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Metrolinx Lakeshore East Corridor  
Communi ty Advisory Committee Meeting #2  Summary 
Monday, April 23 , 2018  
Ralph Thornton Community Center  
765 Queen Street East, Toronto, ON  
6:30p.m. Ɖ 8:30 p.m.  
 

 
Approximately 30 people attended the  Lakeshore East Corridor (LSE) Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) meeting #2 on Monday, April 23 , 2018 including CAC members,  
residents , Metrolinx  staff, and noise/vibration exper t Alain Carriere from RWDI. The main 
topic and focus  of this CAC Meeting was Noise and Vibration. Attachments to support this 
meeting summary include: Meeting Agenda (Attachment A); Participant  List (Attachment B); 
Background information from the CAC for meeting  April 23, 2018  (Attachment  C); 
Presentation Slide Deck ƁLakeshore East Rail Corridor CAC #2_Apr 23-2018_V8Ƃ (Attachment  
D). 
 
Yanina Espinoza (CAC) welcomed everyone and introduced Don Booth (CAC )  
and spoke to  their top concerns:   
 

Noise Mitigation Measures 

¶ mitigation where areas are just below cut -off level for concern  

¶ what about mitigation where sound barriers are not feasible  
¶ noise barriers above 5 metres where necessary  

¶ extension of noise barrier across Monarch Park  
¶ wheel noise, wheel vibration, wheel squeal  
¶ peak decibel levels vs. average levels vs. ambient levels  

¶ timing for mitigation  
 

Vibration Mitigation Measures  

¶ triple mitigation measures  
 

Don mentioned some residents live 20 metres from the track and are concerne d about 
noise/vibration impacts. As well, they are hoping noise walls can be in place before 
construction. He reviewed the document ƁBackground information from the CAC for meeting  
April 23, 2018Ƃ, which includes questions on noise and vibration. Following  Donƀs review, 
Rawle Agard (Metrolinx) began a round table of introductions .  
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Jody Robinson (Metrolinx) mentioned residents contacted him with requests to be added as 
new CAC members. Jody advised there may be four new areas from the requests. There are 
three existing areas that form the current CAC. Jody Robinson will work with Lynne Patterson 
(CAC) on the possible four new areas , which would follow the existing CAC process.  Metrolinx  
then delivered  a presentation  that began with  responding  to each question  in the 
ƁBackground information from the CAC for meeting April 23, 2018Ƃ document.  Contributors  
to the presentation  included  Metrolinx  team members  from  Capital Projects, Environmental  
Assessment, Community Relations and Stakeholder Relations  as well as noise/vibration expert 
Alain Carriere from RWDI . Alain specializes in environmental assessment and mitigation.  
 
As part of the presentation, Metrolinx reviewed and discussed the map of seamless noise 
mitigation  (included in the presentation  Ɖ Attachment D ). The blue lines are the required 
noise mitigation based on the MOE/GO Transit Draft Protocol fo r Noise and Vibration 
Assessment. The red lines are the areas we are looking at to provide seamless noise 
mitigations . With a Google Earth application , Metrolinx can view street by street to zoom into 
the neighborhood and homes. Itƀs an interactive software  application can see a detailed map 
using Google Earth to drill down to each property or section of the neighborhood. It will help 
us get a closer look to the exact address to identify if it will receive mitigation due to the 
required regulations/standards  or a gap in mitigation.  

Metrolinx proposes to work  with  the CAC to advocate for seamless noise mitigation, by 
collaborating with the community on  mitigation language for the gaps/ red lines . The timing 
for developing  mitigation language in Package 3 RFP is fall 2018 - in order to meet the timing  
for RFP release in first quarter  of 2019. 

Metrolinx wrote this meeting summary, and is intended  to reflect the main points  shared by 
participants during  the meeting  and is not  a verbatim  transcript.  The summary is structured to 
include  the main areas of discussion, including:  
 
Key Issues 

¶ Noise Mitigation  

¶ Vibration Mitigation  
¶ Timing for Mitigation  

Metrolinx and the noise/vibration expert listened to concerns and answered questions. This is 
part of a process to get feedback, community involvement and to work together with 
community members to ensure Metrolinx understands the specific asks and concerns from 
the community , which would : 

- help Metrolinx identify  gaps along the corridor not covere d by the required 
regulations/standards . 

