or in the foreseeable future. The era

of “political subways” must end. Simply stated: If the more heavily travelled sections of a proposed transit route cannot be

expected to generate average ridership levels of at least 15,000 passengers per hour per direction during weekday peak

periods (based upon recognized forecasting methodology), then heavy rapid transit (e.g., subway) infrastructure will not be

justifiab le either financially or operationally. Only the following two corridors exhibit such near-term potential at this time, and full

heavy rapid transit – if necessary, with “pre-metro” operation using LRT trains initially – should be limited to these over the next

two to three decades.

First, a downtown distributor is needed to link either the Pape or Donlands station with the Dundas West station (on the Bloor-

Danforth subway) by a “U”-shaped alignment through the financial district and burgeoning mixed-use precincts to the east and

west.

As soon as possible, this line should extended north to Eglinton, initially in the east (at Don Mills Road) and eventually at both

ends. The eastern extension would not only significantly reduce peak period passenger volumes on the most heavily used

section of the Yonge Street subway south of Eglinton, but would also directly penetrate Thorncliffe Park and Flemingdon Park –

two very heavily populated areas – on its way to Eglinton near Don Mills Road, close to the Ontario Science Centre. Alternatively,

an electrified Union-Station-to-Pearson-Airport service operating on an “at-grade subway line,” so to speak, with stations at

selected major roads and intersecting rapid transit lines, could serve as the western limb of the central area distributor “loop.”

While this line should ultimately become part of the overall heavy rapid transit network (as in Chicago, Washington, D.C., San

Francisco, Atlanta, and other cities), charging a premium fare two to three times higher than the regular fare might be

appropriate, especially if limited-stop “express” service can be operated on the multi-track corridor now being developed.

Second, an Eglinton corridor “pre-metro” (light rapid transit) operating below-grade at least between Jane Street or Weston

Road in the west and Don Mills Road in the east is also required. Extensions to the north (Jane Street on the west; Don Mills on

the east) and to the east and west in the Eglinton corridor should be in the form of modified, preferably off-street or “side-of-

road” LRT or bus rapid transit (BRT) facilities, depending upon passenger volumes anticipated. The transfer stations between

the “pre-metro” and the surface routes should be designed to ensure optimum transfer convenience; e.g., “cross-platform”

transfers, or, if possible,  the type of subway-to-surface transfer facility seen at St. Clair West station.

Linking land use to transit: The private sector should be invited to participate in station precinct mixed-use redevelopment at

economically viable densities. Free-standing low-rise (invariably single-storey) station buildings rarely make sense in either

economic or urban design terms, especially in heavily built-up districts. Many stations both inside (Wellesley) and outside the

city centre (Dufferin, Davisville, Eglinton, Lawrence, York Mills, Sheppard, North York Centre, Finch, St. Clair West) have  shared

sites with commercial development for many years while maintaining efficient connecting bus or streetcar route access, thus

[1
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preserving “paper-free” transfer privileges offering some degree of protection from the elements. In view of the generally very

high capital cost of stations, it will be particularly important to seize the shared-cost potential of mixed-use (particularly

commercial) development at as many stations as possible. Even station naming rights could be considered, taking care to

guarantee that the public’s interest will be preserved in perpetuity in terms of the station’s locational identification. The

Yonge/Eglinton station represents great potential in this regard.

Other important near-term transit requirements are:

station enlargement and upgrading on the older sections of existing subway lines, particularly the Yonge line south of Bloor;
progressively upgraded operating systems throughout the subway system, including “moving block” signal systems,
Automated Train Control (ATC),  new rolling stock, etc.;
a major upgrading and eventually further expansion of both TTC and GO Transit facilities at Union Station;
ongoing expansion and eventual system-wide electrification of the GO Transit operation;
the development of “mobility hubs” involving convenient GO/TTC transfer facilities at strategically located junctions (e.g.,
Bloor West/Dundas West, Eglinton West/Weston Road, Kennedy/Eglinton East, and, of course, Union Station);
the development of at least one satellite or “relief” station west of downtown near Strachan Avenue where several GO
Transit routes converge, and where transfers could be made to and from the proposed downtown distributor (or Regional
Relief Line), thus reducing pressure on Union Station.

Wayfinding through a complex network and multi-route/multi-modal “mobility hubs” must be clear and consistent in terms of

fonts, colours, messages, layout, mapping, and audio-visual systems. Also, regardless of how efficient and responsive

electronics-based information systems may be, “living” personnel must be either seen or readily reachable in case of

confusion, emergency, or other needs that can arise in crowded and frenetically active places such as major transit stations.

Fare integration (but not a single fare, because such a thing would be fiscally untenable) is essential across a network

covering numerous political jurisdictions. Either “pure” fare-by-distance or zoned fares can be workable. Contemporary control

capabilities make it possible to apply different fare rates, such as universal or group-specific “free” or discounted travel at off-

peak times or concession fares for selected groups (the young, students, seniors, the handicapped). In any case, a trip across

municipal boundaries using multiple transit facilities and systems must afford full transparency to users. In physical terms,

transfers must be optimally convenient, fast and secure – not to mention as infrequent as practicable, thanks to coordinated

network design and routing.

Success depends on the centre of the network: I cannot stress the following conclusion strongly enough:

The extremities of a rapid transit network will function at optimum efficiency only when the central area of the City of

Toronto has first been provided with a close-grained sub-network of routes providing enough capacity, operating

flexibility, connectivity, and route choice to serve as the nucleus of an expanded regional service.

 

 As noted earlier, such a line w ould be beneficial on many fronts. In additional to affording signif icant relief to the oldest and most seriously
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underdesigned sections of the existing subw ay system south of Bloor Street (including St. George interchanges) by offering a supplementary
central area service and a new  interchange w ith the Bloor-Danforth subw ay in the east, it could “relieve” Union Station as w ell, by intercepting
a substantial number of GO Transit patrons w ho use the heavily travelled w estern and northw estern lines at a new  GO Transit/TTC distributor.
The new  TTC line could in effect distribute the GO Transit patrons to and from employment precincts in the rapidly expanding central area that
are not in the immediate vicinity of Union Station itself, thereby reducing congestion and allaying concerns that the current renovation and
expansion of the GO Transit and subw ay facilities at Union station might w ell become overburdened again, w ell before mid-century. Given a
reasonable level of “transparency” in terms of fare coordination and ease of transferring betw een GO Transit and TTC operations at the
proposed w est dow ntow n interchange, the new  east-w est distributor could function as a double-ended relief line, serving both regional and in-
city travel. ↩

 Note that the Union Pearson Express and all other rail operations using the Georgetow n South Subdivision w ill do so on standard gauge
(1,435 mm/4 ft. 8½ in.) track, w hereas all TTC subw ay and “heritage” streetcar lines operate on the TTC’s historic and likely unique broad
gauge (1,495 mm/4 ft. 10⅞ in.) track. This should not prevent the w est-side Union Pearson operation – or any section thereof – from being
operationally integrated w ith the rapid transit (subw ay) system, because “interlining” need not be a prerequisite in the foreseeable future.
Indeed, several major urban rapid transit systems, such as Philidelphia or Barcelona, successfully operate lines of different gauges as divisions
of an integrated netw ork. ↩

 Platform doors w ould be a prerequisite for Automated Train Control (ATC), but retrofitting all stations and maintaining adequate ventilation on
all platforms on the lengthy Yonge-University-Spadina subw ay (the oldest section of w hich has been operating for nearly 60 years) w ould be
an extremely costly and complex undertaking. Admittedly, suicide prevention and the creation of an effective barrier betw een platform edges
and trackw ays w ould be highly desirable, as w ould enhanced crow d control. Moreover, the new  trains, w hich are now  entering service on
the line are designed for ATC. Consequently, long-term implementation of platform doors should not be discounted. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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OUTSIDE THE BOX
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CHAPTER 17: GAZING INTO THE FUTURE →
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CHAPTER SUMMARY

More than 100 years ago, the now-defunct Toronto Telegram published its vision of the city’s future. Some predictions (such as

the regional population) were surprisingly accurate; some were very wide of the mark. The article and its accompanying

illustration can be taken as a “cautionary note” in terms of how far short of reality even carefully considered and responsible

long-term forecasts can be.
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I am not going to make predictions about whether or how Toronto’s transit problems will be resolved over the course of the 21

century. Making predictions is fraught with peril. As evidence, I present a remarkable image and explanatory text that appeared

in the Toronto Telegram  in the early 1900s, expressing predictions for the City of Toronto and its transportation at the end of the

20  century.

Some of the predictions relating to Toronto for the end of the new (20 ) century are eerily accurate – including its area

population and geographic spread; elevated highways and walkways; the place of higher education; the popularity of Muskoka

and Parry Sound as recreation areas. Toronto, after all, had recently embraced the sobriquet “The Hopeful City,” largely as a

result of its growth spurt in the late 1880s and early 1890s.

Other predictions have failed to materialize – most notably national population expansion, the growth and importance of Sault

Ste. Marie and Fort William (now part of Thunder Bay), the continuing supremacy of “lightning express” passenger trains for

intercity travel, and of course the shamefully sexist forecast relating to women in the work force. (And why did the writer conclude

that New York’s skyscraper profile resulted from “slow locomotion”? Surely, the opposite is the case; that city’s vast subway and

elevated railroad network and the emergence of reliable elevator technology made even taller buildings possible.)

The illustration reflects the influence of Jules Verne, at the time one of the world’s most famous – and still popular – early

science-fiction writers. The soaring monorails depicted here are certainly an exuberant celebration of newly dependable electric

propulsion, seen by Verne and other visionaries of the time (such as H. G. Wells) as the seminal advance it clearly was.

There is some unintentional humour expressed in the picture. I particularly relish the double-winged airliner, the “Model T”

appearance of the automobiles, the unchanged clothing styles of both genders, the survival of animal-powered conveyances,

and the heavy-handed late 19 -century architecture. Perhaps most most curious and harrowing of of all is the graphic image in

the text of air cargo falling on the hapless populace below!

Nonetheless, the presentation as a whole generally reflects optimism – aspirations all too rarely expressed today. At the same

time, the image can be taken as a “cautionary note” in terms of how far short of reality even carefully considered and

responsible long-term forecasts can be.

I do not harbour such doubts about the fundamental vision for how Toronto’s public transportation infrastructure should be

developed – a vision that has been espoused repeatedly throughout the 20  century by a long list of well-qualified engineers

and planners, and remains no less timely in the 21 .
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For ease of reading, the text is reproduced below.

 

GAZING INTO THE FUTURE
—

A Prophetic View of the Queen City as It Will Exist and Flourish an Hundred or Less Years From Now

—

LIFE FOR ALL WITH MODERN IDEALS.

—

Flying Machines and Other at Present Luxuries Will be Within the Reach of the Most Humble – A Center of Culture

—
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How can any man, not inspired, foretell where the twentieth century will place the City of Toronto? No one can tell with any

certainty, but anyone can venture to speculate on this subject.

The past century has seen the forest cleared away and a city of over two hundred thousand inhabitants grow slowly into being.

Twenty years ago the city had but half, twenty years hence it will probably have more than double its present population.

Will the city grow during the next hundred years as it has done in the past twenty? If so, simple calculation promises us in the

year 2000 a city with a population of 6,400,000.

As travel grows safer and cheaper, the submerged millions in the old lands will set forth in righteous discontent to found homes

in this new land. Our climate, libeled for three centuries, will have justice done it at last.

We figure that Canada will, in one hundred years, have a population exceeding 100,000,000. And Toronto will be the intellectual

headquarters of this great country.

Leaving now the realm of hard and demonstrab le facts, let us indicate some of the conditions that will probably exist here one

hundred years hence. It will be conceded that nobody can disprove at present any of the following predictions. If any of them are

wrong, time only can show it.

Toronto will extend, until in 2000 it will take in Whitby, Uxbridge, Brampton, and Oakville.

This city and Hamilton will be united to all intents and purposes, but local jealousies will prevent Hamilton from annexing, as

Parkdale has done in our own day.

There will be no twenty-storey buildings in this great city. Those b ig buildings now seen in New York were the product of a day of

slow locomotion. Population will, indeed, be two or three layers deeper, buildings two or three times as high, as at present over

the central part of the city, but rapid transit will be so perfected that there will be no necessity for crowding people together in one

spot.

Yonge street will be a back number and Spadina avenue the central street of the city. No opportunity will ever occur of widening

Yonge street, or broadening the corners of that street at King and at Queen. This will finally ruin Yonge street.

Overhead railways will carry people to Brampton for mid-day luncheon, while other overhead roads will attend to what may be

called the way-business or local travel.

Electricity will be wonderfully perfected. A system of using the sun’s rays in lieu of fuel will greatly cheapen the cost of production.

Travel will, in fact, be as rapid as is consistent with the necessity for breathing, and one man will be practically as near any given

point as any other man.

There will be universal free trade, which as regards the trade of the continent, will place Toronto in a fine position, for, although

sidetracked in respect to Canadian transcontinental travel, and seriously competed with by the great cities of Sault St. Marie
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(then called Soomary) and Fort William in catering to the business of the west and north, she will be right in line for the immense

trade moving north and south a hundred years hence.

The flying machine, like the b icycle, will be a great convenience, but as the latter, does not replace the horse, so the flying

machine will not replace the lightning express on land and the great bulk-moving craft on water.

Laws will exist – ratified by international treaties – against carrying freight in the air owing to the frequency of air-ship wrecks and

the damage to property underneath caused by the falling of heavy boxes and crates from above. This will be described as class

legislations, and will be b itterly opposed by the farmers in all countries, they being willing to risk their isolated homesteads in

such showers of merchandise, but the cities will be strong enough to overcome this opposition.

Toronto will a hundred years hence be the great university city of the continent.

The Legislative buildings, the Queen’s Park, and a square mile of land to the north will be covered with college building.

From all over the continent young men will come here – not young women, the fair sex, through one generation of experiment

early in the century, having discovered that for several thousands of years they had a cinch which they did not sufficiently

appreciate, will revert to the pursuit of matrimony unconcerned as to how the men fill the family purse, so long as they control the

emptying of it.

Here too, will live the sculptors and painters of that period. They will differ from those we have now, in that they will make true

speaking likenesses – likenesses that will be ab le to talk and shake hands with critics who call to write them up – so different

from the painted hands one sometimes sees at the exhib itions of the O.S.A.!

A hundred years hence there will probably not be a fish in all the great lakes.

There will probably not be a square mile of natural forest.

Toronto, however, will enjoy fame and fortune from a source now little valued. The city will be the centre of the great summer

play-ground of the continent.

Muskoka and Parry Sound being unsuited to agriculture, will be devoted to play, and great crowds of people will come here

from all parts of the world to revel in the fine air in their flying machines, to explore in these same vehicles the rugged thin-

manned north, to look down on a courtier richer in streams and lakes than any similar area in the world.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 18: A RAPID TRANSIT NETWORK FOR THE CENTRAL AREA AND ENVIRONS →

SELECTION FROM FIGURE 19.1.1 SHOWING ONE POSSIBLE SOLUTION TO TORONTO’S CENTRAL
AREA NETWORK DEFICIENCY.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

The many proposals and transit schemes proposed over the years suggest ways in which the system might be developed into

a network appropriate for a large and growing metropolitan centre. This particular concept includes not only a Downtown

Distributor (“Relief”) subway, but also ways to relieve congestion at Union Station, either by creating “relief stations” to the east

and west of downtown core, or (less likely) rerouting some commuter traffic along the CP North Toronto Subdivision currently

used only by freight trains.
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18.1 A PROPOSAL WITH HISTORICAL PRECEDENT →

FIGURE 18.1.1: THIS CONCEPT REPRESENTS POTENTIAL ALIGNMENTS FOR A DOWNTOWN RELIEF
LINE BETWEEN THE BLOOR WEST/DUNDAS WEST STATION AND EGLINTON AVENUE EAST AT DON
MILLS ROAD. ILLUSTRATION BY ZACK TAYLOR.

Figure 18.1.1, which depicts an idealized Toronto central area rapid transit network, summarizes and is intended to respond to

many of the key concerns and objectives discussed in previous chapters. While the illustration is schematic, its structure is

essentially self-explanatory. The existing subway system components are represented by heavy red lines, while the proposed

downtown distributor or “Regional Relief Line” (including schematic city centre alignment alternatives) and the future Eglinton

Crosstown route are represented by heavy dark blue lines and a dashed light-blue line, respectively.
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The contrast between the current very restricted range and distribution of subway interchange stations and the potentially much

wider range and distribution of subway/LRT/GO Transit interchange stations is striking. Clearly, many such interchanges on a

central distributor loop would be suitable for medium-to-high-density mixed land use development, including structures

integrated with and above the stations (making use of “air rights”), all of which would contribute not only to the potential cost

sharing but also to the volumes of pedestrian flows and related urban vitality in and around the station precincts.

Note that the various interchanges shown on Figure 18.1.1 would involve not only current and expanded TTC services (subway,

LRT, and streetcar operations), but also GO Transit commuter rail as well as “Express Rail” (to adopt Metrolinx parlance). Such

an integrated, high-capacity, multi-modal network is essential to support the growth and diversification of both the metropolitan

core and outlying districts. The core is unique in terms of functional variety, scale, and general economic and cultural influence

in this country, and should be the focus of high-capacity transportation infrastructure providing optimally efficient and cost-

effective connections with all parts of the expanding urban region.

The two “upper central area” subway interchange stations on the Eglinton line – Eglinton/Yonge and Eglinton West/Allen Road

– will become key focal points on the network. Eglinton/Yonge is located within a rapidly developing “major centre” as identified

by both the City of Toronto and the Province of Ontario in the Places to Grow growth plan. The development/intensification

opportunity presented by the currently vacant site southwest of the intersection, formerly occupied by the 1950s-era subway/bus

transfer facility, must be seized. The site calls for an architecturally significant and commodious transit/development “hub,”

linked with all quadrants of the intersection, and including direct access to neighbouring buildings, both existing and proposed.

While two of the three other quadrants (northwest and southeast) are already largely redeveloped with high-density mixed uses,

the northeast quadrant, extending north to Roehampton Avenue, retains its early 20 - century two-storey retail character.

However, a high-density full-block redevelopment has lately been announced for that quadrant. This proposal is currently under

study by Toronto’s planners and is the subject of public consultation.

The planning and construction of the Eglinton LRT underground station should trigger the development of a new and spacious

interchange with the Yonge Street subway as well as with local buses, thereby constituting the nucleus of this increasingly

important “mobility hub.” Furthermore, the opportunity to replace the featureless, unattractive (and rather menacing) pedestrian

tunnels linking the existing station with the northeastern and southeastern corners of the intersection with fully accessible,

commercially active, and architecturally refined concourses at a uniform level (that is, without stairs) should not be missed.

The Eglinton West/Allen Road interchange will also represent a point on the greater network of particular significance. The

Spadina-Allen Road subway extension to York University and into York Region (proposed for completion in 2016) together with

the Eglinton LRT subway (proposed for completion in 2020) will in combination create Toronto’s first example of a focal point of

high-capacity, high-speed public transit service in all four cardinal directions across much of the city and even beyond. That is,

the system will extend north to and beyond the northern city limit; south to the heart of downtown Toronto and the waterfront;

east into central Scarborough; and west (eventually) to Pearson International Airport and Mississauga. As well, Allen Road,

which extends northward from Eglinton Avenue, will continue to function as a key road link between “upper midtown” and the

Greater Toronto Area’s 400-series highway network. Not even Yonge/Eglinton will be able to offer this range of multi-modal

access, even after the Yonge Street subway has been extended to Richmond Hill Centre, as proposed by Metrolinx.

th
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Another location of great potential importance is Dundas Street West and Bloor Street West, which at present is a rather

primitive, largely underdeveloped transit interchange, and not an urban focal point or mobility hub worthy of the name. While the

Bloor-Danforth subway provides a convenient, sheltered off-street transfer facility at the extreme west end of the Dundas West

station serving two streetcar routes as well as bus routes, no attempt has ever been made to extend the convenience and

comfort of a sheltered transfer facility between the TTC and the GO Transit (rail) services operating on the CN Georgetown

Subdivision, which is very close to the east end of the subway station. Currently, the Georgetown-Kitchener and Milton GO

Transit services call at a rather “basic” station at Bloor Street West. Its only pedestrian access has to date taken the form of a

dark, narrow, unsheltered, and often unkempt sets of stairs leading from the Bloor Street north sidewalk, through isolated

openings in the rail overpass abutment wall, to the open-air GO Transit platforms above. At present, the GO Transit platforms

are not accessible to the handicapped, and only a few widely spaced bus shelter–sized enclosures are available on the

platforms to provide a modicum of shelter for waiting passengers – a sorry basis for an intended “mobility hub”!

