
Andrew Beattie

From: Paul van den igns@good.do>

Sent: Sunday, 7 August 2016 5:14 PM
To: DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox
Subject: SIMTA MODIFICATION - SSD 5066 [Early Works]

I object to these modifications, on merit and on principle because the truck movements have only been examined

only in a limited way.

The only analysis is for truck movements between the Intermodal and Moorebank Av.

There has been no examination of truck movements past MoorebankAv.

With the NSW Freight and Ports Strategy claiming that the M5 Bridge between Moorebank Av and the Hume
Highway is at capacity in 2016, these additional trucks will present traffic problems. This has not been examined.

The MICL EIS report claims that this section of the M5 has an accident rate that is approximately 40 times higher
than the RMS accident threshold. These additional trucks will contribute to an even higher accident rate.

The high accident rate is born out by the SIMTA EIS 1 and SIMTA EIS 2. These EIS reports state that the increase in
truck accidents between these two EIS reports is 20%.

The traffic report is so limited that it should be referred to the Institution of Engineers for lack of professional ethics.

Yours sincerely,

This email was sent via doAgooder, a campaign platform that enables people to contact you regarding issues they

care about. The FROM field of this email iscampaigns@good.do however the email was sent by 

who provided this email address:

In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 ( http://www.rfc-base.org/rfc-3834.html) we have included this address
in the REPLY-TO field and you should respond to  at that email address.

To learn more about doAgooder visit www.good.do
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I have submitted a very brief objection in the RAID submission. This is an explanatory document of

my objection.

In summary, the traffic impact assessment is incomplete, I urge the reader to submit this document

to the Institution of Engineers, and request a formal assessment of its professional standards.

I believe it falls so far short of professional standards, that this is blight on the profession.

Kind regards

What happens to the traffic once it is on Moorebank Avenue?

 objects to the Moorebank Precinct West, Intermodal Terminal Facility -

Modification, based on the Construction Traffic Impact Assessment.

This objection is based on the examination of the SIMTA, Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance,

report. Part 4, Division 4.1, State Significant Development, produced by ARCADIS, Design and

Consultancy for natural and built assets, here referred to as "the report".

The report examines the traffic flows between the development and Moorebank Avenue.

The obvious question is not answered:

What happens to the traffic once it is on Moorebank Avenue, surely it must go somewhere?

Clearly, this shortcoming from a professional report does not reflect well on the profession.

I strongly suggest to the reader, that this matter be taken up with the Australian Institution of

Engineers, and request an independent review the professional standards relating to the adequacy

of this report.

This obvious shortcoming is surprising, because the NSW Government has continually stated that:

"The Moorebank precinct is strategically located for intermodal terminal due to adjacent

compatible land uses, the growth in nearby logistic businesses and proximity to the M5

Motorway, M31 Hume Motorway, Westlink M7 and the Southern Sydney Freight Line".

Surely, there are professional reasons on ensuring that the traffic impact assessment examines the

traffic from Moorebank Avenue onto to the MS Motorway, M31 Hume Highway and Westlink M5?

Why was this not done?

Could the reason be one, or all, of the following?

Road network capacity issue?

TfNSW: Travel demand on the section of the M5 Motorway between the Hume Highway at Casula

and Moorebank Av is expected to exceed capacity as early as 2016.
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Obviously, adding more truck traffic on an "exceed capacity as early as 2016" road link would cause

issues.

Is that a sufficient reason not to examine it?

Is that an ethical approach?

Afraid to add truck traffic to worsen the RMS black spot?
MICL EIS states (ref: 013 Moorebank IMT Project_ Chapter 11_ Traffic, transport and access.pdf,

Parsons Brinckerhoff 11-16)

o The section of the MS Motorway between the Hume Highway and Heathcote Road

interchanges is approximately 2.7 km long and is generally three lanes in either direction at

this location.

o The crash data supplied by RMS indicate that 66 casualty crashes have occurred over the last

5-year period between 2008 and 2013. This equates to 4.89 casualty crashes per kilometre a

year, which is in excess of the 0.13 casualty crashes per kilometre a year.

In simple English: accident rate: 4.89/0.13 = nearly 40 times higher than the RMS guidelines

What may happen if all those trucks are added to this black spot?

Would that make the black spot "better" (fewer accidents) or "worse" (more accidents)?

As the lawyers say, do not ask the question, if you do not want to know the answer.
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Clearly, if the trucks are not modelled on this section of the M5, then we will not know what the

impacts will be on this black spot.

Is this ostrich approach professional?

Is it ethical?

Afraid to add truck traffic to worsen the accident statistics for the next TIS?