- enable Metrolinx to advocate for mitigation to the gaps  
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Questions/Concerns from the Community  
 
1. Community ( C): Is there a timeline for the mitigation?  
Metrolinx (M x): To help explain for those who missed the first meeting: Package 1 is first -
including early works, enabling works, utility relocation, grading for the new track , bridge 
expansions and retaining walls. Construction start date is targeted for end of next summer.  
 
Construction for Package 3 will com mence once the Package 1 work is completed.  Noise 
mitigation will be constructed as part of Package 3 works.  We are hoping to get a better 
understanding of the construction timing.  
 
2. (C): Where are the policy dis cussions with senior management?   
(Mx): We understand that residents from Don Valley to Danforth GO are looking for seamless 
noise mitigation. We are still on schedule to get the RFP out in first quarter  of 2019 (Package 
3) which allows us enough time to review and provide input onto the procure ment documen t 
regarding mitigation language. Our goal is to have continuous dialogue to understand and 
include the communityƀs asks in the procurement RFP document with regards to noise and 
vibration.   
 
3. (C): Who makes the decision on going above and beyond the standards?  
(Mx): Senior management team will approve the RFP before it goes out . Once the contractor 
is on board, we can see how to best meet the community needs Ɖ typically noise walls are 
installed after construction because of limited space and workability. However, we will be 
asking the qualified constructor what can be done prior and during construction.  
 
4. (C): Wrote to Peter Zuk  and his response didnƀt appear he supported mitigation  saying it is 
too expensive . 
(Mx): The first wave of noi se and vibration mitigation focuses on construction impacts.  This  is 
a contractual agreement  that the contractor needs to abide by. If the contractor violates the 
terms of this contract, they would face  financial consequences . Peter would have liked to 
attend tonightƀs meeting but had a prior commitment. He is open to attend ing  a future CAC 
meeting and a walking tour  of the community corridor . Metrolinx with organize the walking 
tour and coordinate Peter Zukƀs attendance. 
 
5. (C): But you are not electrifying CN and VIA  tracks? 
(Mx): Metrolinx is the most frequent user of this communityƀs section of track and electrified 
trains are quieter. This will address both the peak and ambient decibel levels.  
(C): There is information online - government allowed VIA R ail to switch to electric . 
 
6. (C): Is there a technical solution for noise walls  in locations where the tracks are raised? 
(Mx): Yes - There is a solution as per the example in the Weston community  (Humberview 
Cres. at Weston Road) where there is a noise and retaining  wall on the berm/embankment . 
 
7. (C): There are 3rd floor bedrooms that are above 5  metres; but what about in other 
jurisdictions in Australia where there are impacts such as house enhancements  for mitigation . 
(Mx): We are open to look ing at specific residential  examples on this corridor . 
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8. (C): Monarch Park Ɖ on the far east side of the park Ɖ there are large users of the public park 
and they will be impacted, even though there are no residents with receptors.  Monarch Park 
is one example and this would apply to any park along the corridor.  
(Mx): Other consideration for Monarch Park when implementing noise mitigation is the 
impact on trees.  
 
9. (C): We have a wooden fence that can work on either side  to limit the impa ct on trees at 
the park . 
(Mx): Noise walls take up a lot more space than a wooden fence  and would impact trees if 
constructed . 
 
10. (C): But itƀs okay to cut off wildlife?  
(Mx): Metrolinx met with Friends of Monarch Park and walked along the park - there is a 
walkway for pedestrians , which wildlife use to cross.  
 
11. (C): Where is the map for the 4th rail to identify where it is being expand ed to the north or 
south side of the exi sting tracks to understand how properties are impacted?   
(Mx): We are still fine tuning design and have not see n any impacts to par ks or properties. 
Track expansion from Eastern Ave. to G errard St. on the north (D anforth to Victoria on the 
south side).  
 
12. (C): What can make this mitigation for the red line a guarantee?  
(Mx): We are committed to getting the communityƀs asks into the RFP language. It takes time 
to prepare the language properly because of the magnitude of this scope of work.   The 
DBFOM (Design, Build , Finance, Operate, and Maintain) approach to the procurement 
process is an enormous undertaking as its scope encompasses the  region, network wide, and 
we are committed to working with you on this specific section of the corridor.  
 