Perhaps the most frustrating aspect of the current situation is that the adjacent high-rise Crossways mixed-use residential and

commercial complex, while extending the full length of the Dundas West station structure below, offers no sheltered, publicly

accessible links either with the TTC or with GO Transit (let alone a sheltered pedestrian route between them). This situation is

surprising, since the venerable air rights development includes an internal east-west retail/service concourse (similar in basic

configuration to a typical PATH concourse in central Toronto), which extends over virtually the entire distance between the two

existing station access points.

Admittedly, Crossways is a privately owned entity and its owners are not obliged to provide any kind of direct link with public

transit facilities, even though its construction was made possible principally because the site was largely cleared in preparation

for subway construction nearly 50 years ago. Furthermore, a direct link between the development and the public transit

system(s) – which, admittedly, would incur construction and operating costs – would almost certainly benefit commuters, the

private owner’s retail outlets, and the public in general over the long term.

While Crossways and nearby land uses are aging, in spite of numerous planning studies to analyze how the Bloor/Dundas

area might be redesigned or redeveloped to provide the missing connections, the situation remains unresolved.

Meanwhile, the TTC continues to upgrade the signal system on the heavily used Yonge-University-Spadina-Allen Road line and

plans to do the same on the Bloor-Danforth line when funding is secured, with a view to implementing Automatic Train Control

(ATC) throughout, thereby increasing system capacity. Other initiatives involve the introduction of new higher-capacity trains 

 (which began operating on the Yonge-University-Spadina-Allen Road line in 2011), and the ongoing review of alternative

ways of enhancing the capacity of the system’s notoriously congested Yonge/Bloor station without incurring massive service

disruptions.

One of the most significant enhancements under consideration at Yonge/Bloor would take the form of a second platform at the

Bloor/Danforth level that would serve eastbound trains only, leaving the existing island platform to serve westbound trains only.

Clearly, this addition would significantly offload the narrow, chronically congested existing island platform  as well as

ameliorating similarly chronic peak-period congestion on the Yonge subway level by essentially “splitting” the heavy transfer

volumes into two separated sets of stairway/escalator/elevator facilities. In effect, this would disperse the current heavy throngs

[1

]

[2 ]
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of transferring passengers over greater proportions of both the Yonge subway-level platforms, thereby significantly reducing the

concentrated loading that occurs at the extreme north end of the station.

A dual platform configuration would greatly enhance the capacity and operational flexibility of the central area rapid transit

network, considering the Yonge/Bloor station’s central position. Indeed, this station will remain vitally important as an

interchange and urban hub, even after the downtown distributor (relief line) and Eglinton line are in operation, by dint of the

massive mixed-use development potential of the entire midtown area, which is already clearly in evidence.

Unfortunately, the second platform would occupy space directly beneath the existing Hudson’s Bay Company store and the

adjacent office tower and retail complex. This position would probably render such an improvement – highly desirable though it

might be – essentially unfeasible until comprehensive redevelopment of the site is deemed practical.

 These trains offer full-length internal passenger circulation and w ider aisles throughout, thereby providing modestly higher capacity. In
addition, better “load balance” w ill be achieved among the individual cars, w hich are “semi-permanently coupled.” The effect is not unlike that
experienced in Toronto’s existing Articulated Light Rail Vehicle (ALRV) streetcars typically assigned to the 501 (Queen-Lakeshore) and 511
(Bathurst) services – although on a far larger scale. How ever, w hile the new  trains are capable of being operated in automated (driverless)
mode, this feature w ould require platform-edge barriers and doors synchronized w ith train doors to be in place. Clearly, these additions w ould
incur signif icant capital costs, not only for the door and w all system itself but also for essential enhancement of station ventilation. ↩

 During peak travel periods, w hen heavily loaded eastbound and w estbound trains arrive at roughly the same time, the ensuing crow ds of
those leaving and attempting to board the trains often test the capacity of the obstructed platform to the danger level, especially w hen follow ing
trains arrive before all passengers w ho disembarked from the earlier trains have been able to leave the platform. ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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18.2 A DIGRESSION ON WAYFINDING →

PHOTO RETRIEVED FROM FLICKR. (CC)

At this point, I also want to stress the importance of interchange station design and consistent wayfinding (signage, mapping,

etc.) conventions, especially as the present skeletal rapid transit system becomes more of a multiple path/multiple interchange

network.

Surely, it is already far past time to take wayfinding in the public transit system – particularly within TTC facilities – to a higher

level than is offered today. TTC subway signage, once a well-coordinated, uniformly designed component of station design,

was based upon an easily recognizable, customized “TTC font,” standard sizes, and uniform linguistic conventions, colours,

and symbols, most of which have been compromised over the years, as stations have been retiled and modified, and as new

facilities (such as elevators) have been added.

Worse, far too many stations continue to be embarrassingly degraded with hand-written cardboard signs intended to alert

riders to short-term service changes. “Short term” provisions all too often prevail for weeks or even months, while the

handwritten signs taped to the walls or attendants’ booths become ever more dog-eared. These signs symbolize neglect of

and even contempt for the image of the operation as a whole, the users of the service, and the city in general.
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Furthermore, while the station area maps posted at all stations are adequate in terms of size, coverage, level of detail, and

general design, they are too often egregiously out of date, especially in the central area, where rapid and significant changes

occur continuously, and visitors to the city are most numerous.

While area maps merely need more frequent monitoring and updating, problems with the comprehensive subway/surface

system maps are not so easily resolvable. How much longer are Toronto visitors and residents alike going to be faced with too

much information in too little space – too many narrow and parallel lines, too many numbers and symbols, and insufficient

graphic prominence accorded the subway system? Surely, the transit map should depict the subways by means of much wider

lines rendered in transparent colours  that would not obscure other important service details (e.g., connecting surface

routes, etc.).

 I have no particular comment regarding the specif ic colours used to identify the various subw ay lines, except to question w hy red or orange
w as not used, as they are in so many other maps of urban transit systems, to indicate either the initial or the most important lines. These
colours stand out on both w hite and black backgrounds, w hile the pale yellow  selected many years ago for the pre-eminent Yonge-University-
Spadina line virtually disappears on the light background used for the comprehensive map. In view  of the steadily increasing average age of the
population, resulting in greater prevalence of w eakened eyesight, does not the city’s most heavily travelled public transit service justify a much
higher level of clarity? ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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18.3 RELIEVING UNION STATION 1: A WEST-END “GATEWAY” GO TRANSIT STATION AND RELATED RAPID TRANSIT
NETWORK MODIFICATIONS →

The alignment alternatives shown serving the central area and west Toronto in Figure 18.1.1  call for further discussion,

particularly in terms of operations at Union Station.

West of the financial district, all the alternative sub-alignments are shown passing through what I have termed the “Garrison

Common Gateway” station, envisaged as providing significant “relief” from rising weekday peak period congestion at Union

Station. This is not an original idea on my part: a new station in this general vicinity was identified by the Metropolitan Toronto

Planning Department and dubbed the “West Shoulder Station” more than 25 years ago. It was proposed to relieve congestion

at Union Station. Moreover, as briefly discussed in Section 15.6, the most recent feasibility studies relating to such a facility

essentially resurrect the western “relief station” concept. A similar proposal for an “East Shoulder Station” in the vicinity of

Cherry Street would have served all GO Transit routes connection eastern and northeastern suburbs with central Toronto.

The arrangement resembles a similar project being developed at that time (after years of study and debate) in Melbourne,

Australia. There, the once-solitary central railway terminal – Flinders Street – on the principal rail corridor had become the most

heavily used railway station in the world, because it was called upon to handle all long-distance trains in addition to all regional

commuter trains operating on a central-area-focused network of no fewer than 16 electrified lines. A more detailed discussion

of the situation in Melbourne can be found in Chapter 20.

Flinders Street Station had become intolerably congested during weekday peak periods. The decision was made to build the

Spencer Street Station about 2 km to the west along the same corridor, and shortly thereafter, a four-track underground loop

circumscribing the central business district. The complex operation of the loop allows for train movements in either direction on

each of the four tracks, depending upon variations in peak travel demand. While this might appear to be a confusing

arrangement, variable-message illuminated signs and destination lists at each station would provide adequate guidance, and

most daily commuters soon learn where and when to catch their trains.

The loop not only links the two major stations, but also provides for the rerouting of many commuter trains by means of three

new four-track underground stations distributed around the loop. The historic Flinders Street Station now serves only electrified

suburban trains, while the grand, expanded Southern Cross Terminal (Spencer Street Station greatly enlarged and

architecturally transformed) serves both (certain) suburban trains and all long-distance trains linking Melbourne with Sydney,

Canberra, Adelaide, Brisbane, and intermediate points.

Despite differences in how the rail systems were developed in the two cities, Melbourne’s experience is instructive for Toronto
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and in my view helps to justify the proposed shoulder relief or “gateway” station concept for Toronto both east and west of Union

Station. Unfortunately, the opportunity to develop  a western “gateway” station in the vicinity of Strachan Avenue, where the two

principal CN Rail subdivisions (Oakville and Georgetown) meet, seems to be slipping away by dint of recent decisions to

establish residential zoning on nearly all properties that might have had the requisite configuration and location.

Even so, its inclusion on Figure 18.1.1 – being schematic – remains a concept worth serious consideration. At least four of

Toronto’s existing GO Transit routes (Georgetown/Guelph/Kitchener-Waterloo; Milton; Oakville/Hamilton; Bradford/Barrie) in

addition to a fifth proposed route serving Bolton, as well as certain VIA long-distance trains, and the proposed Union Pearson

Express rail link could either stop or (in certain cases, or at certain times) terminate at the proposed western “gateway” station,

allowing passengers to transfer between the regional rail services and the proposed TTC downtown distributor. This, in turn,

would afford significant relief to Union Station, as passengers transferring at the supplementary station could avoid using

Union Station (and the perennially cramped Union subway station) entirely.

However, if this relief station is to be successful, it would be essential to provide for convenient (where possible, “cross-

platform”) transfers between GO Transit services and the downtown distributor (relief) line. Presumably, this line would have to

serve several stations in the central area, in order to minimize walking distance and overall travel time for a large proportion of

those prospective riders who would be employed in parts of the burgeoning central area that are not conveniently located with

respect to Union Station itself. In any event, a fully transparent integrated fare regime would be essential to the success of such

a proposal.

In addition to providing for optimally convenient transfers to and from the downtown distributor subway, the Garrison Common

Gateway station is also intended to provide for efficient transfers to and from the waterfront streetcar/LRT service. The Queen’s

Quay spine of Harbourfront and other parts of the central waterfront contain not only an increasingly diversified array of

recreational and cultural destinations, but also more and more places of employment. The streetcar/LRT component of the

proposed Garrison Common multi-modal transportation hub could meet the GO Transit and subway components either at or

close to Bathurst Street or near a suitably modified Exhibition Place loop and station, depending upon the availability of a site

large enough to accommodate the expanded facility. As in many other major cities, especially in Europe and Asia, where space

is limited, this station may well be considered a good candidate for mixed-use air rights development.

A similar arrangement might be considered for the East Shoulder (relief) station, which could be located just east of the Don

River to serve the massive Unilever site, where substantial amounts of office space and other commercial employment uses

are being considered. The station could be designed as an east-side GO Transit/TTC transfer point on the downtown

distributor (relief) subway, offering connections with an expanded streetcar/LRT sub-network operating lines on Queen’s Quay

East, Commissioners Street, and Broadview Avenue (extended).

Figure 18.1.1 indicates two alternative routings for an extended downtown distributor subway or “pre-Metro” west of the

proposed western “relief” station. One might follow the CN Georgetown South Subdivision (if sufficient right-of-way could be

secured). The other could extend west, possibly following parts of the King Street or Queen Street alignments to Roncesvalles

Avenue, then north beneath Roncesvalles to the prospective Dundas West/Bloor West “mobility hub.” There it would either meet

the Georgetown Subdivision or extend further north beneath Dundas Street West, Keele Street, and Weston Road to Eglinton
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Avenue West (and even to Pearson Airport), with an interchange at the Eglinton LRT (the proposed Mount Dennis station).

Much, of course, would depend upon the way in which the Georgetown South Subdivision is to be operated in the future to

accommodate the Union Pearson Express rail link as well as greatly increased GO Transit service frequency, VIA, and

remaining freight services. Even after the improvements now under construction are complete, the rail corridor will continue to

exhibit physical if not operational capacity limitations, and it may not be feasible to add a new continuous double-tracked rapid

transit service as well as additional station platforms and related infrastructure within the existing right-of-way. No matter how

the Georgetown South Subdivision is eventually configured and operated, the most sophisticated available signalling and

safety technologies will need to be applied in upgrading and operating such a large-scale multi-functional rail corridor.

Serious consideration should be given to converting all or parts of the Union Pearson Express operation into a European-style

“Stadtbahn” service (along the lines of London’s recent resurrection of the defunct North London Railway as the “overground”),

an electrified “hybrid” of a rapid transit service and a commuter rail (GO Transit ) service offering 1- to 2-km station spacing to

serve not only as an airport link but also as high-level transit for this underserved northwest corridor.

East of the proposed western relief station, two alternative alignments for the downtown distributor subway are shown on

Figure 18.1.1 – one within the Queen-King Corridor and one adjacent to the principal CN/GO Transit rail corridor, which passes

through Union Station. The former could follow combinations of major east-west street rights-of-way through the central area

(financial district), conceivably including sections of Queen Street, which could bring the line through the so-called “ghost

station” designed and partially built for use by underground streetcars more than 50 years ago. However, Queen Street quite

probably no longer represents the most appropriate alignment for the east-west distributor subway (the “Regional Relief Line”),

in that the “centre of gravity” of the financial district’s massive employment concentration has been moving steadily southward

during the last half-century. Indeed, several major office buildings are now rising south of the railway corridor and Union Station.

Consequently, Adelaide Street or Wellington Street/Front Street East might be worth considering as the downtown distributor

alignments through the financial district for three reasons. First, it is closer than Queen Street to the centre of the high-density

office employment concentration. Second, physical links for transferring passengers moving to or from the King and St. Andrew

subway stations – and more important, into and out of the PATH pedestrian concourse network – would be relatively short and

direct. Third, since neither Adelaide nor Wellington is a principal streetcar route, disruption of east-west transit services in the

city core arising from the construction of the downtown distributor would be minimized. In fact, to the extent possible, passenger

transfers between the new east-west line and the two existing subways at Queen-Osgoode and King-St. Andrew stations

should be discouraged to avoid further peak-period congestion at these points. Building the east-west distributor south of

Queen Street, on an alignment that would afford short, direct links with the PATH concourses, would be one of the more

effective means of achieving this objective.

Conceivably, the distributor aligment could follow Front Street and Eastern Avenue, thereby recalling the loop line proposed in

the century-old Jacobs & Davies study (see Chapter 1). However, in this case, Union subway station would need two platform

levels. This would give rise to both physical and operational complexities, high construction costs, and months if not years of

subway service disruptions. Nevertheless, a Union subway station focal point for the existing and future rapid transit network

might still be worth considering, should the decision be made to take advantage of the array of transportation modes
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concentrated there, and of the matchless and still-evolving variety of destinations and activities in the immediate station

precinct. Additional tracks and platforms would be needed at Union subway station, but the space between the Union Station

“moat” and the façade of the Fairmont Royal York Hotel on the north side of Front Street opposite the station is not of sufficient

width to contain a four-track/three-platform configuration at the existing platform level. This would leave only one operationally

practical possibility: a two-level arrangement similar to (but more spacious than) those at St. George and Bay (Yorkville)

stations on the Bloor-Danforth subway.

The two alternative east-west downtown distributor alignments shown conceptually on Figure 18.1.1 would meet at a common

point in the vicinity of Queen Street, Eastern Avenue, and Pape Avenue, from which the line would extend northeast, initially to

Danforth Avenue, and subsequently through Thorncliffe Park and Flemingdon Park to Eglinton Avenue East near Don Mills

Road, where an interchange with the Eglinton LRT would be provided. North of Eglinton, at-grade LRT service presumably

would extend further north within the Don Mills corridor to Sheppard Avenue East and beyond, providing for an interchange with

the Sheppard subway.  In the long term, a subway extension as far as Sheppard Avenue or Finch Avenue may need to be

seriously considered as an upgrading of the Don Mills LRT in order to establish full rapid transit network continuity through an

intensified Don Valley corridor.

An intriguing consideration relating to the western leg of the proposed downtown distributor may be worth introducing here.

This relates to the ultimate configuration and service profile of the proposed Union Pearson Express rail link if it were eventually

decided to electrify this service and provide three or four new and improved intermediate stations between Union Station and

the airport.  In this eventuality, a purpose-built westward/northwestward extension of the downtown distributor subway or

“Regional Relief Line” might not be required west of the Strachan/Bathurst North relief station.

In addition, the feasibility of an “express” Union-Pearson service (at a premium fare) using strategically located bypass tracks at

selected intermediate stations, controlled by a suitably upgraded signal system, may be worth assessing. Such a de facto

transformation of the Union Pearson Express now under development into part of the city’s rapid transit service would

significantly increase the importance and level of use of the rail corridor within the greater network. In short, it could assume the

role of the northwestern section of the downtown distributor subway (“Regional Relief Line”). Should future increases in travel

demand make the route’s long-term operation within the railway right-of-way impractical, the service could eventually be

replaced below grade, following a nearby generally parallel alignment (e.g., Roncesvalles-Dundas West-Keele-Weston Road).

 Such an eventuality in turn suggests that a fundamentally new operational pattern for much of the rapid transit network

might be worth serious consideration.

 Should GO Transit rail service eventually be operated on the CP North Toronto and Agincourt subdivisions, distributor subw ay operation
should be extended to a new  terminal and interchanges at Don Mills Road and Wynford Drive – a facility envisioned as early as 1969 (see
Section 9.1). ↩

 These w ould include at least the relief or “gatew ay” station near Strachan Avenue or Bathurst Street as w ell as stations at Bloor
West/Dundas West (transfers to and from the Bloor-Danforth subw ay, streetcars, buses); Eglinton West (transfers to and from the Eglinton
LRT); and Law rence West (Weston). ↩

 The fact that the Union Pearson Express rail link/“Overground” w ould be operating on standard gauge railw ay track (4 feet, 8½ inches, or
1,435 mm) in its initial configuration, rather than on the unique broad gauge used by the TTC subw ay and “heritage” streetcar systems, should
not be problematic in an operational sense, in that this line w ould not operate initially as an extension of any other line in the system. Admittedly,

[1 ]

[2 ]

[3 ]

[1]

[2]

[3]
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a separate yard/maintenance facility w ould be needed, as it w ould for the Union Pearson Express in any event. Full netw ork integration (if
called for in the future) w ould have to aw ait the line’s replacement on a w holly new  alignment, should such an admittedly costly undertaking be
justif ied. ↩

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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18.4 RELIEVING UNION STATION 2: REROUTING SELECTED GO TRANSIT SERVICES ONTO THE CP NORTH TORONTO
SUBDIVISION →

CROWDED PLATFORM AT UNION STATION. PHOTO RETRIEVED FROM FLICKR. (CC)

The Metrolinx Regional Transportation Plan (The Big Move) of November 2008 includes the possibility of GO Transit operation

on the CP North Toronto Subdivision, which crosses both branches of the Yonge-University-Spadina subway close to existing

stations (Summerhill on the Yonge branch; Dupont on the other).