• EIS SIMTA (1) and EIS SIMTA (2) - 20% increase in truck accidents

Crash Data from SIMTA EIS - Old * New
• The original SIMTA EIS examined crash

• The current SIMTA EIS examined crash

Ref:
Earlier EIS: 17. Appen(tixK_Transportand1

• Current EIS: Appendix L_SIMTAStagel_Tr;

Earlier EIS

tears of data analysis

dumber analysed

:atalities

ight Commercia! vehicles

:ars

otal vehicles

2004-2009

559

3

: 240 :

59

106

520(93%?)

685

data from 2004 to 2009 (five years)

data from 2009 to 2013 (five years)

rafficAss?ssment_Volume l.pdf, page I?

fficandAccessibility lmpartAssessment.pdf,page 18

Current EIS

2009 - 2013 Note: 2012 MS widening - more traffic

524 : - . ; .

0

284 " " " • " : • Ne'arly 20% increase ":

71 ; Over 20% increase \
J

Ill

487(93%?)

669

This table summarises the accident statistics from the two SIMTA EIS documents.

It shows that the truck accidents have increased 20% between the releases of these two EIS

documents.

Logic dictates that if there are more trucks, there will be more accidents.

Afraid to unpack its own findings?
We read this in the EIS SIMTA (1) - Existing Network Operational Issues

Section 3.3.3 Existing Network Operational Issues

Further network operational analysis indicated ten intersection-related issues within the "core"

area. While some of these issues do not necessarily reflect on overcooorc/tysftuoh'on for the

entire intersection, any further increase on demand from both future background and SIMTA

traffic of these intersections should be investigated thoroughly. The identified intersection

operational issues are summarised in Figure 3_7.

Ref: Moorebank Intermodal Facility (MITF) -Traffic and Transport, page 50.
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Given that SIMTA rang the warning bell about those intersections, here was a chance to unpack

those issues.

Why was that not done?

If the trucks were modelled, could it be possible that some of those intersections would then reflect

on overcapacitv situation?

Afraid to find that the trucks cannot enter the M5?

120

100 -I-

80 -I-

Figure 4.5 - Measured and estimated spacing
in Melbourne, Australia (iitcl^idingfa

SIMTA speed survey ^'//Q,

Speeds SOkm/hr - 60 km/hr

|'s (i function of speed for the Eastern Freeway
\iding forced flow conditions)

What is this graph?

This graph shows the vehicle spacing and speeds on the Eastern Freeway in Melbourne. It provides

great insight into the operation of all links (including the M5) operating like the Eastern Freeway:

100 km/hr speed limit, on and off ramps at major intersections and no traffic lights etc.

The X-axis shows the speed.

The Y-axis shows the spacing between vehicles.

Interpretation

If there are only a few cars on the road, the spacing is very large at the top of the graph (Level of

Service A). If there are 1000 vehicles on the road, the spacing is smaller we move down the Y-axis

(Level of Service C). As more cars enter the traffic stream, the spacing between the vehicles reduces

even further, until eventually the spacing between vehicles is very small.
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This is illustrated with those images showing Level of Service A, C.

The graph shows that the critical spacing is about 45 meters.

• If the spacing is larger than this, drivers drive at 100 km/hr.

• If the spacing is less than this, the drivers drive slower.

Once the speed reduces below, 90 km/hr-95km/hr, the "forced flow" conditions arise: known as

Level of Service F - also illustrated with an image.

Theory

All the traffic and transportation engineers know that maximum throughput occurs just before the

critical spacing.

More vehicles can be added to the system, but with the changed driver behaviour, the throughput of

the system reduces. Drivers become more cautious, drive slower, and this impacts the "through

put".

When we continue to add more vehicles, the spacing between the vehicles simply reduces, and

drivers become even more cautious. Most drivers would have experienced the extreme case of this

situation: when they are in a car traffic jam: lots of vehicles but speed = 0 and flow = 0.

Application of this knowledge

For the first EIS, SIMTA conducted a speed survey and found that the speed on the section between

the Moorebank Av and Hume Highway was between 50km/hr and 60 km/hr. From this graph, we

can see that the spacing between the vehicles would have been, between 22 and 25 meters.

It requires an extremely skilled truck operator to wedge the truck into such a small space - coming

down the off-ramp "just in time" and "at the right speed" to fill a gap large enough for the fully

loaded truck.

Naturally, the driver, on the M5, suddenly sit behind this truck, and wants to have a "safe" gap.

Thus, the driver slows down to make that gap. Obviously, the driver behind it, also wants a safe gap,

and stows down too. This chain reaction of 'wanting a safe gap' will move, as a wave, upstream.

Effectively, the net impact is that it will reduce the traffic flow speed.

From this graph, we can see that if the speed reduces, the spacing between the vehicles reduces.

The theory states that the traffic flow will reduce.

Since this is common knowledge for traffic and transportation engineers, is omitting the analysis an

ethical option?
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