13. (C): Where are the regulations/standards from?  
(Mx): The Government Ɖ we need to comply with the Environmental Assessment Act. With 
respect to noise and vibration, there is a protocol that spells out how we need to comply. 
Metrolinx employs subject matter experts that assess impacts specifically on transit projects 
and uses models to  assess future noise levels - to determine if noise levels will require 
mitigation or not.  
 
14. (C): There was a separate document prepared  about different requirements for 
mitigation . We would like the noise/vibration expert to comment on this.  
(Mx): Here the regulatory situation is different, as the document you are referencing  is used 
by developers on new developments  adjacent to existing noise sources . 
 
15. (C): For the areas that are not red, how do we know the noise mitigation is sufficient?  
Each train is 85dBA as it passes by, as read by a phone app. 
(Mx): The 85dBA is very close to what you can expect from a single train passing by for a brief 
moment.  The method Metrolinx is required to follow looks at the average noise levels over a 
period of time.  
 
16. (C): When you are measuring the average, does it t ake into account that CN and VIA  
wants to increase the traffic, also consider ing  both electrification and diesel?  
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(Mx): We assumed about 2 % increase of freight traffic. W e also asked for access to 
information on all frequency of all trains.  
 
17. (C): NPC-300 does not consider diesel trains.   
(C): That document does not apply here - itƀs for stationary sources of noise, like a factory. 
(Mx): Yes, that document does not apply here. For moving trains it is the 1995 GO MOE  
guideline. Metrolinx needs to follow the regulations and standards.  
 
18. (C): How do we know the standards are  sufficient? 
(Mx): The protocol says if you need to explore noise mitigation, you need to re duce it by 5 
decibels to be technically and effectively  feasible. The intent of the protocol  is to return the 
noise level prior to the project.  
 
19. (C): When did you measure the current state?  
(Mx): We looked at  the noise from 2015.  
 
20. (C): If you look at the environmental assessment, you can see the current levels and how 
much noise will be reduced with mitigation.  
(M): Also 3 decibels can rarely be hear d by most people . Itƀs encouraging that at an increase 
of 5 decibels  Ɖ mitigation will be implemented.  
  
21. (C): Why were only 7 locations  looked at for mitigation ? 
(Mx): We are only looking at new mitigation  of vibration for items like special track work or 
new track that is near your house that would increase  vibration levels th at could require 
ballast mats. People think more trains increase vibration Ɖ however, itƀs not the frequency, but 
the intensity of vibration (i.e. think of a threshold  rather than frequency) . 
  
22. (C): Over the last year, about 45 seco nds before the train passes , my picture frames are 
shaking  - it never did that before. These are GO trains, what could be the explanation? Could 
it be heavier trains?  
(Mx): It could be  - not sure. 
 
23. (C): In areas where the track level is higher that the  adjacent homes (or other sensitive 
receptors), will the noise wall be high enough if placed on the property line, between the 
tracks and the house? 
(Mx): Modeling shows reduc tion of  noise although some noise may go over the barrier. The 
noise barrier is placed near the right -of-way. 
 
24. (C): After electrification, w ill the diesel trains continue to be in use until they  wear out?  My 
concern is around the t hrottle science on diesel locomotives.  
(M): With respect to throttle science, diesel locomotives pr oduce more engine noise when 
they have to work harder to accelerate. This often occurs when they start to move off from a 
stopped position like a station. Or, when accelerating up an incline. Electric trains will not 
face this challenge and the associated throttle noise experience with diesel trains would be 
eliminated with electric trains.  
 
25. (C): Can the noise wall be closer to the train?  
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(Mx): It is better to have the noise wall closer to the house (sensitive receptor) to reduce the 
noise. Not technically feasible to have a noise wall close to the track because of challenges 
such as weather, snow removal, electrificat ion infrastructure and safety. Itƀs best to have it 
closest to the receptor (i.e. house). 
  
26. (C): It sounds like the modelli ng for noise and vibration used in the EA wasnƀt based on a 
field test. Can Metrolinx consider where areas that need more than the basic mitigation - 
where 5 metre noise walls wonƀt work?  
(Mx): The standard assessment of noise for such projects is to use modelling, not 
measurements, because itƀs not possible (yet) to measure the future conditions.  However, we 
did do some measurements of noise and vibration to calibrate our models, that is, to refine 
the assumptions about noise and vibration from  similar train sources.  The models then 
predicted what the average noise levels would be at various distances away from the sources 
(i.e., at the adjacent residences , buildings ). 
We can look at a particular location if it ƀs not meeting the mitigation such as receptor -based 
mitigation like better windows to block  the sound . Also, the new electric trains will be quieter 
partly because the engine will be underneath the train  as opposed to diesel trains that have 
engines located higher on the train .  
 