Metrolinx’s identification of the North Toronto Subdivision as a potential GO Transit route is in line with the decades-old

conclusions of several public transit studies conducted as long ago as the late 1960s by respected professional groups and

individuals. Clearly, proposed Union Station relief measures have long included reopening the CP North Toronto Subdivision to

passenger services, most recently by Metrolinx, nearly a century after the North Toronto Station at Yonge Street and Shaftesbury

Avenue was closed.

However, to return even part of the building to use as a passenger station would require a fundamental redesign internally,

incurring a heavy financial burden. Moreover, a major increase in (diesel) train operation on the line to maintain frequent GO

[1 ]
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Transit service would likely lead to “warfare” with the affected ratepayer associations in Leaside, Rosedale, the Annex, and

other residential districts through which the North Toronto Subdivision passes.

In practical terms, the current right-of-way probably cannot accommodate continuous additional tracks. Except for a strip of

sparsely occupied land adjacent to and parallel with the northern edge of the railway alignment, extending for several

kilometres west of the Davenport Road grade separation, this corridor is heavily built up, and passes through several medium-

to-high-income residential districts – especially east of Spadina Road – whose residents will insist upon generous physical

setbacks from the tracks in order to minimize noise, emissions, and risks associated with derailments and other mishaps.

In fact, the strip, which accommodates an overhead hydro-electric power line, is now being considered for a pedestrian and

cycling path (that is, a linear park), which would very likely leave little or no room for additional tracks and regulatory setbacks in

any event. Also, the corridor crosses many road underpasses reached by steeply graded approaches, a legacy of the spatially

constrained  grade separation of the entire North Toronto Subdivision carried out early in the 20th century. The capital costs

associated with resolving these concerns would be very high, and the related debates and legal challenges would be lengthy

and costly, as well.

Finally, although the prospect of a direct physical link between the North Toronto Station and the nearby Summerhill station on

the Yonge Street subway might appear worth pursuing, any GO–TTC transfer facility at this location would increase the already

heavy weekday peak period loading of the southernmost section of the Yonge subway. Moreover, if and when the subway is

extended north to Richmond Hill, and as intensification proceeds in the Yonge/Eglinton area, the North York Centre and in

central York Region, peak ridership on the Yonge Street subway will only increase. This concern notwithstanding, the

Summerhill subway station’s sole existing access facilities are located at the extreme north ends of the platforms, whereas the

south end of the station is almost directly adjacent to the foundations of the former CP North Toronto Station, suggesting that a

connection is physically feasible. Indeed, the subway station was probably planned with such a connection in mind.

However, in the unlikely event that use by GO Transit of the North Toronto Subdivision is found to be technically (and perhaps

more important, politically) feasible, it might be worth considering the opportunity to transfer to the Yonge-University-Spadina-

Allen Road subway at Dupont station rather than at Summerhill, especially during weekday morning peak periods.  The

mezzanine at the Dupont station and the number of stairways and escalators which connect the mezzanine and platform levels

are among the most generously designed at any non-terminal station on the system, while the station remains relatively lightly

used, in part because of the surprising dearth of even medium-density – let alone high-density – redevelopment within the

station precinct after more than 30 years of subway operation. I am tempted to attribute this lack of intensification in large part to

long-term opposition mounted by influential local ratepayers.

 The building w as recently restored meticulously, and currently houses Canada’s largest and certainly most elegant liquor store. ↩

 Even at that time, lands on both sides of the railw ay w ere heavily developed w ith industrial and residential uses, and expropriation w ould
have been costly and contentious. ↩

 Severe southbound congestion on the Yonge Street subw ay notw ithstanding, the opportunity to transfer to northbound trains in order to
reach employment zones at Yonge/St. Clair, Yonge/Eglinton and North York Centre during w eekday peak periods must not be disregarded, as
trips to and from the north w ould represent a potentially important component of GO Transit ridership on the North Toronto Subdivision,

[2 ]

[3 ]

[1]

[2]

[3]
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especially if  the Yonge Street subw ay is extended northw ard from Finch Avenue in accord w ith Metrolinx’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan
(The Big Move). ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 19: AN “OUT-OF-THE-BOX” NETWORK PROPOSITION →

SELECTION FROM FIGURE 19.2.1.

CHAPTER SUMMARY:

In a long-term, “out-of-the-box” vision, I propose that the network described in Chapter 18 be further enhanced by a physical and

operational separation of the Yonge Street subway from the University-Spadina-Allen Road subway, coupled with an expansion

of Union subway station of far more ambitious proportions than the second platform project currently under construction.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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19.1 THE CONCEPT →

FIGURE 19.1.1: THIS PROPOSAL WOULD SEPARATE THE YONGE LINE FROM THE UNIVERSITY LINE
TO REDUCE CONGESTION AND ALLOW FOR ROUTE CHOICE. ILLUSTRATION BY ZACK TAYLOR.
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In view of the exhaustive array of reports, alternative proposals, and failed initiatives presented in this document, I hesitate to

add yet another option for consideration. However, current uncertainties about the nature and purpose of the proposed Union-

Pearson Express rail link in general and its operating relationships to rapid transit and GO Transit services in particular prompt

me to put forward what I have chosen to call an “out-of-the-box” long-term proposition. This is illustrated conceptually in Figures

19.1.1 and 19.2.1.

The key to this option is nothing less than a physical and operational separation of the existing Yonge and University-Spadina-

Allen Road subway lines at Union station and specifically, a completely new way of operating the existing University-Yonge

“around-the-horn” service and Union subway station itself – in combination, the most heavily used section of the subway

system today.

At the outset, I hasten to acknowledge that this innovative variation is not a product of my own insight. The configuration

described and illustrated below was shown conceptually as part of what may only be viewed as a “dream rapid transit network”

for Toronto that first appeared “in public” in the Globe and Mail on March 7, 2007. The proponent was then a student of Graphic

Arts at George Brown College – a fact that should remind all professionally trained individuals that we underestimate the

suggestions of perceptive laypersons at our peril!

Specifically, the current arrangement would be replaced by “splitting” the proposed downtown distributor (“relief”) line into two

overlapping “U”-shaped services, resulting in a stylized “W”-shaped network operation. The overlap would occur at Union

subway station, which would be reconfigured as a bi-level, four-track junction physically similar to, but much more commodious

than, St. George station.

The western portion of the “W” would combine service to and from northwest Toronto and Pearson International Airport with
the existing Yonge Street subway, indicated as Line A in red on Figure 19.1.1.
The eastern portion of the “W” would combine service to and from northeast Toronto/Don Mills with the existing University-
Spadina-Allen Road subway, indicated as Line B in dark blue on Figure 19.1.1.

The 4-km westward extension of the Sheppard subway from Yonge/Sheppard to Downsview, a key “missing link” in the

Sheppard subway – and in the network as a whole – would be particularly useful. Not only would Line E (shown in purple on

Figure 19.1.1) become the central section of a future east-west rapid transit corridor in north Toronto, which would enhance

access to York University and Seneca College from all parts of the region, but it would also be the uptown connection of two

separate subway routes rather than the two extremities of the single route that operates today. The result would be more

efficient load balance and route choice – two of the key attributes of a well-functioning network.

The other major rapid transit routes in the transformed network (Bloor-Danforth and Eglinton LRT, respectively) would operate

conventionally, as direct east-west trunk services, through the midtown and uptown portions of the city, respectively. The Bloor-

Danforth subway (Line C, shown in green on Figure 19.1.1) might conceivably be extended westward into Mississauga. The

Eglinton Line (Line D, shown in light blue) would, according to a current proposal by Metrolinx, be extended to the north and

northeast, replacing the existing Scarborough RT line, which is now nearing the end of its operating life in terms of reliability

and availability of repair parts. Moreover, the proposal also includes extending the Scarborough line first to Sheppard Avenue
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East and Markham Road (to an interchange with the Sheppard East LRT on which construction is soon to begin) and ultimately

to the Malvern Town Centre in northeast Scarborough.

At the risk of overcomplicating the intended primary message of Figure 19.1.1, I have superimposed virtually the entire GO

Transit rail network within the City of Toronto and its immediate environs, chiefly in order to indicate the broad potential for

creating interchanges between an expanded TTC subway–LRT network and GO Transit’s rail services. Clearly, the degree of

overall connectivity (long given only lip service) could be dramatically elevated over time, resulting in the realization at long last

of a truly integrated urban passenger rail network , not only for the City of Toronto, but also for the entire Greater Toronto Area

and beyond. Needless to say, “integrated” would remain merely a buzzword in the absence of a transparent, universal,

electronically based fare regime across the network, as envisaged in The Big Move, the Regional Transportation Plan

produced by Metrolinx in 2008, which is currently being updated.

Copyright © 2014 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Rights Reserved.
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19.2 MAINTAINING AND EXPANDING UNION STATION AS A PRIMARY TRANSIT HUB →

In order for the plan to work, Union subway station would need to be expanded dramatically, not only in terms of its mezzanine

or control area configuration, but also, and more significantly, in terms of track and platform arrangements, as illustrated

schematically in Figure 19.2.1.
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FIGURE 19.2.1: SEPARATING THE YONGE LINE FROM THE UNIVERSITY LINE WOULD ENTAIL
IMPORTANT CHANGES AT UNION STATION INVOLVING STACKED PLATFORMS. ILLUSTRATION BY
ZACK TAYLOR.

To understand the current constraints on expansion, it is necessary to recall a much earlier proposal for redeveloping the

Union subway station. In the early 1970s, in connection with a proposal known as Metro Centre,  the Union Station Beaux-Arts

headhouse, the train shed and the entire rail corridor were to be progressively demolished and the entire rail operation

relocated to the south, closer to the Gardiner Expressway and Lake Shore Boulevard. The historic architecturally significant

headhouse was to be replaced by six massive office towers arrayed in pairs immediately south of an expansive forecourt, an

arrangement that would have created a wide promenade along the south side of Front Street West. This, in turn, would have

provided room for the Union subway station and approach tunnel structures to be more than doubled in width to accommodate
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four rather than two tracks served by three “island” sections, rather than just a single platform, as at present. All of this

expansion would have been accomplished on a single level (the existing track and platform level), and the mezzanine above

would have been commensurately widened, as well as lengthened.

The objective of this expansion was to enhance subway operation by allowing for either separate mutually parallel terminal

operations for both the Yonge and University-Spadina lines, and/or for the introduction of an east-west distributor or “relief” lines

on its own tracks – a perennial (and current) preoccupation of Toronto’s transportation planners.

When the Metro Centre proposal was withdrawn in 1975, both Union Station in its present form (including the below-grade

corridor adjacent to the building’s façade known as the “moat”, originally a separate route for taxis and private cars meeting

incoming passengers) and the Royal York Hotel directly opposite were designated as “significant” architecturally related

historic entities in perpetuity, and together with the Dominion Public Building east of Bay Street, were jointly dubbed the “Front

Street Sweep” for planning and preservation purposes. Therefore, it is no longer possible to widen the subway station structure

materially. Current plans include merely a second platform along the southern perimeter of the subway station structure,

serving northbound Yonge subway trains exclusively.

Consequently, should it be ultimately decided to maintain the immediate Union Station precinct as the long-term focus of an

expanded subway network by establishing the primary – indeed, the sole – interchange between the existing Yonge-University

operation and a future east-west distributor or “relief” line, the provision of two “stacked” platforms would be unavoidable. The

limited lateral space available within the Front Street road allowance for multi-track, multi-platform construction on a single level

at Union subway station has already been noted. It follows that such a bi-level configuration would be required regardless of

which alternative routing option might be selected:

the existing Yonge-University “around-the-horn” operation in addition to a continuous east-west distributor or “relief”
operation on separate levels; or

the so-called “split W” integrated route operation, illustrated on Figures 19.1.1 and 19.2.1.

In the interests of maintaining this degree of operating flexibility, several specific physical and operational changes would have

to be implemented.

In order to operate the integrated “W” arrangement described above, connecting track ramps between the existing track level

and the new lower track level at Union subway station would have to be provided. In relation to train directions at Union, in all

cases, these would be located beyond the platforms at Union, and would enable full routing flexibility between the existing

Yonge-University “U” and the proposed east-west downtown distributor. The operation could thus provide for either separate

services on the Yonge-University “U” and the downtown distributor, or the integrated “W” operation as shown on Figure 19.2.1 in

red and blue (Lines A and B, respectively).

The four numbered connections indicated on the figure are, of course, purely conceptual in terms of length and alignment, and

would in all cases have to be fully grade-separated from one another as well as from the main (red and blue) lines. Clearly the

precise positions and configurations of the connections would represent only part of the comprehensive structural and

operational feasibility analysis that would be needed.
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The alternative routing patterns through the expanded two-level station would require much more elaborate signage both on the

trains and on the platforms to indicate the destinations of incoming trains on each level, as well as optimum flexibility of signal

operation. Complex junctions handling trains on several routes appear to work well at several key locations on the New York

subway network. However, it would require a fundamental shift in the current TTC policy of service separation that has led to the

relative simplicity of Toronto’s subway operation. Branching and interlining have been studiously avoided ever since the

curtailment of the integrated Yonge-University-Bloor-Danforth operation in 1966, as discussed in Chapter 7.

Admittedly, the bi-level arrangement envisioned here would require an extremely complex and costly physical conversion. Not

only would the expanded subway operation be called upon to provide for transferring among four radiating subway lines, but

also for increased GO Transit/subway/waterfront LRT transfers and for increasingly heavy pedestrian traffic between waterfront

development south of the rail corridor and of the historic core of the city, much of which would use Union Station as well as the

expanded subway station as a thoroughfare.

Virtually all pedestrians entering, leaving, crossing, and transferring at Union subway station would have to move through the

subway station mezzanine, which therefore would have to be significantly enlarged. Indeed, such enlargement will be required

whether or not the bi-level track/platform subway configuration is eventually implemented. A full-length mezzanine spanning the

length of the east-west platform(s) below will eventually be needed to provide space for amenities, information kiosks, and

multiple links between the adjacent stations and to the PATH concourse network, which is now expanding to the west, as well

as into the area south of Union Station and the railway corridor. In addition, a much improved and enlarged waterfront LRT

terminal, as well as direct connections with an expanded coach terminal, not to mention the Union-Express, will certainly have

to be considered in designing this unique, multi-modal transportation hub – the “front door” of the city for visitors and residents

alike.

As indicated in Figure 19.2.1, the reconstruction would not be limited to Union subway station, but would involve virtually the

entire distance between the southern extremities of the existing King and St. Andrew stations, which would become the

temporary terminals of the Yonge and University-Spadina lines, respectively, during the reconstruction of Union subway statin. It

is hoped that it would be possible not only to keep the bulk of the existing “pocket” track south of St. Andrew station operational

to allow for the reversal of trains on the University line, but also to construct a temporary “platform link” at the south ends of both

platforms at King station not only to maximize line capacity (that is, minimize headway) at the temporary terminal, but also to

permit passengers arriving or departing at either platform to use all station entrances and exits. These arrangements are

indicated in the upper image on Figure 19.2.1.

During the period of subway service curtailment south of King station on the Yonge line, it will be essential to provide an

alternative means of linking the tracks of the Yonge-University-Spadina-Allen Road and Bloor-Danforth lines, so trains can be

taken out of service for maintenance on the otherwise temporarily isolated Yonge line – historically the system’s busiest

section. The originally planned 4-km westward extension of the Sheppard subway to Downsview immediately comes to mind

as a plausible solution. This extension would enable Yonge trains to reach Wilson Yard as well as Greenwood Yard (via the

Avenue Road-Bloor Street “wye”). It would also offer another reason to provide this missing element of connectivity to the

growing network, eliminating the gap in service between Scarborough and York University/York Region after the Spadina–Allen
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Road subway extension now under construction is completed.

Track connections already exist at the Yonge-Sheppard interchange. However, it will be necessary to provide at least one track

from the Sheppard West extension proposed here to the Spadina–Allen Road line to provide an operable non-revenue

service/connecting link south to and from an (expanded) Wilson Yard. Alternatively, the connection could be made on revenue

trackage in order to allow for both continuous Sheppard-York as well as extended Spadina-Allen Road-York service (or even

Spadina–Allen Road–Sheppard service). Admittedly, this arrangement would permit adoption of a more complex branching or

interlining operation by the TTC, and as such would represent a fundamental departure from current TTC practice, which could

be justified only on the basis of careful analysis and deliberation.

Perhaps the most innovative aspect of the Union subway station reconstruction/expansion scheme described here is the way

in which trains would serve each level. As indicated in the lower image on Figure 19.2.1, trains serving each of the two platform

levels would operate on both tracks in the same direction. This would reduce the number of transferring passengers who

otherwise would have to change levels. The majority of transfer manoeuvres would become simple cross-platform moves, not

requiring stairs, escalators, or elevators, a factor which could result in the maximization of platform space for transferring and

waiting passengers as well as reduction of capital and operating costs.

If changes of the kind indicated on Figure 19.2.1 were made, it would be essential to seize the opportunity to provide wider

island platforms as an integral feature of the comprehensive reconstruction of the station and its approaches described above.

To effect this, the space occupied by the existing southern track (University southbound to Yonge northbound) at Union in

essence would have to be “exchanged” with part of the space to be occupied by the second (south) platform now under

construction on the existing track level. The same configuration could then be provided on the new lower level of the expanded

station, resulting in two generously proportioned island platforms, not unlike those provided at the elegant Lionel-Groulx Metro

station in Montreal.

The resulting wider separation between the two operating tracks on each level of the expanded station might provide enough

lateral space for some of the interlevel track connections (numbered 1 through 4 on Figure 19.2.1) to be built between rather

than laterally beyond the two operating revenue tracks, thereby minimizing the total width of the basic subway structure.

Widening the space between the two operating revenue tracks would extend well beyond both ends of each platform at Union,

possibly providing room for at least one of the two inclined interlevel track “ramps” beyond each end of the station.

A station of the size described would provide “order-of-magnitude” increases in capacity, comfort, and amenity for the long term.

Such stations are common in other major metropolitan centres. Indeed, an example can be seen in Montreal, where the

massive Lionel-Groulx Metro station just southwest of the downtown core operates on two levels. Each of its wide island

platforms serves trains operating on two routes, allowing for simple cross-platform transfers between trains on the system’s

two principal lines (Green and Orange) for the majority of passengers who commonly travel in the predominant directions

during peak periods; that is, into and out of the central business district to and from outlying districts that require the use of

(sections of) both of the lines that meet at the interchange.

The PATH network already links nearly all major office buildings, retail concentrations, hotels, places of assembly, subway
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stations, and rail/coach terminals in and around the central area. To this key function would be added (temporarily) the primary

means of transfer between the stub-ended Yonge and University subways and between these subways and the GO Transit rail

and coach services at Union Station. Clearly, such an enlarged role for the PATH network would highlight the dilemma first

noted more than 40 years ago when the initial stage of the network (City Hall garage/Sheraton Centre Hotel/Richmond-Adelaide

Centre) set the pattern. That is, while PATH is essentially a private entity by dint of its intense usage profile, continuity, and

sheer extent, it is used as though it were a quasi-public network in functional terms, which serves growing hordes of area

employees, shoppers, and theatre/concert patrons every business day and evening.

Certainly, the great majority of the individual concourse sections are legally integral parts of privately owned high-rise

commercial structures, but what of the numerous links beneath public street allowances (many built with significant public

funding), and links that penetrate and interconnect subway stations and other transportation facilities? Plainly the inescapable

image (and day-to-day operation) of the network is that of a hybrid public-private realm.

Finally, should the PATH network and its retail and service functions evolve into a more diversified, publicly oriented urban

resource, when might access to and through the PATH concourses – now loosely coordinated with the 20-hours-per-day

“subway operating hours” pattern – be available on a 24-hours-per-day basis, in concert with evening retailing, restaurant

operation, and entertainment schedules? Such a fundamental change may one day become inevitable as the urban core in

particular and other parts of the Greater Toronto Area continue to grow, diversify, and intensify. Moreover, the same expectation

may well apply in future to the subway itself. That is, when might the 24 hours-per-day subway service long since made

available to the residents of New York and Chicago be justified here?

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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CHAPTER 20: URBAN RAPID TRANSIT ON FIVE CONTINENTS: EXAMPLES FOR TORONTO →

CHAI WAN STATION, HONG KONG. PHOTO RETRIEVED FROM FLICKR. (CC)

An efficient rapid transit network for Toronto and environs would include multiple interchanges and route choices (i.e., network

redundancy), making it possible to balance passenger volumes on various intersecting lines and minimize congestion at

interchanges (particularly the Bloor/Yonge station). Such an arrangement would also allow passengers to more easily bypass

service disruptions caused by accidents, breakdowns, and other problems, without having to depend entirely upon

“replacement buses” and experience the inconvenience typical of such events.

The fascinating, informative, and beautiful book by Mark Ovenden titled Transit Maps of the World: The World’s First Collection

of Every Urban Train Map on Earth offers useful examples of ways in which other cities have organized their rapid transit

systems. To keep the information current, however, this website provides links to the online version of each transit map.

I have selected 18 systems from the approximately 100 included in Ovenden’s book for the lessons they offer. I have avoided

the largest systems that serve cities like New York, London, Paris, Moscow, or Tokyo, since Toronto does not have the financial

resources, the political will, or sheer demand required to emulate such facilities.
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Therefore, the following comparison is limited to networks serving urban areas ranging in population from two million to eight

million. A surprisingly large number of these networks were initiated after the Second World War, relatively late in the history of

urban rapid transit development. Toronto’s first subway also dates from that period, although it has not been expanded as

much as most of the systems shown in this chapter, all of which have been extended significantly since their original creation.

Each network, even the more modest ones, exhibits the fundamental characteristics of route redundancy within a relatively fine-

grained core area pattern of lines and interchanges. This core area pattern provides the base capacity to support the extension

of selected radial routes into outlying districts as warranted and affordable.

Variations in urban form and development history within this sample indicate that the basic tenets of network design and

operation are widely applicable. The 18 examples from five continents include historic cities, more recently developed cities,

inland cities, and seaside cities. All function within what are normally considered “first and second world” economies, as

Toronto does. I have tried to avoid regional bias: the key criteria are population size, urban form, and general geographical

position. In addition to basic fiscal capacity, these are the primary factors that appear to have influenced decisions about the

pace and configuration of urban rail network development.

All of the network descriptions and maps illustrate deficiencies in Toronto’s rapid transit system. In certain cases (e.g.,

Melbourne, Sydney, and Washington, D.C.), I have expanded the discussion to highlight lessons for Toronto.

International Examples:

Athens, Greece
Barcelona, Spain
Berlin, Germany
Hong Kong, China
Kiev, Ukraine
Madrid, Spain
Marseilles, France
Melbourne, Australia
Montreal, Canada
Nagoya, Japan
Osaka, Japan
Prague, Czech Republic
Saint Petersburg, Russia
Santiago, Chile
Singapore
Sydney, Australia
Vienna, Austria
Washington, D.C., United States

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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ATHENS-PIRAEUS →

Attiko Metro / Athens Metro Operation Company (AMEL)
Metro Population: 3.7 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 3
Rapid Transit Extent: 52 km (32 mi)

Map: [jpg] [pdf] [interactive]

Athens-Piraeus has a metropolitan population of 3.7 million. It is very densely developed, but high-rise buildings are extremely

rare. The average building height is 7 or 8 storeys. Even major buildings seldom exceed 10 storeys.

The original line from Piraeus (the harbour city to the south) into central Athens was opened as a steam railway in 1869,

electrified in 1904, and extensively refurbished and extended far beyond Omonia Square, its initial centre city terminus. The

Metro was upgraded and greatly expanded just before the 2004 Summer Olympics.  The new line 3 connects to the

international airport.

Note how the three lines intersect at four interchanges, providing a modified “figure 8” distributor loop service in the city centre,

feeding a “classic” radial system with comprehensive coverage of the mountain- and sea-fringed urbanized area in six
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directions.

During construction, significant archaeological discoveries were made, especially close to the Acropolis. Consequently, each

spacious central area station also functions as a museum, complete with showcases and interpretation. Many of the ruins and

ancient utilities have been retained and displayed in situ to complement the magnificent white marble and mosaic station

finishes.
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BARCELONA →

Metro de Barcelona / Transports Metropolitans de Barcelona (TMB)
Metro Population: 3.2 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 9
Rapid Transit Extent: 120 km (75 mi)

Map: [pdf]

Barcelona is a beautiful city, endowed with wide boulevards, expressways, and other elements of the motor vehicle age familiar

to North Americans. However, the “Semi-Autonomous Region” of Catalonia (analogous to a provincial or state level of

government) has whole-heartedly embraced public transportation for its principal conurbation. In collaboration with the federal

government and the City of Barcelona, a metro and commuter rail network affording multiple parallel lines, loop distributors,

and interchange stations has led to a remarkable degree of close-grained area coverage.

The Barcelona Metro has a complex and fascinating history, initially involving multiple private ownership of various lines and
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subnetworks – not unlike the pre-1940 history of the New York subway/elevated system with its Interborough Rapid Transit,

Brooklyn-Manhattan Transit, and Independent (city-built) IND divisions. As in New York, the competing lines were eventually

merged into a single public network, which today includes sections of the formerly separate state-run suburban electric railroad

system, much of which also operates below grade within Barcelona’s built-up area.

Unlike New York, however, the Barcelona network includes lines of different gauges – the Spanish broad gauge (1,600 mm/5 ft.

3 ins.) and international standard gauge (1,435 mm/4 ft. 8 ½ in.), a situation that continues to make full operational integration

impossible. However, the extent, coverage, and fare integration measures that characterize the combined network render the

gauge incompatibility more of a curiosity than an impediment to circulation.

Early stations were constructed deep below ground – deep enough to serve as air raid shelters during the Spanish Civil War,

which began in 1936. (The same is true of some stations on the Madrid Metro.) While early tunnelling began in 1908 with a view

to initiating an underground rail service, these structures were not used for the intended purpose until much later; indeed after

the first “real” metro service was inaugurated in 1924.

Today, Barcelona is served by a metro, tram, and suburban rail service of prodigious proportions, considering the regional

population of 3.2 million. Financing is generally as follows: 40 percent federal/European Union; 40 percent “Semi-Autonomous

Region”; 20 percent local/other (including private-sector contributions).

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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BERLIN →

Berlin U-Bahn and S-Bahn / Berliner Verkehrsbetriebe (BVG)
Metro Population: 4–5 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 9 U-Bahn lines
Rapid Transit Extent: 146 km (91 mi)

TRANSIT MAP OF BERLIN, GERMANY, 1934

Current maps: [pdf] [interactive schematic] [interactive with streets]

The Berlin U-Bahn (largely underground) and S-Bahn (largely elevated) networks each have long and tumultuous histories, as

might be expected in a city that went through “heaven and hell” during the 20  century. The 1934 map shown above is clearly

not as detailed as the current one, which indicates the remarkable expansion of the system that has occurred during nearly 80

years of growth and change. However, it is one of the clearest I have seen in terms of demonstrating the essential pattern of the

heavy rail (U-Bahn/metro) network. I have therefore included it in addition to the link to the current network map.

th
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Note the “classic” nominally circular distributor loop formed by the S-Bahn’s central line, and the numerous intersecting radials

and interchange stations (large solid and outline red and brown circles). The overall network represents a close-to-ideal

pattern of route choices and comprehensive area coverage. Moreover, the 1934 map does not show the extensive commuter

rail and tram systems which supplement the combined U-Bahn/S-Bahn core network.

The current urban population of 3.5 million is less than it was at the city’s zenith, early in the 20  century shortly after U-

Bahnconstruction began (1902). At that time, among major cities of the world, only London, New York, and possibly Paris

exceeded Berlin in population. Berlin was the continental European metropolis, and a true “world city.” The map shown was

published in 1934 – a year of infamy, when Hitler took control of the country, ushering in half a century of war, terrible

destruction, and Communist occupation, ending only in 1989, when the Berlin wall came down. The public transport system

was severed at the West Berlin/East Berlin border during the Communist era. Several U-Bahn sections were out of use in the

eastern sector. On some lines, trains passed through closed stations as they travelled between two districts of West Berlin in

order to prevent their use as escape portals. Starting in the 1990s, the network was restored and has developed significantly

since reunification.

Despite its disquieting political context, the 1934 map is shown here because it is so clear an expression of how the basic

network (still) operates. The contemporary online maps are so complex that it is difficult for a non-resident to fully comprehend

the function and configuration of the many new and extended lines and the network in general.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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HONG KONG →

Mass Transit Railway (MTR)
Metro Population: 7 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 10
Rapid Transit Extent: 175 km (109 mi)

Maps: web page [pdf] [interactive]

Hong Kong has a population of approximately 7 million, generally concentrated – by dint of geography and topography – into a

relatively limited number of high-density mixed-use corridors on Hong Kong Island (Victoria) and the Kowloon mainland. The

Mass Transit Railway (MTR) opened its first line in 1979, and has been steadily expanded ever since, including the recent

addition of an Airport Express line serving the new Chek Lap Kok Airport on Lantau Island.

Because of the concentration of urban development into clearly defined – and confined – linear corridors, the MTR is extremely

efficient and very heavily used. The network includes two distributor loops linked with various radials at numerous widely
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distributed interchange stations.

The MTR is fully integrated with the Kowloon-Canton Railway, which provides electrified “suburban” service on the Kowloon

mainland to the former border with the People’s Republic of China, and on into Senzhen and Guangzhou (Canton) in the

People’s Republic. The principal interchange station serving the two systems is Kowloon Tong. In 1991, on my first visit to the

city, the transfer was essentially “transparent” – that is, fare processing, schedules, and information were all fully integrated

within a commodious transfer facility. The Kowloon-Canton Railway is now being extended to a massive new city terminus.

Hong Kong benefits from an exemplary, truly integrated, albeit modestly proportioned network affording route choice,

passenger load balancing among routes, and opportunities to bypass service disruptions on specific lines.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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KIEV →

Kiev Metro / Kyivskyi Metropoliten
Metro Population: 3.6 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 3
Rapid Transit Extent: 65 km (40 mi)
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Map: web page [jpg]

Kiev, Ukraine, has an urban area population of close to 4 million, and is served by a three-line metro 65 km (40 miles) in length,

as well as trams and suburban commuter trains. The system provides a reasonable degree of area coverage and a triangular

central area “distributor” based upon three interchange stations, each of which provides a connection between two of the three

lines.

Although the system is relatively modest in scope, the three interchange points provide a well-balanced operation in terms of

passenger loadings on individual lines and a modicum of route choice in the central area. The circumferential suburban

railway shown is an important adjunct to the metro system.

Several such network configurations exist, especially in medium-sized cities. Prague is another example.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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MADRID →

Madrid Metro / Metro de Madrid
Metropolitan Population: 6.3 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 13
Rapid Transit Extent: 320 km (200 mi)
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Map: web page [pdf schematic] [pdf with streets] [interactive]

Madrid is Spain’s capital and largest city with a metropolitan population of more than 6 million. Madrid represents “the anomaly

which proves the rule” – that is, it is not only the world’s largest and most important urban areas that are served by the most

extensive urban rail systems. While far less populous than Moscow or Paris, the city-region boasts a metro network more

extensive than the networks that serve those two great cities! Now approximately 320 km (200 miles) in extent, it is

supplemented by an extensive electrified commuter rail network focused at several major rail terminals, eachof which is served

by one or more metro lines.
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The metro system alone – the initial section of which began operation in 1919 – now has 13 lines and nearly 40 interchange

stations, many of which link three lines. The circle line (No. 6) alone has 26 stations, of which 14 are interchange stations, and

is the most heavily travelled on the network. There is a remarkable pattern of alternative routings possible (in case of localized

breakdown, accident, etc.) and a commensurate potential for effective interline passenger load balancing.

Perhaps the most remarkable of recent network expansions is Line 12, Metro Sur (South), a 45-km (28-mile) loop, built entirely

below grade, which links five suburban towns with a combined population of approximately 750,000 to the rest of the network

and thereby, with all parts of the metropolitan area. This would be equivalent to extending the TTC subway from Kipling station

to all key destinations in Mississauga (which has the same population as the group of towns served by Madrid’s Metro Line 12)

and Brampton, with major stations at the City Centre, Streetsville, Port Credit, Erin Mills Centre, Meadowvale, and Bramalea City

Centre.

Finally, many of the metro lines interchange with elaborate underground bus terminal/retail complexes located on key arterial

and expressway routes at locations close to the boundary of the city centre, thereby providing a high degree of transit coverage

across the entire region. Moreover, several new tram lines are being built to link the metro with lower-density interstitial

suburban precincts.

This is an altogether remarkable network, affording the Spanish capital a matchless level of service and coverage – a situation

made possible by many years of cooperative financial and political support from the European Community, the national

government, the government of the Semi-Autonomous Area (comparable to our provincial government), and municipal

governments.

Again, the regional population of Madrid and its suburbs is virtually the same as that of the Greater Toronto Area. No more need

be said.
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MARSEILLES →

Marseilles Metro / Régie des Transports de Marseille (RTM)
Metropolitan population: 1.6 million
Rapid transit lines: 2 subways, 2 tram lines
Rapid transit extent: 21.7 km (13.5 mi)

Map: web page [pdf metro & trams] [pdf network]

Marseille, France’s second city, has an urban population of approximately 1.6 million and a modest metro system of just under

22 km (13.5 miles). The two lines form a generously proportioned distributor loop in the central area, which meet at two

interchange stations located at the northern and southern extremities of the area.

Although modest in extent and concept, the system does provide route choice and the ability to bypass breakdowns that might

occur on one of the two components of the central loop.

The system is supplemented by tram lines, which interchange with the metro at several locations. In this, there is some degree

of comparison with Toronto’s multi-modal system. Currently, the tram system is being significantly expanded.
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MELBOURNE →

Public Transport Victoria (PTV)
Metro Population: 4.1 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 1 downtown distributor & 16 commuter lines
Rapid Transit Extent: 830 km (515 mi)

Map: web page [pdf trains] [gif trains] [pdf central network]

Australia’s second-largest city-region (like Sydney, its more populous sister-conurbation) is not served by a conventional metro

or subway system. However, it is (also like Sydney) well served by a widespread, mostly at- or above-grade network of

electrified suburban train routes that offers remarkably broad metropolitan area coverage.

Unlike the way in which early railways were developed and expanded in Canada,  railways serving the various widely

separated, thinly populated colonies or “proto-states” in Australia – among the most remote outposts of the British Empire at

the time – were typically expanded outward from individual colonial capital towns (Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, etc.), which

were all located on or very close to the coast. Intercolonial connections across the vast, largely unpopulated “nation/continent”

[1 ]
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were a secondary – and much later – consideration. In contrast, the Canadian transcontinental railway (CPR) became an

urgent priority in the 19  century because of legitimate fears of western occupation by the United States.

This approach meant that financial concerns and engineering traditions originating in the “mother country” held sway in these

isolated, distant colonies. As a result, the colonial railways in Australia were built using three different, mutually incompatible

gauges – an operating nuisance which continues to affect the nation’s efficiency to this day, as costly gauge standardization

proceeds, line by line. At present, dual-gauge trackage remains a common sight along many of the main lines in parts of the

states of Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, and Western Australia, as European standard gauge (adopted at the outset

only in New South Wales, the most populous state) slowly becomes the national standard for interstate and transcontinental

rail services.

The state capital–focused railway development policy ensured that each state railway system provided a fairly comprehensive

and efficient network within each state capital city and its suburban hinterland. The result was that – unlike in Canada’s major

urban areas (with the possible exception of Montreal) – Australia’s five largest city-regions (all of which are also state capitals:

Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, Adelaide, Perth/Fremantle) were endowed early in their histories with enviably comprehensive

(and now electrified) suburban railway networks, focused upon the central cities.

The Melbourne suburban train network is, in many physical and operational respects, comparable to the Stadtbahn (City

Railway) systems that typically provide “subway-calibre” capacity and service frequency in and around London, England (the

newly resurrected North London Railway and East London Railway “overground” system), and purpose-built networks in Paris,

Berlin, and many other large cities in Western Europe and Asia. Almost without exception, service on these lines is provided by

electric multiple unit (EMU) trains operating at close headways especially during weekday peak periods.

Stadtbahn-type facilities were established for practical reasons:

Many of the railway rights-of-way (especially in the older cities) had been established well before the motor vehicle became
the dominant mode for urban area mobility.
Industrial service, typically the primary original purpose of these lines, had diminished with the mid-20th century decline of
inner-city heavy industrial uses.
In many cases, as industrial sidings went out of use and were taken up, the rights-of-way offered the potential for providing
additional capacity and/or space for bypass trackage and new local stations. This was especially important under recurring
conditions of fiscal constraint.
The rights-of-way often represented a sterling opportunity to provide a high-capacity, efficient urban passenger rail service
economically, without having to resort to building costly, wholly new, typically underground lines.

The Melbourne network now includes a partially underground line that surrounds the heavily built-up central business district of

the city. This distributor (the Melbourne Underground Rail Loop, or MURL) was completed and put into full operation in 1985

after 14 years of construction and incremental revenue operation,  preceded by a similarly lengthy period of planning, advocacy,

public input/review, consideration of alternatives, and increasingly acrimonious debate concerning financing (specifically, which

level of government should be responsible for the bulk of capital funding). This gruelling process began in the late 1950s, a

third of a century before full service was inaugurated on the complete distributor loop which barely exceeds 6 km (3.7 miles) in

th
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length, close to half of which operates on trackage within the city’s historic railway corridor at and above grade.

The final capital cost of the project, reflecting years of inflation, false starts, and trilateral bureaucratic “process,” was

approximately $500 million (Australian). This included the construction of four mutually adjacent tunnels on two levels, having

an average length of 3.7 km (2.3 miles), three new bi-level underground stations on the northern and eastern sides of the loop,

and track layout changes and signal system enhancement on the main rail corridor that forms the loop’s southern and western

sides.

This cost (which excludes rolling stock) might appear “reasonable” for what is, admittedly, an extremely complex and

sophisticated construction project through a maze of underground utilities beneath some of Melbourne’s principal commercial

streets. However, complications and delays notwithstanding, the ultimate total exceeded initial estimates by a factor of at least

three – suggesting the possibility of unrealistically low estimates having been tabled initially in order to win project approval (a

common tactic in societies in which specific taxpaying cohorts are responsible for the bulk of capital funding for major civic

undertakings). Does this history of delay and cost escalation not sound distressingly familiar to us in Toronto?!

*                              *                              *                              *                              *

To someone standing on the platform at any of the three MURL underground stations, the facility looks, sounds, and “feels” in

every way like a conventional high-volume subway. It is the nucleus of the entire network, while radial routes serve virtually every

urban and suburban community. The MURL therefore functions as an optimally flexible network terminal facility or distributor.



280 levyrapidtransit.caOutside the Box

The MURL is operationally integrated with the historic “L”-shaped central area long-distance rail corridor by means of a

complex arrangements of switches, signals, and track occupancy protocols. This arrangement allows all trains on the 16 radial

suburban routes to call at one (or, more commonly, both) of the two principal central area stations located on the central rail

corridor that incorporates the MURL: the historic Flinders Street Station and the spectacular new Southern Cross Station (a

major expansion of the earlier Spencer Street Station). At the latter, a combination of Victoria State broad gauge (1,600 mm/5 ft.