Next Steps: 

¶ Metrolinx can post meeting documents and share  a website link with the community.  

¶ Metrolinx  can compile a list of Q& As such as starting with these ones from the 
backgrounder that will continue to grow and provided ongoing, which will help new 
members or those who have missed meetings or have the same questions.  

 
Topics for next CAC meeting:  

¶ Suggest the next meeting is a continu ation of noise and vibration , discussing the 
interactive map and mitigation  

o Community w ould like to see how this ties into the detailed map with respect 
to property expropriation.  

o Community w ould like to know if the noise walls will actually be feasible along 
the topography for specific houses.  

¶ The CAC will forwar d 5 topics of interest for future meetings  

Meeting Adjourne d. 

 

 
ATTACHMENT A: MEETING AGENDA 
Lakeshore East Corridor Community  Advisory  Committee  Meeting  #2 
Ralph Thornton Community Center Multipurpose Room Ɖ 3rd Floor  
Monday, April  23, 2018 
6:30 Ɖ 8:30 pm  
 
AGENDA 
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6:30 pm  Agenda Review  

¶ Objectives  
¶ Expanding CAC membership to additional Communities  

6:45 pm  Noise and Vibration Discussion  

¶ Maps of Lakeshore East Rail CorridorƉ Don River to Danforth GO Station  
o Existing Mitigation  
o Identified Areas for Mitigation  
o Areas Under Consideration For Further Noise and Vibration 

Mitigation  

¶ Sources of Noise & Vibration  
¶ Mitigation Options  

o Noise  
o Vibration  

¶ Mitigation Contract Language  
o Examples ƉSchedule 17  
o Timing of mitigation  

7:45 pm Questions and Answers  

8:15 pm  Next Steps  

¶ How do we best design future CAC and public meetings to best respond to 
the problems identified, while working within the timeline Metrolinx 
presented?  

8:30 pm  Adjourn  
 
 

 
ATTACHMENT B: PARTICIPANTS  
 
CAC Members  
CHAIR - Yanina Espinoza Ɖ Old Riverdale Group  
VICE CHAIR - Lynne Patterson Ɖ Riverside Community Association  
SECRETARY - David Barr Ɖ Old Riverdale Group  
Laura Repas Ɖ Riverside Community Association  
David Bosworth Ɖ Lakeshore East Rail Coalition 
Don Booth Ɖ Lakeshore East Rail Coalition 
Jennifer Jobbins Ɖ Riverside Community Association  
Rick Longford Ɖ Old Riverdale Group  
Chris Stanhope Ɖ Lakeshore East Rail Coalition 
Alison McMurray Ɖ Danforth East Community Association  
 
Metrolinx  
Rawle Agard Ɖ Manager Ɖ Communi ty Relations, LSE 
Jason Ryan Ɖ Director, Environmental Assessment Program  
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Mirjana Osojnicki Ɖ Manager, Environmental Assessment Program  
Alain Carriere Ɖ Senior Project Manager, RWDI 
Houtan Moravej Ɖ Project Coordinator,  RER-AFP Early Works 
Nima Khajavi Ɖ Project Manager,  RER- AFP Early Works 
Teresa Ko Ɖ Communications Specialist, LSE/USRC 
Jody Robinson Ɖ Community Relations, LSE 
 
Stakeholders 
MPP Peter Tabuns Ɖ Toronto/Danforth  
MPP Arthur Potts Ɖ East York/Beaches 
Councillor Paula Fletcher Ɖ Ward 30 Toronto/Danforth  
Steven Crombie Ɖ MPP Arthur Potts Office 
Emi Skenderi - Representative from MP Julie Dabrusin  
 
Residents 
Gail Mason 
Janice LaChapelle  
Gwen Merrick  
Maggie Barnes  
Sue Cooper  
John Brock  
Valerie Laurie 
Maggie Redmond  
Shelley Kline 
Mathieu Bari l 
 