3 in.) track and dual-gauge (broad and standard)  is provided; the latter to accommodate long-distance (“intercapital

express”) trains operating to and from Adelaide in the west and Sydney and Canberra in the east.

Thanks to the MURL’s operational flexibility, all of Melbourne’s suburban trains operate on the MURL to and, in most cases,

through the two principal stations. It is a true hybrid system; i.e., suburban commuter service using a central area distributor

(the MURL), the whole operating on the State of Victoria’s broad-gauge trackage and sharing that trackage with the diminishing

number of long-distance services that still operate exclusively on the broad gauge.

Several alternative operating arrangements are made possible by the MURL’s four tracks and rail corridor connections. Each

track constituting the multi-track distributor loop can be used by trains operating either clockwise or counter-clockwise,

depending upon the time of day and varying travel demand factors during a typical week (e.g., inbound/outbound weekday peak

and off-peak periods, weekends, holidays, etc.). The degree of operational flexibility and versatility evident from the full range of

[2 ]
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directional diagrams is impressive.

Before the development of the MURL (and later, the massive expansion of the facilities at Spencer Street Station), Flinders

Street Station had been the busiest railway station in the world in terms of individual train movements and passenger volumes

handled per day and during weekday peak periods. The station had been called upon to accommodate not only all long-

distance passenger services operating into and out of Melbourne, but also all “through” and terminating suburban train

services. The latter, having had to “head in” and then “reverse out,” represented a burden on the corridor and within the

trainshed. The MURL reduced this burden dramatically, by distributing the central area’s trip origins and destinations among

five stations, rather than concentrating all activities at Flinders Street, thereby allowing for uni-directional looping in both

directions.

The change was nothing less than revolutionary in terms of confirming and reinforcing the efficiency and attractiveness of

Melbourne’s central area as the primary multi-functional core of the metropolis, and contributing in no small measure to

maintaining Melbourne’s reputation as the principal business headquarters city in Australia, effectively competing with and, in

certain realms, surpassing Sydney.

Southern Cross Station handles all long-distance passenger services into and out of Melbourne, as well as some of the

suburban services, given its strategic location on the MURL. The venerable Flinders Street Station now operates exclusively as

a suburban commuter facility, with most services continuing directly though the station rather than terminating or reversing,

greatly reducing demands on the tracks and platforms.

As a result, operational “balance” between long-distance and commuter services has been achieved conveniently and

efficiently; indeed, at a level comparable to the most successful networks in European cities and major United States cities

such as New York, Philadelphia, and Chicago.

It may not be an exaggeration to conclude that the Melbourne Urban Rail Loop – the core distributor – stands out as an example

of how a rationalized urban transit network can materially contribute to the long-term strengthening of a major urban area’s

economy, and in general to enhanced quality of life. These advantages constitute a useful and potent lesson for the Greater

Toronto Area, which exhibits many of Melbourne’s socio-economic attributes as well as a vibrant, intensifying central area

which is the core of a considerably larger regional population than that of the Melbourne conurbation.

As the Toronto region’s GO Transit commuter service frequency and ridership continue to grow, the need to consider seriously

the provision of at least one well designed “relief” station to supplement Union Station becomes ever more urgent.

*                              *                              *                              *                              *

Apart from the suburban train network, Melbourne is also served by a dense network of “heritage” tram and LRT routes, which

offers broad coverage of the city’s central area and neighbouring districts. The trams long ago became affectionately regarded

symbols of the city (like Toronto’s “red rockets”). As older “classic” units were gradually replaced with the most up-to-date, low-

floor, articulated models, many of the former were shipped far away (to Seattle, Washington, and Memphis, Tennessee, among

other destinations), where they have become not only popular, handsomely restored tourist attractions, but also practical

[3 ]
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means of local transportation.

Canada’s distant Commonwealth “sister dominion” has much to teach us in terms of how extensive electrified passenger rail

services can support responsible growth and land use diversification in major urban areas.  It is noteworthy that the

populations of the two largest conurbations in each country are roughly comparable, as are their socio-economic profiles and

automobile ownership levels. This similarity helps to makes the case for significant expansion and enhancement of their

respective public transit (rail) services – a fiscal and political decision that has to date been made and acted upon more

resolutely in Australia than in Canada.

 In Canada, interprovincial routes, such as the Grand Trunk Railw ay in Upper and Low er Canada (Ontario and Quebec) and the Intercolonial
Railw ay in the east, w ere among the earliest lines to be built, at least in part to counter the perceived threat of domination, if  not annexation, by
the United States. The transcontinental CPR came later, as settlement increased w est of the Great Lakes. It w as completed in 1885. ↩

 European/North American standard gauge: 1,535 mm (4 ft. 8 ½ in.). ↩

 See “Australia Rail Maps ‘Zen and the City Loop’” at http://w w w .railmaps.com.au/cityloop.htm ↩

 In New  York, the magnif icently restored Grand Central Terminal w as deprived of its role as a truly “grand” terminus for a host of “named”
long-distance trains (The Tw entieth Century Limited and others), and now  serves exclusively as a commuter rail terminal for trains to and from
northern and northeastern (Connecticut) suburban tow ns and cities, w hile nearby Pennsylvania Station (currently a rather dreary underground
facility compared to its original grandeur) serves all New  York-focused long-distance trains as w ell as suburban trains linking Manhattan w ith
Long Island and northern New  Jersey. ↩

 The same type of hybrid commuter-rail/rapid-transit netw ork in Melbourne also serves central Sydney, the core of Australia’s largest urban
area, w hich has a population of close to f ive million. ↩
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MONTREAL →

Montreal Metro / Société de transport de Montréal (STM)
Metro Population: 3.8 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 4
Rapid Transit Extent: 69 km (43 mi)
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Map: web page [jpg]

Montréal, the second Canadian city to be served by conventional rapid transit, is also the country’s second-largest, with a

metropolitan population of nearly 4 million. Total route length of the four-line Metro network is 65.7 km (46.8 miles). The first

sections of the orange, green, and yellow lines opened in 1966, in time to serve the Expo ’67 World’s Fair.

Although relatively modest in extent, the Montréal Metro constitutes a true network  affording route choice and consequently, the

ability to balance passenger loads and to bypass service disruptions on any part of the rectilinear central core “loop,” which

includes the four interchange stations clearly identified on the stylized map. In this, the Metro system differs markedly from the

slightly more extensive Toronto system in that the latter essentially relies upon a single heavily loaded and inadequately

proportioned interchange (Bloor/Yonge) and a secondary nearby interchange (St. George), making it perennially vulnerable to

service disruptions.
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The Metro also connects with an expanding array of suburban rail services – some of which are electrified (including the

venerable tunnel line to Deux Montagnes, which originates at Central Station). To date, the network boasts five interchanges

serving both the Metro and suburban rail lines, in contrast to one very heavily congested interchange (Union Station) in Toronto.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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NAGOYA →

Nagoya Municipal Subway / City of Nagoya Transportation Bureau
Metropolitan population: 8.7 million
Rapid transit lines: 7
Rapid transit extent: 89 km (55 mi)

Map: web page [pdf]

Nagoya, Japan’s fourth-largest city (municipal population: 2.2 million), like Toronto, built its first full metro line in the 1950s. Also

like Toronto, Nagoya is a waterfront city, with major long-distance and suburban rail services oriented roughly parallel with its

waterfront. Unlike Toronto, however, Nagoya is served by a seven-line metro configuration totaling 89 km (55 miles) in extent.
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Nagoya has a classic network, offering several parallel routes in the central part of the city, and perhaps most strikingly, a

complete distributor circle – the Meijo Line – affording direct connections with virtually all of the other (radial) lines at least once

and often at two locations on both sides of the central area.

The map indicates no fewer than 13 interchange stations serving pairs of metro lines, and other connections with several

“surface metro” and suburban rail lines. Clearly, the network provides numerous route choices. The contrast with Toronto’s

skeletal system in terms of this characteristic is stark indeed.

Extensions to the Nagoya network are planned, and a maglev-powered line opened in 2005.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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OSAKA →

Osaka Municipal Subway / Osaka Municipal Transportation Bureau
Metropolitan Population: 18.8 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 8
Rapid Transit Extent: 130 km (81 mi)

Map: web page [pdf]

Osaka, the core municipality of Japan’s second-largest conurbation, has a municipal population of approximately 2.6 million

and is the focus of a conventional metro network with eight lines, at present totalling 130 km (81 miles) in length. Like Nagoya

(and Toronto), Osaka is a waterfront metropolis. Its transit system is one of the world’s busiest, not surprisingly, considering

the area’s vast regional population of nearly 19 million.[1 ]
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The first section of the metro was opened in 1933, and expansion continues. Numerous suburban rail lines supplement the

metro.

Like Nagoya, Osaka has a classic rapid transit network, affording numerous alternative routes in the most heavily built-up

areas. More than two dozen interchange stations and various partial loop lines allow for route choice and general passenger

volume balancing. The sheer number and frequency of interchange opportunities in the city centre is remarkable. Currently, only

New York, London, Paris, and one or two other very large conurbations are comparable in this regard.

 Admittedly, the Osaka region’s population of nearly 19 million calls into question the value of including Osaka in this comparative exercise,
w hich is purportedly intended to demonstrate the status of rapid transit netw ork development in conurbations w ith populations w ithin the
general range represented by the Greater Toronto Area (about 6 to 8 million, depending on w here one draw s the boundary of the Greater
Golden Horseshoe). Perhaps the most plausible excuse for its inclusion is tw ofold: (1) the population of the incorporate City of Osaka (2.6
million) is very close to that of the incorporated City of Toronto; and (2) the latter’s regional population is grow ing rapidly. While it is unlikely that
Toronto’s regional population w ill reach that of the Osaka region in this century, a total in the 10 to 12 million range is not an unrealistic
expectation and hence, w ould make the comparison more reasonable. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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PRAGUE →

Prague Metro / Prague Public Transit Company (DPP)
Metropolitan Population: 2.3 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 3
Rapid Transit Extent: 59 km (37 mi)

Map: web page [pdf]

Prague’s three-line system is the busiest of its kind and size in continental Europe. This is not surprising, in that the system is
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only 59 km (37 miles) in length and is called upon to serve an already significant area population which is growing fairly rapidly.

The first section opened as recently as 1974, and the current system was quickly implemented during the Communist era.

The Prague and Kiev systems have much in common, physically and operationally. Most notable, perhaps, is the distribution of

passenger transfer volumes at three well-spaced interchange stations in the central area. Plans exist for extensions to all

Prague metro lines, as well as for a new north-south line – all of this in an urban area with a population barely one-half that of

the Greater Toronto Area. (Admittedly, the Greater Prague Area’s average population density significantly exceeds that of the

Greater Toronto Area.)

Like Toronto, the metro is supplemented and administratively integrated with an extensive, growing, and thoroughly modern

(albeit historical) tram network, as indicated on the system map. The system is fully equipped with low-floor vehicles and traffic

signal pre-emption capability. Some curbside operation on major retail streets in the city centre, and some sections of

exclusive or “private” rights-of-way affording an LRT level of service are among the more advanced features of the venerable but

thoroughly modern tram network.

 

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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SAINT PETERSBURG →

Saint Petersburg Metro / Peterburgsky Metropoliten
Metropolitan Population: 4.7 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 5
Rapid Transit Extent: 110 km (68 mi)
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Map: web page [png]

St. Petersburg, Russia’s second-largest city (area population: 4.7 million), is served by a five-line metro that contains some of

the handsomest public transit stations in the world – almost competing with Moscow’s justly famous “palaces of the people.”

The first line opened in 1955, more than 10 years after construction approval was granted by the Soviet state in the 1940s.

Waterlogged quicksands and other topographic problems underlying Peter the Great’s magnificent city nearly defeated the

engineers. Some tunnels are more than 60 m (200 feet) below ground level, resting on bedrock. The tunnels are fully sealed to

reduce infiltration. Stations are accessed largely by single-run escalators long enough to induce vertigo, and their full length is
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frequently obscured by mist!

The system affords respectable coverage of this large city, as well as an impressive array of well-distributed interchange

stations in the central area. The five lines meet (in pairs) at seven interchanges, which allows for efficient balancing of

passenger loads and bypassing of service disruptions.

No fewer than five major rail terminals serve numerous suburban rail services and long-distance lines. All of these terminals

are served directly by the metro, principally by Line 1, the first component of the network to be completed and named the V.I.

Lenin Underground.

Several new lines are being planned and the vast tram system, by far the most extensive in Eurasia, is being progressively

upgraded to supplement the metro.

 

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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SANTIAGO →

Metro de Santiago
Metropolitan Population: 6 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 5
Rapid Transit Extent: 104 km (65 mi)

Map: web page [png]

Santiago, the capital of Chile, has an area population of 6 million and a 104-km (65-mile) metro network that includes seven

widely spaced interchange stations and a variety of loop configurations, providing route choice for riders, and the ability to

balance passenger loads and bypass service disruptions on specific lines. The network is by far the most extensive in South

America.

The first line opened as recently as 1975, which suggests that remarkable progress has been made quickly in this South
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American metropolis, presumably spurred by the return of political and economic stability.

The high quality of the engineering, design, and construction of this network is demonstrated by the fact that operations

resumed on all lines only three or four days after the severe (Richter 8.9) earthquake in February 2010, which caused great

damage and loss of life just south of the capital.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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SINGAPORE →

Singapore MRT / Singapore Mass Rapid Transit (SMRT) Corporation Ltd.
Metropolitan Population: 5.2 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 5 main lines plus distributor loops
Rapid Transit Extent: 200 km (124 mi)

Map: web page [pdf] [interactive]

Singapore is a city-state with a population of 5.1 million. The spotless metro has a current route length of 200 km (124 miles),

with several extensions planned. The first section opened in 1987.

The network includes a central distributor line and widely spaced interchanges. Several separate LRT loops are fully integrated

with the metro. Clearly, the network affords high degrees of route choice, passenger load balance, and potential to bypass

service disruptions on specific lines.
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Singapore is a wealthy and successful city that has the luxury (as Hong Kong once did) of being able to direct copious financial

support locally as it sees fit. The administration has long since decided to discourage the use (and even the ownership) of

private automobiles by employing various means (high taxes, tolls, time-of-use restrictions, etc.) and has balanced these

measures with an ambitious program of public transit system development. By comparison, Toronto lacks a similar level of

independence (both financial and political) and must constantly seek support and direction from other levels of government.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.



299 levyrapidtransit.caOutside the Box

SYDNEY →

CityRail / Rail Corporation New South Wales (RailCorp)
Metropolitan Population: 4.6 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 11
Rapid Transit Extent: 2,060 km (1,280 mi)
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Map: web page [pdf] [interactive]

Sydney, the Australian metropolis (area population: approximately 4.6 million), is served by a vast electrified rail system known

as City Rail (2,060 km/1,280 miles), but not (yet) by a conventional metro – although one has been recently proposed.

However, the portion of the City Rail system serving the central commercial area near the legendary harbour does operate in a

tight network of tunnels serving a few underground stations of impressive size. Town Hall interchange station in particular has

two platform levels, each accommodating four tracks. Electronic displays show literally dozens of destinations reachable on

eight individual routes.

All trains are composed of large double-decked cars, and all services are electrified. Some of the trunk lines have three or four

tracks, and operate express and local services, not unlike London’s outer Metropolitan line and several of the major lines

comprising New York’s vast subway network in central Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx.

Most of the metropolitan area and neighbouring towns are served by the network. The network includes several loops and

parallel lines. Dozens of interchange stations distributed throughout the metropolitan area allow for service disruption bypass,

passenger load balance, route choice, general travel convenience, and a remarkable degree of coverage for so expansive and

yet fragmented an urban area, which is interrupted by numerous waterways and inlets.

Fare-by-distance is the rule, and full integration with the New South Wales state rail system and with Australian (national)

Railways is provided at the great Sydney Central Station as well as at several of the outlying City Rail stations.

Sydney’s massive and historic Central Railway Station, like Melbourne’s newer Southern Cross Station, handles both long-

distance and suburban passenger trains. It forms the principal “gateway,” so to speak, for Sydney’s central-area “subway-like”

underground network of loops and radials (the principal branch of which extends across the great Harbour Bridge into the

northern suburbs). Among the downtown stations, several have multiple platforms served by four to eight tracks.

The double-decked rolling stock allows for high-capacity service, especially during periods of peak travel demand. The Central

Railway Station’s platforms and control areas (mezzanines) are commodious enough to handle large crowds.

Unlike Melbourne, Sydney has no comprehensive tram (streetcar) or LRT services, having abandoned its once-extensive and

fine-grained “heritage” network. However, one new tram/LRT line was recently built to link the Central Railway Station with

various commercial core area and waterfront districts, including Darling Harbour. A branch serving Circular Quay (which

provides access to “The Rocks” historic area, and the iconic Opera House, as well as Sydney’s remarkable commuter/tourist

ferry system) is planned. This initiative is leading to a serious reconsideration of the potential role of an expanded state-of-the-

art tram/LRT system for the city centre and inner suburbs, thereby restoring at least a semblance of the vast tram network that

once existed and that was totally abandoned following the Second World War.

Sydney, Melbourne, and the other Australian state capitals (Perth, Adelaide, and Brisbane) enjoy an “embarrassment of riches”

in terms of transit, unlike Canadian cities, which are generally ill-served by skeletal webs of largely single-tracked, mixed-traffic

(passenger and freight) railway lines. From the outset, Australia’s individual states were essentially independent political
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entities (albeit British colonies), which in the 19th century developed mutually isolated railway networks focused upon each

capital city or principal harbour.

Despite Australia’s modest total national population of just over 20 million, the State capital cities developed quickly. Indeed,

until the Second World War, Sydney’s and Melbourne’s populations significantly exceeded those of Montreal and Toronto,

respectively. Among the reasons for this level of urbanization was undoubtedly Australia’s vast, largely waterless, and

essentially uninhabitable hinterland.

Consequently, the individual state railways built all of the freight and passenger lines into and through the capital cities, and

operated the two-way suburban services to far-flung towns at fairly short headways, in some cases nearly a century ago.

The physical and operational legacy of this arrangement remains in place to the great benefit of the large proportion of the

Australian population (more than 85 percent) living and working in the five principal state capital cities and their suburbs.

The Sydney area’s CityRail network is constantly being expanded, the most ambitious and costly project being the recently

opened 13-km (8-mile) fully underground connecting link between two heavily travelled subnetworks serving the northern

suburbs. This is the connection between Chatswood and Epping, two important interchange stations on key trunk links serving

mixed-use subcentres. Among several stations on the new rail link is that serving Macquarie University, one of Sydney’s most

important educational institutions. To sum up, the new link has significantly eased chronic congestion in the northern part of the

region, and has afforded a high level of coverage to a previously ill-served, rapidly urbanizing corridor.

In addition, many of the older more heavily used stations in the central districts are being enlarged and refurbished, while

various operational bottlenecks are being eliminated throughout the network by adding trackage and upgrading signalization.

Finally, several of the newer stations (such as Edgecliff and others on the Eastern Suburbs Line to Bondi Junction) have the

same kind of integrated, covered, rapid-transit-to-bus-transit transfer facilities that the TTC provided from the outset of subway

operation in Toronto.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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VIENNA →

Vienna U-Bahn & S-Bahn / Wiener Linien
Metropolitan Population: 2.4 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 6
Rapid Transit Extent: 75 km (46 mi)

Map: web page [pdf English] [various maps in German]

This former capital of the Austro-Hungarian Empire is one of Europe’s – and the world’s – most beautiful cities, blessed with a

wide array of magnificent public buildings, palaces, churches, squares, and urban vistas.

Because of Vienna’s erstwhile concentration of imperial power and wealth, underground railways were proposed as early as
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1843, several years before the world’s first facility of this type began operating in London, England. However, grave concerns

over potential damage to the historic urban fabric delayed construction until the late 1890s, when the first three shallow, partially

“open cut” Stadtbahn lines were built. These so-called “urban railways,” long ago electrified and upgraded, now comprise the

core of today’s modern Metro (U-Bahn) network. Several of the original station entrance pavilions have been meticulously

preserved as architectural icons.

The population of the Vienna conurbation of 2.4 million makes the comprehensiveness and wide coverage of the combined U-

Bahn (Metro) and Stadtbahn (largely at-grade urban rail) networks all the more remarkable. Together, these form an integrated,

close-grained pattern of lines served by more than 20 interchange stations, many of which link three or more routes.

A loop configuration is formed by Line U-2 and part of Line U-4 of the U-Bahn. These lines operate beneath the broad and

elegant Ringstrasse – the trace of the former defensive wall – which circumscribes the ancient core of the city. This tight two-

section loop, combined with parts of two other U-Bahn lines (U-1 and U-3), which pass through the largely pedestrian-oriented

city centre in a rough cruciform arrangement, constitute the nucleus of a central area rapid transit network. It offers more than

enough capacity and operating flexibility to distribute passenger flows moving to and from the various radial lines at no fewer

than 10 closely spaced interchanges.

The city also has several conventional surface tram routes, some of which descend below the street to terminals at the

mezzanine levels of various U-Bahn central area loop stations. These arrangements are similar in form and function to the

below-grade terminals serving Toronto’s Spadina/Harbourfront/Bay LRT (an enhanced streetcar line), although passenger

amenities and circulation space available in the Vienna stations are generally superior to those offered in Toronto.

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. →

Washington Metro / Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA)
Metropolitan Population: 5.6 million
Rapid Transit Lines: 5
Rapid Transit Extent: 171 km (106 mi)

Map: web page [pdf] [interactive]

The Washington area waited many years before its first rapid transit (Metro) line opened in 1976. The District of Columbia, core

of the bi-state conurbation, is officially a “federal city,” and as such, is not part of any state – a unique situation in the United

States. Consequently, all major infrastructure within D.C. is a federal government responsibility, and Congress was historically

reluctant to finance a costly rapid transit project in the capital for fear of “constituent backlash” in other parts of the country.
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Inevitably, the need for high-capacity public transit eventually became painfully apparent. After many years of study, reporting,

and the development of increasingly ambitious plans, an initiative was approved and funding was allotted. The government lost

no time in making up for decades of procrastination. The urban area, with a population of close to 6 million, is now served by a

comprehensive five-line metro network of 171 km (106 miles) – virtually identical in extent to (but much more up-to-date in

terms of technology and general design than) Chicago’s venerable, largely elevated, and in places even at-grade core-centred

radial system.

The Washington Metro network includes two expansive loops formed by subgroupings of the five lines, the principal one

serving most of the key federal buildings, Smithsonian museums, and the Pentagon. These loops, together with eight

interchange stations (three of which each link three of the five lines) provide riders with route choice and generous

opportunities to use alternative routes to bypass service disruptions. Most major trip generators in the federal capital region

(D.C. and adjacent counties in Maryland and Virginia) are served by the Metro. The Ronald Reagan–Washington National

Airport is served directly, as is Union Station, and there are plans to extend service by means of a new limited-stop line to

Dulles International Airport and beyond.

Fare-by-distance is the rule on the Metro, as are fully automated fare collection and train operation. Distributor loops, route

redundancy, and broad area coverage are three other key characteristics that the Washington Metro affords.

Washington Metro’s new Silver Line is now under construction westward from East Falls Church station on the Orange Line. It

will serve not only Dulles Airport and parts of nearby Loudoun County, Virginia, but also Tyson’s Corners, the massive

commercial, retail, and residential core of a so-called “edge city” which is destined to grow into the nation’s tenth-largest

municipality by mid-century. This spectacular growth is predicated upon funded commitments to bring high-capacity rail transit

(i.e., the Metro) into and through the area by no later than 2014. Four Metro stations are planned within Tyson’s Corners itself,

which already ranks as the twelfth-largest commercial business district in the United States, even though it is at present

virtually 100 percent auto-oriented in terms of access. It has long been clear that this is an unsustainable situation if orderly

growth without further sprawl is to be achieved; hence the momentous decision to penetrate this burgeoning “edge city” by

means of a lengthy Metro network extension.

Dare we in the Toronto region envisage a similar future for, say, Mississauga City Centre – jurisdictional boundaries

notwithstanding?

 Mississauga City Centre is, after all, the Greater Toronto Area’s principal mixed-use “edge city” centre, w hich appears to have been planned
deliberately to avoid convenient access by existing GO Transit rail lines to the north and south, as w ell as by any other rail transit links w ith
neighbouring jurisdictions. Mississauga’s population is expected to approach one million by mid-century, and the city w ill be the de facto centre
for additional hundreds of thousands of residents and employees in adjacent urbanized parts of the Regional Municipalities of Peel and Halton.
Mississauga Centre – barely 10 km (6 miles) w est of the Kipling subw ay terminal – should one day be served directly by an extension of the
subw ay system, thereby emulating the Tyson’s Corners precedent in Washington, D.C. This proposal w ould be w orthy of serious consideration
as part of the multi-year campaign to create a truly integrated regional public transit netw ork for the Greater Toronto Area and Hamilton. ↩

Copyright © 2013 Edward J. Levy, Rapid Transit in Toronto. All Right Reserved.
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AN ARGUMENT FOR 
THE REGIONAL

RELIEF LINE

A Postscript to Ed Levy’s Web Book
 Rapid Transit in Toronto:

A Century of Plans, Progress, Politics & Paralysis

lev yrapidtransit .ca/RRL

COMPLETING THE REGIONAL CONNECTION:



The Neptis Foundation conducts and publishes nonpartisan 
research on the past, present and future of urban regions. An 
independent, privately-capitalized, charitable foundation, 
Neptis contributes timely, reliable knowledge and analysis to 
support informed public decisions and foster understanding 
of urban and regional issues. Visit neptis.org for more details.

Ed Levy
Edward J. Levy is the co-founder of BA Consulting Group 
and has worked as a transportation planning consultant in 
Toronto for more than fi fty years. He served on the advisory 
committee for Metrolinx’s regional transportation plan, The 
Big Move. Ed has written a detailed and heavily illustrated 
history of a century of rapid transit plans and proposals in 
Toronto, to be released on March 19, 2013.



The Neptis Foundation early on understood the value and 
signifi cance of the work of eminent transportation engineer 
Edward J. Levy who has compiled a timely, relevant, infor-
mative and compelling history of rapid transit planning in 
Toronto.

The Project

Mr. Levy originally set himself the task of collecting the maps 
and technical drawings from 100 years of rapid transit plans 
and studies, and annotating them in chronological order. 
But as he explains in his author’s note, the historic maps also 
tell the story of what is not there; the glaring absence of a 
network at the heart of Toronto’s meagre transit system that 
prevents it from serving as the basis of an eff ective regional 
network.

Mr. Levy and his well-respected colleagues in transportation 
planning, Neal Irwin and Richard Soberman, are part of a 
select group of professionals who have found themselves at 
the centre of major transportation and land use studies and 
plans that correctly identifi ed the growing urban regional 
needs, recommending rapid transit network appropriate to 
a city this size and confi guration. This history by Levy pays 
tribute to the enormous eff ort and expertise that have been 
devoted to attempts at making a signifi cant rapid transit 
network for Toronto.

The Webbook

The subway system that serves (or fails to serve) downtown 
Toronto is a regional issue, as this webbook makes clear. 
That is why Neptis, an organization that focuses on the 
architecture of urban regions, wants to bring this work to 
the attention of a wide audience.

With Mr. Levy, Neptis originally planned an illustrated book, 
and there are still plans to publish one. But during 2011 
and 2012, Toronto was in the midst of discussions about its 
rapid transit future, and it was not clear where (or how) the 
book’s story would end. Neptis has therefore proceeded to 
publish the text and wealth of illustrations as a webbook. 
Compelling reasons for doing so became apparent as work 
proceeded:

1.   There is too much information to fi t into a reasonably 
priced printed document.

2.   We wanted to include historic maps in a way that allows 
readers to zoom in on details.

3.   We want to make the information widely and freely avail-
able to students, researchers, planners, engineers, and 
everyone else who cares about transit in Toronto.

4.   We want to keep adding more information over time, 
including extracts from original documents of interest to 
historians.

5.   We want the document to be searchable, to enhance its 
use as a research resource.

6.   We can link to other websites with relevant information 
that is updated from time to time, such as the transit 
maps from other cities around the world.

7.   We want to invite comments and feedback from readers.

In many ways, therefore, the webbook format has proved to 
be perfect for the presentation of a history of such richness, 
complexity and topicality. The technical and editorial task 
of assembling the webbook from Mr. Levy’s vast manuscript 
has been demanding but exciting. Neptis greatly appreci-
ates his unfl agging patience, perseverance, and good 
humour throughout this process.

The Team

This webbook would not been produced without the eff orts 
of Philippa Campsie and Brent Gilliard, who have worked 
with Mr. Levy over two years to organize, edit, and present 
the volumes of text and illustrations.

Aster Design and Freeform Solutions were responsible for 
the design and development of the webbook.

Anna Beznogova created the maps which articulate the idea 
of a Regional Relief Line that comes out of the history of 
plans for a rapid transit network in Toronto.

Zack Taylor was instrumental in creating conceptual maps 
for Mr. Levy’s “Out of the Box” proposals in chapters 18 and 
19.

Supervision of the project was provided by Tony Coombes, 
Executive Director of The Neptis Foundation and Marcy 
Burchfi eld, Director of Research Programming and 
Communications.

A Note From The Neptis Foundation



Transit is the talk of the region these days and Edward J. 
Levy’s web-book Rapid Transit in Toronto: A Century 

of Plans, Progress, Politics and Paralysis is a timely 
body of work that provides useful historical lessons 
and insights as today’s politicians, planners and citizens 
discuss ways to tackle gridlock and congestion.

The web-book published in collaboration with The 

Neptis Foundation is a treasure trove of rare, historical 
maps and plans dating back to the early 20th century 
which tracks numerous but unsuccessful attempts to 
build a rapid transit network that placed Toronto at the 
centre of a vast, interconnected region.

Levy says there has never been a shortage of creative 
and robust rapid transit plans which, had they come 
to fruition, might have created the integrated network 
Toronto never built and now needs more than ever.

Instead the history of attempts to build a rapid transit 
network in Toronto has been a sad story of fi nancial and 
political compromise.

Many of these plans contained the concept of a 
U-shaped subway line extending east and west of the 
city core, the long sought “network builder” that would 
have allowed Toronto’s skeletal subway system to 
become a true network off ering several well distributed 
and integrated interchanges, built-in redundancies in 
the case of train breakdown, area-wide connectivity and 
operating fl exibility for the benefi t of the majority of 
riders across the city and region.

In the postscript to his book: Completing the Regional 

Connection, Levy argues that the rebirth of regional-
ism with the creation of Metrolinx and the Province of 
Ontario’s “Places to Grow” plan for south/central Ontario 
provides the backdrop to what should be our next 
grand in-city subway building exercise. 

In doing so the Greater Toronto Region must learn from 
its history and do it right, said Levy.

His solution is the Regional Relief Line which builds on 
the idea of the proposed but very limited Downtown 
Relief Line, and places it squarely in a regional context, 
showing how a series of modifi cations would reduce 
congestion across the region, and allow a 50-year 
discussion about the integration of GO Transit and the 
TTC to become a reality.

“It is crucial that the tiresome downtown-suburban 
dichotomy over such projects be expunged from the 
discussion because this line could become the ultimate 
network builder, linking TTC and GO Transit services, 
thereby serving the whole region,” said Levy.

Rapid Transit in Toronto will be released on        

March 19, 2013.



Summary 

In spring 2012, as Toronto City Council was debating propos-
als for the Eglinton Rapid Transit line, in particular, whether 
construction should be underground or at street level, Ed 
Levy raised the question of reviving plans for the much-
needed Downtown Relief Line.

In this paper, he argues that the benefi ts of such an addition 
to Toronto’s subway system would be felt far beyond the 
immediate downtown area. Indeed, it would be more accu-
rate to call the proposal a “Regional Relief Line” that would 
help relieve congestion across the entire system, including 
Union Station and the GO Transit terminal zone. The paper 
reviews the historic origins of the idea, considers the most 
appropriate alignment for such a line and the locations of 
potential interchange stations, and puts the proposal in the 
context of current planning initiatives.

Introduction

On February 5, 2012, Toronto City Council received a letter 
signed by a number of academics and professionals, appeal-
ing for a reconsideration of at-grade light rail transit (LRT) 
technology in place of underground construction for the 
section of the Eglinton rapid transit line between Brentcliff e 
Road and Kennedy Road in Scarborough. This proposal was 
part of a general recommendation that LRT rather than 
conventional subway technology be reconsidered for most 
of Toronto’s future high-order public transit system expan-
sion outside the city’s historic high-density central precincts. 
The proposal was strongly supported at a well-attended 
“open house” at which TTC Chair and City Councillor Karen 
Stintz was a keynote speaker.

On February 10, 2012, Global News published a brief 
article by Leslie Young and Patrick Cain, together with a 
newly released 2011 Census of Canada population density 

 Figure A: A map comparing Toronto’s rapid transit plans with 2011 Census population densities. Source: Global News, 2012.



profi le for the City of Toronto. Professor Andre Sorensen, 
Associate Professor of Geography at the University of 
Toronto (Scarborough), who was a principal signatory of the 
February 5 letter, is quoted in the Global News item. On the 
map published with the article (see Figure A), the authors 
superimposed the schematic alignments of transit projects 
which had been approved for early implementation by City 
Council two days earlier.

Figure A shows two of the four LRT projects which had 
been reaffi  rmed in principle in early 2012, following vigor-
ous debate at City Council between the mayor and his 
supporters, who favoured subway construction over LRT 
construction, and those who favoured LRT construction 
in lower-density corridors. These two lines – the Eglinton 
Crosstown and Finch West lines – are indicated in yellow. 
Figure A also indicates the alignment of the Spadina–Allen 
Road subway extension through the York University Campus 
and into York Region, in green. The Eglinton Crosstown LRT 
is already under construction, as is the Spadina–Allen Road 
subway extension.

Inexplicably, the other two LRT lines which had been 
approved in principle early in 2012 (the Scarborough rapid 
transit conversion and extension to Sheppard Avenue East, 
and the Sheppard East LRT from the Don Mills terminal of 
the Sheppard subway to Morningside Avenue) were not 
indicated on the fi gure. Approval of all four LRT lines was 
fi nally confi rmed by way of a formal agreement between 
Metrolinx and the TTC signed on November 28, 2012.

The fi gure is noteworthy for two reasons:

1. No rapid transit facility – either in subway or LRT form 
– is indicated anywhere within the longest continuous 
band of existing high-density (dark blue) development 
in the city. This band extends eastward from High Park 
and the Dundas West/Bloor West area to Riverdale and 
Leslieville within the Queen-King corridor, and then 
northward to the Bloor-Danforth subway and through 
the former Borough of East York (including heavily 
populated Thorncliff e Park) to the Don Mills/Eglinton 
East/Wynford Drive area.

2. In contrast, the highest-capacity, most costly (per unit of 
length) new public transit facility shown – the Spadina-
Allen Road subway extension now under construc-
tion – follows a corridor exhibiting the lowest average 
density (very light blue), according to the four-colour 
range indicated on the map. Interestingly, the density 

map fails to take account of the heavily built-up York 
University campus north of Finch Avenue West.

At this point, I will not comment on the justifi cation for such 
a major investment ($2.6 billion) in the Spadina–Allen Road 
subway extension at this time of fi scal restraint. However, I 
suggest that for the fi rst signifi cant transit network expan-
sion in many decades, it might have been more logical 
to devote scarce capital to a rapid transit line within the 
high-density, highly congested corridor described above, in 
terms of supporting both regional and inner-city develop-
ment, not to mention general transit network continuity and 
connectivity.

The bulk of this commentary concentrates on what I will 
call the Regional Relief Line, rather than the less inclusive 
– and less accurate – name, Downtown Relief Line. When 
completed between the Eglinton/Don Mills area and West 
Toronto, the RRL would assume the role of a true “network-
builder,” not only by adding signifi cant capacity to Toronto’s 
skeletal subway system, but also by helping to balance 
peak period passenger volumes across the entire subway 
network.

I will also argue for the need for a new GO/TTC interchange 
in the Bathurst-Strachan vicinity, which I refer to as the 
“shoulder station,” as it sits on the edge of the high-density 
downtown area. This connection to the Regional Relief 

Line, as I see it and as Metrolinx has envisaged it, would 
represent an invaluable opportunity to relieve Toronto’s 
overcrowded Union Station by making it possible to 
redistribute some of the GO Transit passengers who use 
that system’s more heavily travelled lines to the west and 
northwest. All of these commuters, must at present, depend 
upon Union Station as their sole arrival/departure point in 
the downtown fi nancial district.

The Need for Relief in Toronto’s 

Rapid Transit System
The primary focus of both the open house discussion and 
the Global News report was an at-grade versus below-
grade LRT construction in the Eglinton corridor and on 
other suburban lines originally proposed under the 2007 
“Transit City” scheme. Consequently, no direct reference 
was made to the increasingly critical need for (and too-long 
delayed) Downtown Rapid Transit (or “relief”) line (DRT), 
which was included yet again in Metrolinx’s 2008 “Regional 
Transportation Plan – The Big Move” (unfortunately, only as a 
late-stage undertaking).



The time has come to embrace Toronto’s essential “network-
builder” in view of the continuing growth and diversifi cation 
of the city’s central area and the further demands that will 
be imposed upon the already stressed Yonge Street subway 
by the addition of the Eglinton LRT now under construction, 
not to mention the impact of the prospective extension of 
the Yonge line north to Richmond Hill. (Note: The Richmond 
Hill extension is included in the 2008 Metrolinx list of 15 
high-priority projects, but, as noted earlier, the Downtown 
Rapid Transit or “relief” line was not.)

A modifi ed form of the DRT line’s initial phase appears as 
Option 4A in Metrolinx’s report of November 23, 2011, 
titled “Union Station 2031 and Related Planning Studies.” 
This option is shown on Figure B. The alignment is shown 
extending east from a proposed supplementary GO Transit 
commuter rail station (designated “Bathurst North”), a 
potential terminal for selected GO Transit trains serving 
points west and northwest of the city.

Such a Union Station “relief” facility near Bathurst Street or 
Strachan Avenue would have to function in uncharacteristi-

1. The “transparent” Kowloon Tong interchange between Hong Kong’s Mass 

Transit Railway (subway) and the Kowloon-Canton Railway (a commuter 

line) comes to mind.

cally close coordination with a DRT (TTC) line if the latter 
is to serve as an effi  cient distributor for GO Transit users 
throughout the central area. The plan would require a high 
degree of fare coordination and convenience of transfer 
arrangements to date unattained – and unimagined – in 
Toronto.(1)

Despite the massive and costly rehabilitation and expansion 
of Union Station that is at long last under way, the iconic 
facility will inevitably become overcrowded again within 
15 to 20 years, as travel demand and the station’s role as a 
major focus of pedestrian circulation continue to grow. Track 
and platform capacity is fi nite and cannot accommodate 
long-term growth without extremely costly and disruptive 
reconstruction, possibly involving the creation of a second 
track and platform level for electrifi ed services.

 Figure B: One option under study by Metrolinx to relieve congestion at Union Station. Source: Metrolinx, 2011.



In any event, even if further expansion of Union Station were 
practical and aff ordable, it would be unwise to permanently 
concentrate so much activity at a single vulnerable location.