Absent  
Tim Franklin Ɖ Riverside Community Association  
Max Longuet - Representative from Councillor McMahonƀs office 
Susan Serran - Representative from Councillor Fletcherƀs office 
Marietta Fox Ɖ MP Nathaniel Erskine-Smithƀs office 
Jennifer Lay Ɖ Riverside District BIA  
 
 

 
ATTACHMENT C: BACKGROUND INFORMATION FROM THE CAC FOR MEETING APRIL 
23, 2018  
 
Preface 
The focus of this meeting is on the mitigation of noise and vibration. While all communities 
support improved transit throughout the GTA, increased train frequency and the noise and 
vibration that accompany increased service have the potential to seriously degrade the lives 
of the thousands of people who live along the tracks.  
 
Public meetings have demonstrated that there are major gaps in Metrolinx p lans to mitigate 
these factors. We hope that constructive dialogue with community members through the 
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CAC will address these gaps. If we listen closely to each other, we can creatively address the 
issues that come with planned increases to service.  
  
1. Mitigation where areas are just below cut -off level for concern.  
The Environmental Assessment identified the section on the south side of the tracks from just 
West of Woodbine to west of Coxwell as falling below Metrolinx' noise and vibration 
mitigation standard. Many bedrooms are less than 20 metres from the tracks. Last summerƀs 
levels had already increased, and common sense indicates that the planned increase to one 
train every 3.5 minutes certainly warrants the most effective mitigation possible. It is 
important to stress that residents feel that mitigation is required because of noise and 
vibration as well as train frequency. We are perplexed by this lack of mitigation.  
 
Metrolinx' contradictory response to community concerns has clouded the issue and it  is our 
hope that the CAC process will bring clarity.  
 
On the one hand, at some meetings and in some correspondence Metrolinx has indicated 
that the existing standards for noise mitigation need to be revised. We have been told that 
new standards are on the  way or that Metrolix had decided to exceed existing standards.  
 
On the other hand, senior management refused to confirm the inadequacy of current 
standards or that revision is underway.  
 
If Metrolinx can confirm and clarify its position and actions on thi s matter it will add enormous 
stability to the CAC process.  
 

Specifically we would like to know the following:  
- Are noise and vibration standards under review?  
- If yes, when will new standards be made available to the public?  
- What are the guidelines u nder which this review is taking place?  
- What is the process for public consultation, review and revision of the proposed 
standard? 

 
2. What about mitigation where sound barriers are not feasible?  
It would help us to understand the criteria for these decisions. For example, does the number 
of people affected by noise and vibration have anything to do with how far Metrolinx will go 
in mitigating noise and vibration? Are the nature of the activities b eside the track a factor? A 
quiet residential street, park or elementary school might require that Metrolinx do more in 
some areas. 
 
3. Noise barriers above 5 meters where necessary.  
How was the maximum height of 5 meters decided? As in item two, are there  areas where 
activity warrants taller noise barriers?  
 
4. Extension of noise barrier across Monarch Park.  
Can you please share Metrolinx policy on mitigation of noise and vibration in parks? Monarch 
Park has a busy swimming pool adjacent to the tracks; the re are pre -school playgrounds and 
a quiet park that families, children and all community members use. How are these factors 
evaluated? 
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5. Wheel noise, wheel vibration, wheel squeal  
What measures will be used on the new fourth track?  
What measures will be used on existing tracks and switching equipment?  
 
6. Peak decibel levels vs. average levels vs. ambient levels  
The roar of the diesel has the greatest impact on our communities. Average decibel readings 
discount the loudest and most sudden noise giving a p icture of less disruption then our 
communities actually experience. Other jurisdictions, the U.S. for example, have maximum 
levels where mitigation is required regardless of other factors.  
  
7. Timing for mitigation.  
We have been informed that there will b e no mitigation until the very end of construction. 
Diesel train service has been increasing for some time and will continue to increase for many 
years until construction is complete. The combination of nighttime construction noise and 
vibration along with  markedly increased diesel service will certainly degrade our 
communities. We would like to explore methods to mitigate noise and vibration before the 
start of new construction on the tracks.  
 

 
 
ATTACHMENT D: PRESENTATION SLIDE DECK ƁLakeshore East Rail Corridor CAC #2_Apr 
23-2018_V8Ƃ 
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