Clearly, if properly designed and coordinated with GO 
Transit, the DRT line, or what I call the Regional Relief Line, 
could signifi cantly relieve congestion at Union Station. 
However, the potential “beauty” of the line is that its original 
purpose as a subway system relief facility remains no less 
important. As proposed repeatedly throughout much of the 
20th century, a DRT with an additional interchange with the 
eastern section of the Bloor-Danforth subway would aff ord 
benefi ts no less important than the western confi guration 
discussed above.

The Regional Relief Line would also aff ord new transfer 
opportunities with both the Yonge Street and University 
Avenue subways at existing stations within the fi nancial 

district. In Figure B, Queen Street is indicated as the route 
of the east-west section of the line, although alternative 
alignments are worth serious consideration.

The Regional Relief Line would perform the function of a 
true “network builder” – the classic “missing link” in Toronto’s 
rapid transit system – and as such, could provide signifi cant 
relief not only for Union Station, but also for the seriously 
overloaded and underdesigned Yonge/Bloor and St. George 
subway interchanges. In addition, the Regional Relief Line 
would provide much-needed supplementary local transit 
capacity to serve the burgeoning residential/commercial/
institutional expansion within the fi nancial district and in 
precincts to the east and west, expansion that shows no sign 
of slowing down.

The Regional Relief Line has been needed for many years. 
Indeed, it was foreseen as long ago as the dawn of the 20th 

 Figure C: The author’s proposed Regional Relief Line. Produced by The Neptis Foundation for Edward J. Levy.



 Figure D: The “Preferred Scheme” from the Jacobs & Davies Report, 1910.

 Figure E: “Plan showing recommended radial railway entrances, terminal, and downtown loop.”   
 Source: Toronto Civic Transportation Committee, 1915.



century, as indicated in Figures D and E. Its potential for 
heavy all-day ridership is evident not only in its role as a 
relief facility, but as a line serving the city’s most densely 
built-up districts (shown in dark blue). Figure C, a heavily 
annotated version of Figure A, is the focus of this com-
mentary in that it shows what I venture to propose as the 
ultimate extended confi guration for the Regional Relief 

Line and related facilities.

Finally, even in its initial phases, the Regional Relief Line 
would confer signifi cant benefi ts upon users of Toronto’s 
entire rapid transit network. Riders travelling between any 
two stations would benefi t in that all of the older, most 
heavily congested sections would be “relieved” to a signifi -
cant degree. Those travelling within the central districts, 
as well as those travelling to, from, or within the inner and 
outer suburbs, would benefi t from an integrated network 
that aff ords more route choice, more balanced loading of 
passengers, and “essential redundancy” to enable passen-
gers to bypass emergency service disruptions. At present, 
more serious, long-term service disruptions leave the TTC 
with no options other than the notorious “replacement 
bus” service, even on the most heavily used sections of the 
system.

A Chequered History

only time the Downtown Relief line was summarily 
dismissed from serious consideration was following its 
ill-advised deletion from the TTC/Metropolitan Toronto long-
range transit expansion plan in the early 1970s, when the 
so-called “cities” of North York and Scarborough intensifi ed 
the promotion of their “mini-downtowns” on North Yonge 
Street and at Scarborough Town Centre (primarily a regional 
shopping centre).

Metropolitan Toronto endorsed this decision, which was 
also supported by the core area deconcentration policy then 
being espoused by the City of Toronto.(2) During this period, 
the fi nal report of a major study titled Sheppard/Finch 
Rapid Transit Corridor was made public in May 1985. This 
study, undertaken for the Metropolitan Toronto Technical 
Transportation Planning Committee by the TTC and a 
team of well-known consultants, concluded that a conven-

tional high-capacity subway extending from Allen Road 
(Downsview) in the west to Scarborough Centre in the east 
could be justifi ed. In addition, a two-kilometre extension 
of the Spadina subway from Wilson station to Downsview 
station was proposed as a link between the then-existing 
subway system and the proposed Sheppard subway.

Subway-level demand was justifi ed by the study team 
largely on the basis of overly ambitious, politically inspired 
employment forecasts for each of the two “mini downtowns” 
– forecasts that have never been fulfi lled, even after nearly 
four decades.

The Wilson-Downsview subway extension opened on 
March 31, 1996, and the much-truncated initial phase of 
the Sheppard subway opened on November 24, 2002. 
The Yonge-to-Downsview gap in the line remains unfi lled, 
and no initiatives focused upon its construction are being 
actively pursued. This gap promises to become an even 
more glaring lack of network connectivity following the 
completion of the 8.7-kilometre, $2.6-billion extension of 
the Spadina–Allen Road subway north to York University 
and into the Region of York. That extension is now under 
construction and is scheduled to open in 2015, in time for 
the Pan-American Games.

Regardless of the system discontinuities cited above, mas-
sive expenditures have been – and continue to be – made 
on generally unjustifi able subways through low-density ter-
ritory in the northern portions of the City of Toronto, in part 
as a lingering legacy of the core decentralization policies 
and related political pressure from the former cities of North 
York and Scarborough.

“Build it and they will come” (a line from a fantasy novel), 
does not represent an appropriate rationale for providing 
costly infrastructure through low-density territory lacking 
the corridor densities suffi  cient to justify subway technol-
ogy. Worldwide experience in older, larger urban areas 
off ers too many examples of such failures to document 
here. Unfortunately, too much of this resource-draining kind 
of infrastructure has already been (and continues to be) 
implemented in Toronto.

2. The “old” city’s deconcentration policy included the misguided claim by the city (in which Metropolitan Toronto concurred) that GO Transit commuter rail would, 

with expansion, be able to provide all the additional public transit capacity required to serve downtown Toronto for the foreseeable future. This claim overlooked 

the radically diff erent operating modes of the two services (GO Transit – regional with widely spaced stations and a single core area origin/destination; TTC – local, 

fi ne-grained, high-capacity, short-headway schedules), diff erences in governance (GO Transit – province; TTC – city) and fare regimes (GO Transit – fare-by-distance; 

TTC – fl at fare across Metropolitan Toronto, now the City of Toronto), all of which continue to hobble the establishment of coordinated “seamless” service in the GTA.



Amalgamation in 1998 meant the dissolution of the “cities” 
of North York, Scarborough, Etobicoke, York, and the 
Borough of East York – a political decision that may have 
inadvertently recognized (and unintentionally acknowl-
edged) the failure of the North York and Scarborough 
centres to become the major concentrations of employ-
ment envisaged during the 1970s and 1980s. Investment in 
“suburban subways” was at least partly responsible for the 
ongoing lack of support for the Downtown Rapid Transit 
line.

Figure C shows the 2011 Census of Canada map with the 
Regional Relief Line and other major rapid transit lines 
superimposed. It clearly indicates how the DRT line pro-
posed in the 2011 study, as well as a prospective second 
phase extension to Eglinton East, would be literally in the 
centre of a continuous corridor of historically high-density 
(dark blue) districts arrayed east-west in the southern por-
tion of the city and northeast up the Don River valley.

It is instructive to recall that, following the early 1970s 
deletion of the DRT (Queen) line from the long-range rapid 
transit plan, it reappeared as one of several Optional Rapid 
Transit Lines in the “Metro/TTC Rapid Transit Summary 

Report” of May 1982 (Figure F). Shortly thereafter, it was 
shown as the Downtown Relief Line in the “Network 2011” 
study report of 1986 by the Metropolitan Toronto Planning 
Department and the TTC (Figure G). These were indica-
tions that the authorities, on the advice of their planning 
staff , acknowledged the concept’s irrefutable validity and 
common sense. That “offi  cial” opinion now appears to be 
recognized in principle, as attested to in the most recent 
Metrolinx documents, as well as by numerous comments 
from the TTC and certain city councillors.

Perhaps the most poignant depiction of the need for the 
“relief” line ever produced is represented by the graphic enti-
tled “Ongoing and Future City/TTC Transit Studies” presented 
by the City of Toronto Planning Department and the TTC 
in 2002 in connection with studies for the fi rst Offi  cial Plan 
prepared following the 1998 amalgamation. This illustration 
is included as Figure H. Indeed, one can almost sense the 
long-term frustration and impatience of its creators in its 
annotation.

 Figure F: Optional rapid transit lines from the Metro/TTC Rapid Transit Summary Report, 1982.



 Figure G: Rapid transit priorities from the Metro/TTC Network 2011 strategy, 1986.

 Figure H: “Ongoing and Future City/TTC Transit Studies” showing the merely conceptual relief line, 2007.



Matters Requiring Detailed 

Study

Clearly, much detailed examination remains to be done 
before the specifi c alignment and station locations for this 
complex facility through the heart of the city can be identi-
fi ed and engineering/architectural work begun. This prelimi-
nary work must be started immediately and shielded from 
undue interruption, regardless of political or other pressures 
that may be brought to bear in the future – no small proviso, 
it must be admitted.

Initially, three fundamental questions will have to be 
answered.

1. Central Alignment

What is the most appropriate east-west alignment for the 
Regional Relief Line through the central area?

It has long been generally accepted that the east-west core 
area section of the alignment must be located within the 
broad corridor bounded by Queen Street on the north, 
Front Street (or the main railway corridor) on the south, and 
extending roughly between Parliament Street on the east 
and Bathurst Street on the west.

Figure B shows Option 4B from the November 23, 2011, 
Metrolinx report, titled “Union Station 2031 and Related 
Planning Studies.” The fi gure indicates the entire east-west 
section of the Regional Relief Line following Queen Street. 
The main benefi t of such an alignment is that it would use 
the so-called “ghost station” shell, which has lain unused 
beneath the Yonge Street subway near the south end of 
the Queen station since it was built in the early 1950s. 
Otherwise, it is now diffi  cult to conclude that Queen Street is 
still the best alignment.

The high-density employment precinct (the fi nancial district 
and its immediate environs) has, since the late 1990s, 
expanded predominantly to the west and south. Indeed, the 
fi nancial district has now “jumped” the principal railway cor-
ridor and Union Station into the central waterfront precinct 
of the central area. This trend is likely to continue, as the 
Royal Bank and other organizations plan new major offi  ce 
complexes as far south as Queen’s Quay.

Serious consideration must therefore be given to an align-
ment for the Regional Relief Line south of Queen Street, 
along King, Adelaide, or even Wellington streets, if possible, 
incorporating a section following Front Street East and 
Eastern Avenue to better serve the Distillery District, West 
Donlands, and other southeastern redevelopment precincts.

Any of these alignments would enable transit riders to 
enter and leave the system (on foot) at locations close to 
the existing King and St. Andrew stations (on the Yonge and 
University subways, respectively), which, with Union Station, 
are the primary origin/destination stations serving the heart 
of the fi nancial district. Both King and St. Andrew stations 
extend north and south of King Street itself toward both 
Adelaide and Wellington Streets, allowing new pedestrian 
links and expanded mezzanine control areas to eff ectively 
“spread the loads” of heavy commuter fl ows into and out 
of the PATH pedestrian concourse system. This would be 
particularly eff ective during weekday peak periods as well as 
during the surges generated by events at Roy Thomson Hall, 
the King Street theatres, and many other entertainment and 
cultural venues in the vicinity.

King, St. Andrew, and Union stations are the three most 
heavily used subway stations in the fi nancial district. 
Together, they form the central focus of the Toronto region’s 
largest and most highly concentrated employment and 
cultural precinct. Thus it will always be important to distrib-
ute travel demand among them.

Perhaps even more important, using the King and St. 
Andrew stations and their PATH concourse connections 
as work trip origins and destinations for most users of the 
Regional Relief Line would make it unnecessary for large 
numbers of weekday peak-period transit users to transfer to 
one of the already overloaded north-south subway lines to 
complete their trips. In contrast, a Queen Street Regional 

Relief Line alignment could give rise to the need for such 
transfers, thereby adding to the long-standing congestion 
problems on the oldest, most physically constricted sections 
of the existing subway system. The two existing north-south 
lines are already sorely in need of relief at their most heav-
ily used stations, where pedestrian volumes and outdated 
station confi gurations combine to create serious – and 
worsening – congestion.



Furthermore, the unrealized potential of the growing PATH 
concourse network must not be forgotten, although its pas-
sages are and probably always will be privately owned and 
thus outside the TTC’s fare control areas. Even with these 
limitations, PATH plays a vital role in all seasons as a secure 
and (generally) inviting “quasi-public” pedestrian realm. With 
better signage and mapping and other wayfi nding enhance-
ments, it can – and will – become more useful in the future 
as growth in employment and in the variety of cultural 
attractions continues apace.

The Regional Relief Line, however, should not follow 
Front Street. Union (railway) Station and Union (subway) 
Station would be seriously aff ected by such a decision. They 
are already the location of downtown Toronto’s heaviest 
weekday peak period pedestrian movements. Any capac-
ity enhancements resulting from the current costly and 
complex rehabilitation/expansion of the joint facility could 
be compromised by bringing in another line, and the whole 
would be rendered ineff ective yet again. Moreover, concen-
trating high-volume transit services and related pedestrian 
fl ows at a single vulnerable point in the heart of the city 
would cause even more serious problems under emergency 
conditions.

While there may be ways of separating the various subway 
operations at Union Station (Yonge-University, DRT) by 
reconfi guring and further expanding the subway station 
into a dual-level facility, the sheer cost and service disrup-
tion that such an option would entail are daunting, to say 
the very least. Operating implications for the entire subway 
network would have to be intensively examined and a 
strongly positive business case made, which would take 
into account the sunk costs represented by the current (and 
ongoing) investment in the combined facility.

This cautionary note notwithstanding, a second track-and-
platform level at Union subway station, combined with 
requisite interlevel track connections, would make it pos-
sible to achieve a broad array of interlining options within 
an expanded, more fl exible network. Although the prospect 
is intriguing, such a fundamental change in how the most 
heavily travelled part of Toronto’s subway system might best 
serve the most intensively built-up precinct of the city can 
be viewed only as one of several (very) long-term possibili-
ties.

Consequently, in planning the future of the country’s 
primary urban commercial core, an east-west alignment for 
the Regional Relief Line south of Queen Street and north 
of Front Street would be the most logical choice for the 
foreseeable future, combined with optimizing the potential 
of the PATH concourse network to supplement at-grade 
pedestrian circulation within the urban core.

2. Danforth Interchange

What is the most appropriate location for a Regional Relief 
Line interchange on the eastern section of the Bloor-Danforth 
subway?

During the more than 100 years that have elapsed since 
the initial “subway vision” fi rst emerged in Toronto, a variety 
of alternative alignments for a “U”-shaped “distributor” line 
have been considered as a second phase of a fl edgling 
network; the perennial fi rst phase being a line in the Yonge/
Bay corridor. The need for a separate east-west line in the 
Danforth-Bloor corridor came soon enough, but an earlier 
order of business involved the most appropriate alignments 
for the distributor’s east-west section through the down-
town core, combined with north-south extensions of such a 
line on the east and west sides of the city.

Given the modest extent of urban development east of the 
Don River before the 1919 completion of the Prince Edward 
Viaduct, the initial alignment proposed for the eastern 
limb of the distributor loop subway did not extend beyond 
Broadview Avenue on the eastern fl ank of the valley. It 
extended north of Danforth Avenue toward a non-existent 
section of St. Clair Avenue East, along which an at-grade 
extension (a forerunner of today’s St. Clair enhanced street-
car right-of-way) was to complete an ambitious citywide 
loop line.

Figure D comes from the August 25, 1910, Jacobs & Davies 
report titled “Report on Transit to the Mayor and Council of 
the City of Toronto,” the fi rst comprehensive rapid transit 
investigation commissioned by the city (which at the time 
had a population of barely 350,000). It illustrates the consul-
tants’ “Preferred Scheme 1” for a north-south trunk line in the 
Yonge-Bay corridor intersected at each end by a distributor 
loop extending through the entire built-up area of the city. 
The loop was an early forerunner of the Regional Relief 

Line combined with an Eglinton line (but using the wide St. 
Clair right-of-way, as the urbanized outskirts of Toronto had 
barely reached Eglinton at that time).



 Figure I: Toronto’s fi rst plan for a full rapid transit subway line. Source: TTC, 1944. 

Figures D through U show subsequent concepts pro-
posed for the loop line (and sections thereof ) dating from 
nearly every decade of the 20th century and into the 21st. 
Alignments have included Broadview, Pape, Donlands, 
Coxwell, and Woodbine avenues. Particular attention was 
paid to Donlands during the 1970s, largely because the TTC 
had anticipated the use of an expanded Greenwood Subway 
Yard. The Yard, which was located just west of Greenwood 
Avenue and extended east toward a southern “trace” of 
Donlands, was to serve and store rolling stock operating on 
the then-proposed Queen-Don Mills subway (see Figures 

F, G and O), part of which survived as the “Downtown Relief 
Line” proposal (Figure G) of 1986.

Current thinking appears to favour Pape Avenue, for a 
variety of valid reasons. It is one of the principal north-south 
arterial streets of the former Borough of East York, and also 
the street most directly aligned toward Thorncliff e Park and 
Flemingdon Park, two extremely densely populated, largely 

residential neighbourhoods to the north, which remain 
underserved by public transit.

I would recommend that Phase II, indicated on Figure B, be 
considered for early implementation (that is, as an uninter-
rupted undertaking immediately following Phase I). This 
would mean bringing the line north through those two 
neighbourhoods to an interim terminal at Eglinton Avenue 
East and Don Mills Road that would serve as an interchange 
with the Eglinton LRT now under construction.

This location is also the principal “gateway” to the Don Mills 
area and to a lengthy corridor of heavily populated valley 
neighbourhoods to the north. In the long term, a northward 
extension of the Don Mills-Regional Relief Line might be 
warranted (perhaps most appropriately in the form of an 
LRT) to Sheppard Avenue East or even beyond, to connect 
with an eastward extension of a future Finch corridor LRT – a 
suggestion that was made shortly after the TTC “Transit City” 
scheme was introduced in early 2007.



  Figure J: Streetcar rapid transit plans. Source: TTC, 1942. 



 Figure K: Metro Toronto’s Major Transportation Facilities Plan, 1962. Note the erroneous depiction of the Yonge   
 subway’s northern terminal at Sheppard; the extension beyond Eglinton to York Mills did not open until 1973.

 Figure L: Suggested alignment for a Bloor-Queen-U subway, an unbuilt alternative to the (existing)  
 University-Bloor-T subway. Source: TTC, 1957.



 Figure M: Major Transportation Facilities planned in 1972 by the Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board. Compared to   
 what is depicted in Figure K, the Queen-Don Mills line has retreated south of Danforth Avenue over the decade.



 Figure N: Proposal for a New Plan for Toronto. Source: City of Toronto Planning Board, 1966.

 Figure O: Possible alignment for a Queen Street rapid transit subway. Source: Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board, 1968.



 Figure P: A Review of Proposed Additions to Toronto’s Subway System, part of the Metropolitan Toronto  
 Transportation Plan Review. Source: Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, 1974.



 Figure Q: Integrating rapid transit and commuter rail. Source: TTC, 1969.

 Figure R: Integrating rapid transit and commuter rai. Source: TTC, 1973.



 Figure S: Rapid Transit for Downtown Toronto - An Alternative to Rebuilding the Gardiner Expressway.  
 Source: Environmentalists Plan Transportation, 2002.

 Figure T: Eglinton Avenue and Queen Street Transportation Corridors: Concepts, Costs and Benefi ts.  
 Source: University of Toronto Department of Geography, 2003.



 Figure U: Metrolinx’s original scheme for a downtown rapid transit line. Source: Metrolinx, 2011.

3. Metrolinx’s U

Can the continuous “U”-shaped DRT subway suggested in 
Metrolinx’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan be justifi ed as a 
component of the long-range rapid transit master plan?

Figure U from Metrolinx’s November 23, 2011, report 
(Downtown Rapid Transit Option 4A) refl ects the concept 
introduced as a late-stage recommendation in Metrolinx’s 
2008 “Regional Transportation Plan – The Big Move” – the full 
“U”-shaped confi guration for the DRT/“relief” line.

The designation of Queen Street as the alignment of the 
DRT’s east-west section would be subject to the reservations 
outlined above.

There is little doubt that a complete semi-loop would confer 
certain advantages on the southwest Toronto, Parkdale, and 
High Park areas, but the capital costs would be very high. 
Consequently, the justifi cation for a westward extension of 
the Regional Relief Line from the Bathurst/Strachan auxiliary 

GO Transit terminal shown in Figures B and C (DRT line 
Option 4B) would have to be confi rmed in terms of general 
and fi nancial feasibility.

Rather, it is worth considering the route of the Airport 
Rail Link (ARL) following the CN Georgetown South 
Subdivision GO Transit line as the alignment of the Regional 

Relief Line’s western extension. The Georgetown South 
Subdivision is now being widened, fully grade-separated, 
and otherwise enhanced at considerable cost, and a wholly 
new 3.5-kilometre, two-track, elevated spur is being pro-
vided to link the main line with the terminal area of Pearson 
International Airport. Service between Union Station and 
Pearson Airport – as currently proposed – will be initially 
provided by short, purpose-built, diesel multiple-unit (DMU) 
trains to ensure service during the Pan-American Games 
in 2015. However, both the vehicles and the rail alignment 
have been designated as one of the initial GO Transit 
services to be electrifi ed within the next fi ve to eight years.



Earlier studies by consulting engineers for various govern-
ment agencies and private-sector operators have almost 
invariably resulted in forecasts of low ridership potential 
for a limited-stop, premium-fare, “shuttle” service between 
a single point in the downtown core (Union Station) and 
Pearson Airport. Current indications are that only two 
intermediate stations will be provided for the Union-Pearson 
Express: Bloor West/Dundas West and Weston (a new station 
on the south side of Lawrence Avenue West).

Serious consideration should be given to the eventual 
inclusion of the Union-Pearson Express service into the 
city’s rapid transit network. Most cities that have rail con-
nections with their major airports provide such services as 
components of their local rapid transit systems. These cities 
include Chicago, Atlanta, Cleveland, San Francisco, London, 
and Athens. Moreover, Toronto’s northwest corridor, much 
of which was settled during the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, is developed at relatively high densities and is not 
well served by public transit focused on the central area.

The expanded four -track right-of-way should be capable of 
accommodating short-headway rapid transit-quality service 
integrated with the TTC network in terms of basic fare 
structure and transfer privileges. Any additional enhance-
ments needed would probably be less costly than building 
an entirely new rapid transit (or LRT) line. They would be 
limited to three or four additional stations: the aforemen-
tioned Bathurst/Strachan station, a station at Queen West 
(Parkdale), and stations at St. Clair West and Eglinton West 
(off ering an interchange with the Eglinton LRT). Additional 
stations, such as Woodbine and Etobicoke North (near 
Islington Avenue), would also be worth considering.

If “airport express service” is justifi ed in addition to the multi-
stop transit service, the proposed near-term electrifi cation 
of all tracks within the alignment might provide the requisite 
station bypass capability, assuming that the express service 
would be relatively infrequent (every 15 or 20 minutes).

While administrative integration would be required between 
the TTC system and the northwest line, the latter would 
obviously operate on standard-gauge railway track on the 
Georgetown South Subdivision alignment, rather than 
on the TTC broad gauge (4 ft. 10 7/8 in. or 1,495 mm).(3) 
Consequently, the northwest line would not be able to off er 

“through” (non-transfer) service via any other component of 
the TTC rapid transit network.

An arrangement such as the one suggested above could 
make it unnecessary – in the foreseeable future – to 
extend the eastern section (Phase I) of the Regional Relief 

Line further west. This addition would either parallel the 
Georgetown Subdivision/ARL (where space for such a facility 
would almost certainly be limited) or, as shown in Figure U, 
extend via Roncesvalles Avenue to an interchange with the 
Bloor-Danforth subway (and later, via Dundas Street West, 
Keele Street, and Weston Road to Eglinton and beyond).

In any event, it is far from certain that a continuous 
“U”-shaped subway line would be essential in terms of 
meeting overall local travel demand across the southern tier 
of the city in the near term. Rather, two sections operating 
as de facto rapid transit services “overlapping” in the heart 
of the city (as suggested in Figure C) would likely suffi  ce for 
many years, technological and track gauge incompatibilities 
notwithstanding.

Completing the Regional     

Connection
It is time to acknowledge the strategic importance – and 
permanence – of the high-density, diversifi ed land use pat-
tern of central Toronto, and specifi cally, its transit ridership 
potential. It is time to compensate the taxpayers and those 
who visit and do business in the city for the congested 
conditions experienced daily by hundreds of thousands who 
use the oldest, most heavily travelled sections of our almost 
60-year-old subway system, which penetrate the central 
area. Such conditions are quickly approaching crisis propor-
tions during increasingly lengthy weekday peak periods 
and on busy weekends, and cry out for substantive relief in 
the form of the Regional Relief Line and selected station 
enhancements (particularly on the Yonge Street subway at 
and south of Bloor Street).

The new articulated trains and the potential introduction 
of automated train control on the entire Yonge–University–
Spadina–Allen Road–Vaughan line will increase the line’s 
peak period capacity, but without signifi cant (and very 
costly) enhancements at selected stations and in the 
absence of the Regional Relief Line, the overall capac-
ity increases on the system promise to be marginal, and 
certainly inadequate in the long term. Specifi cally, the 
congestion-related lengthy dwell times at certain stations 
that are particularly diffi  cult and costly to enlarge – particu-

3. Gauge diff erentials are not uncommon on urban metro networks. 

Examples can be seen in Philadelphia, San Francisco, Barcelona, and Buenos 

Aires.



larly Bloor/Yonge – will continue to limit the capacity of the 
system’s most heavily used trunk line.

Without a Regional Relief Line, any future extension of 
the Yonge line to Richmond Hill will only exacerbate the 
problem, as will increased transfer loading to be expected 
at Eglinton station (and to the south) when the Eglinton LRT 
subway enters service in 2020 or 2021.

There is little doubt that the Regional Relief Line, regard-
less of its ultimate confi guration and extent, will be a heavily 
used facility from its inception. There is also little doubt that 
the inevitably high construction costs will have arisen in 
large part from a long series of ill-advised delays in coming 
to grips with the problem throughout the 20th century. The 
21st century has so far been characterized by accelerated 
intensifi cation and diversifi cation of many of the central 
districts, which appear to be driving fundamental changes 
in attitude and appreciation of what a metropolitan centre 
really is and should be – and therefore makes reconsidera-
tion of the Regional Relief Line, followed immediately by 
early implementation, imperative.

Subway construction is usually the most costly and complex 
capital undertaking in a heavily built-up urban setting. 
Central Toronto will be no exception in this regard as growth 
and intensifi cation proceed. However, a Regional Relief 

Line may well be the last major “in-city” subway line that can 
be justifi ed for many years to come, certainly for the next 25 
to 30 years, which in itself should off er a degree of comfort 
and reassurance to those who ultimately pay the bills!

Let us not allow misguided decisions of the past to justify 
continuing procrastination. Further delay can lead only to 
increased costs and more years of chronic and economically 
damaging congestion. The Regional Relief Line should 
have been built many decades ago, but it would not be 
profi table to dwell at length upon regret and recrimination. 
What is past is past, and we must look only to the future.

Towards a Regional Relief Line

The rapid transit initiatives discussed here are far from being 
“merely” a Downtown Rapid Transit or Downtown Relief line. 
Rather, the two undertakings shown on Figure V would 
together form the long-sought “network builder” that would 
allow the skeletal system we now have to provide “relief” 
as well as area-wide connectivity and operating fl exibility 
to virtually the entire regional system and the majority of 
transit riders. Figure C depicts such a Regional Relief Line 
aff ording numerous potential interchanges and a high 

degree of implied integration with a transformed GO Transit 
rail service – in short, a network which displays the connec-
tivity essential for this growing metropolitan region.

The proposal off ers the following features and benefi ts:

With the creation of a Regional Relief Line, older sections 
of the existing system, which are characterized by the most 
seriously underdesigned stations and track layout limita-
tions, would be rendered less congested and more effi  cient.

The Regional Relief Line would serve the outer areas of the 
city and GTA as well as the chronically underserved central 
area, by “relieving” pressure on the existing trunk lines and 
their limited opportunities for interchange, which are called 
upon to accommodate continually growing demand.

The Regional Relief Line would serve to promote better 
coordination between TTC and GO Transit, which must 
function jointly as an integrated network. Such integration 
has been advocated by planners and users alike as long 
as the GO Transit service has been operating (that is, since 
the mid-1960s). To date, not much beyond lip service has 
been paid to this aspiration. Attempts to achieve practical 
integration have been generally half-hearted and temporary 
(the “Twin Pass”), and most potential interchanges between 
TTC and GO Transit rail lines remain largely undeveloped as 
wasted opportunities (such as the Dundas West/Bloor West 
station or the Leslie station/GO Transit Oriole station on the 
Sheppard subway). Only the Union Station complex is now 
at long last being revitalized and expanded, but this will 
not resolve central area congestion problems over the long 
term, and in any event represents continuing concentration 
upon a single strategically located focal point – a potential 
point of system vulnerability.

The Regional Relief Line would promote redundancy in its 
most positive and functional form.(4) Redundancy is a typical 
advantage of an effi  cient rapid transit network, aff ording:

(a) route choice, especially during emergency service 
disruptions on specifi c routes; (b) enhanced connectivity 
through the availability of alternative routes; and (c) a base 
(in terms of location, capacity and operating fl exibility) for 
the entire network, thereby providing a framework for future 
outward expansion, when such expansion can be justifi ed 
by demand. The alternative is to continue building lengthy 
“tentacles” emanating from a central subsystem of ever-
declining functionality.



4. Although redundancy is a positive attribute of a well-functioning rapid 

transit network, redundancy per se is not invariably positive, especially 

in corridors within which the TTC and GO Transit rail operate parallel 

routes. These include the Bradford–Barrie GO Transit service on the CNR 

Newmarket Subdivision and the multi-billion dollar Spadina–Allen Road 

subway extension to York University and Centre Street in Vaughan; and the 

Richmond Hill GO Transit service and the (proposed) Yonge Street subway 

extension to Richmond Hill (which would terminate at a station on the 

Richmond Hill GO Transit line). Whereas the Spadina–Allen Road subway 

extension is already under construction, might it not be useful to examine 

in depth the feasibility of enhancing the railway (GO Transit) alignments to 

accommodate short-headway service in place of the proposed nearby par-

allel North Yonge subway extension? Examples of such conversion can be 

found in many urban areas, including Chicago’s “Skokie Swift” service, for-

merly part of a commuter line, now part of the city’s rapid transit network; 

the conversion of part of the Long Island Railroad operation in Queens, New 

York, into part of the New York City subway/el network serving the remote 

Rockaway peninsula; London’s newly constituted “Overground” service 

which was formerly the near-defunct North London (local) Railway; and 

Melbourne’s former Port Melbourne Suburban Railway route from Flinders 

Street station to city tram (LRT) operation.

The time to create a transparent, coordinated network is 
clearly at hand, and the old “silo mentality” must be aban-
doned. The Province of Ontario through Metrolinx was to be 
the essential regional authority to accomplish this.

It is hoped that this challenge will force our leaders and 
fellow citizens to realize that scarce infrastructure fund-
ing (privately as well as publicly sourced) must be strictly 
reserved for those projects whose benefi ts can be realisti-
cally confi rmed.

Let us have an end to “subways in the suburbs,” where aver-
age densities and corridor travel demands cannot support 
them. It is time to turn our collective vision – and treasure 
– toward the Regional Relief Line – an undertaking which 
will benefi t the entire regional population and economy, not 
just the central core of the metropolis.
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 The f irst comprehensive, formally documented engineering study of high-capacity public transit options for Toronto. ↩

 Includes consideration of Spadina subw ay alignment. ↩

 February, 1969 report revised to reflect regional considerations. ↩

 Relating to 1975 “Report 64: Choices for the Future “of the Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review . ↩

 With accompanying map, articles and briefs. ↩

 Chapter 6, The Background to the New  York Electrif ications, pp. 176-238; Chapter 7, Pennsylvania Station and the New  Civic Order, pp.
239-311; and Chapter 8, The Electrif ication of the Pennsylvania (Railroad) and Its Subsidiaries, pp. 329-341 are of particular relevance to the
GO Transit electrif ication debate/process. ↩

 See in particular “Track Map of Metropolitan Division” and “Details of St. Clair/Yonge Car House and Shops.” ↩

 How  London’s f irst underground railw ay, opened in 1863 and operated by steam (!), w as progressively expanded northw estw ard from
Baker Street to w ithin 20 miles of Oxford in order to serve (and promote) the development of a vast suburban area. Specif ically, how  steam
operation w as eventually replaced by electrif ication. ↩

 Brief, illustrated, non-technical description of proposed Yonge Street and Queen Street subw ays. ↩

 Describes the TTC and suburban streetcar systems at their combined greatest historic extent. ↩

 In particular, see pages 128-133, “Entire Population Convenient Served”; and pages 162-167, “Canada’s First Subw ay.” ↩

 Comparing system histories and operations in Melbourne and Toronto. ↩

 See chapter 10 on the 1910 Subw ay Plan and the 1915 Radial Railw ays Plan ↩
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 Describing progress on the Yonge Street Subw ay. ↩
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 Deals w ith plans for subw ay system expansion and complete abandonment of streetcar service by 1980. ↩

 First such study involving the new ly-formed Regional Municipalities of Durham, Halton, Hamilton-Wentw orth, York and Peel in addition to the
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, forming the Greater Toronto Area/Hamilton. ↩

 World coverage, focussing on Barcelona as being exemplary. ↩

 A history of North America’s greatest passenger rail terminus and how  it has continued to shape the grow th of New  York City, for over a
century. ↩

 A detailed history of the BMT, w hich began as New  York City’s second privately ow ned/operated subw ay and elevated railw ay netw ork.
It’s predecessor, the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Company (BRT) covered only Brooklyn, although it had one Manhattan access point via the then-
new  Brooklyn Bridge. Both incarnations supported the grow th of Brooklyn w hich remains New  York City’s most populous borough. ↩

 The history of an overly ambitious and short-lived suburban electrif ied passenger railw ay, a tiny remnant of w hich became part of the
New  York City subw ay netw ork – the Dyre Avenue Line in the Bronx. One key reason for the original project’s failure w as the inability of its
promoters to gain access into the heart of New  York at Grand Central Terminal. ↩

 A detailed, lavishly illustrated commemorative history of the building and equipping of New  York City’s f irst underground railw ay serving
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operated rapid transit systems – the IRT and the BMT – thereby equipping the metropolis to serve its burgeoning population for the long term.
Perhaps most remarkable is the fact that much of the w ork w as undertaken during the Great Depression of the 1930s! ↩

 The early elevated railroads and the coming of the subw ay. ↩

 How  London’s underground netw ork w as steadily expanded, both below - and at-grade to served the capital’s rapidly grow ing suburban
region, and how  that grow ing netw ork and the vast, electrif ied suburban rail netw ork operated by the national long-distance railw ays
essentially complement one another. ↩

 The story of the conception and development of the w orld’s most iconic, easy to use urban transport map w hich has since influenced the
operators of dozens of other urban transport systems around the w orld. ↩

 London’s tw elve distinct terminal railw ay stations (far more numerous than in any other city) have histories just as distinctive. Over the
years, all suburban services w ere electrif ied, and w ork is now  proceeding on the electrif ication of long-distance services throughout England,
Wales and Scotland. ↩

 London’s greatest railw ay terminus, formerly the domain of the Southern Railw ay (of the 1923 “Big four”) and its extensive suburban lines
operating south of the Thames River. The electrif ication of the suburban netw ork (and of much of the greater SR system) is discussed, and a
brief history of the unique Waterloo & City Railw ay is given. The latter, a deep “tube” shuttle service, w as initially ow ned and operated by the
Southern Railw ay, in order to provide a fast link for hordes of w eekday commuters betw een Waterloo (the only one of London’s major railw ay
termini located south of the Thames River) and Bank Station in the City of London, – the nation’s (and the British Empire’s) f inancial centre. The
W.&C. Rw y. eventually became a component of the London Underground. ↩

 A progress report on the Spanish capital’s prodigious metro (subw ay) expansion to date. At present, this remarkable netw ork is
comparable in extent to that of the Paris Metro/RER, w hich serves a population nearly tw ice that of the Madrid conurbation. Lavishly illustrated
w ith maps, graphs, plans and photographs. ↩

 Description and history of Continental Europe’s f irst urban underground railw ay [LRT], The Emperor Franz-Josef “Millennial” Metro, opened
May 2, 1896, Budapest, Hungary. Illustrated book in three languages: Magyar, Russian, English. ↩

 Forew ord (in English) by Antonin Kapek, member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of the CPCz. The text is in Czech but it is
profusely illustrated. ↩

 Signif icant basic research is proceeding on the effectiveness of urban public transportation netw orks.  Mr. Derrible, under the tutelage of
Professor Kennedy, demonstrated that “…netw ork topologies play a key role in attracting people to use public transit,” to quote from the paper’s
Abstract.  Referring to a paper prepared by D. Banister entitled Transport Investment and Economic Development (UCL Press, London, 2000),
Derrible’s text begins w ith this statement: “Subw ay systems contribute greatly to metropolitan regions around the w orld.  They are part of the
identity of cities and are an essential economic component.” The analysts examined subw ay netw orks serving 19 cities on three continents. 
The cities range in size from New  York and Mexico City to Stockholm and Lyon, and their subw ay infrastructure varies commensurately in
terms of extent and complexity. Three primary “indicators” w ere dealt w ith: (1) urban area coverage by the netw ork, (2) trip directness
betw een selected origins and destinations (the number of transfers required to complete trips), and (3) connectivity (the range of transfer
possibilities available). The analysts concluded that the three “indicators” play “…a key and equal role in netw ork design” and that in planning
future netw orks, “…the aim should be to adequately maximize connectivity w hile making trips as direct as possible.” As noted in the Abstract,
“The importance of netw ork design is signif icant and should be considered in future public transportation projects.” ↩
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 This paper is based upon consideration of 33 subw ay systems in contrast to the 19 considered in the 2008 paper. Findings included “…
having long lines reaching the suburbs can…enhance…negative effects such as urban spraw l, resulting in heavily used subw ay systems
during peak hour(s) only. In contrast, (a higher level of) local coverage tends to develop larger areas of a city; it concentrates population and
employment density w hilst not being contained in one corridor.” (Note: This could be readily applied to Toronto.) It w as concluded that “The
study of netw orks can be a valuable component of transit netw ork design and planning. Also, “Netw orks can simultaneously achieve good
performance levels in connectivity and directness – and perhaps most signif icant in the case of Toronto, w here the importance of the
frequently proposed dow ntow n relief line/distributor is yet to be seriously addressed and acknow ledged – “The key to….success may be held
by the presence of (semi)-circumferential and/or tangential lines.” The Eglinton LRT (below  and/or at-grade) w ill obviously provide a “tangential”
function among its several important roles, w hile a dow ntow n distributor extending north to the Eglinton East/Don Mills Road vicinity together
w ith enhanced operation of the Georgetow n Subdivision route to Pearson Airport w ould – w ith the Eglinton line – essentially result in a
“circumferential” line of great signif icance as the essential “netw ork builder” for Toronto. (Perhaps needless to say, Toronto’s existing subw ay
system (not a true netw ork in its present configuration) does not rank highly in the analyses briefly summarized above.) ↩
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ADDITIONAL MATERIALS
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Transit. 1972.

Additional Materials from ICTS Development Program. 1976.
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