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Final Submission – Western Distributor
Tunnel Project EES Process
By (Dr) Pat Love, Geoff Hjorth, Marlene Monahan, Jacob Holley, Jenny Harrison

1. Achieving the Project Objectives
1.1 Why are we doing this project? (slide 3)
The EES identifies four objectives as targets that this project is designed to meet: (3)





Improve transport performance in M1 Corridor
Reduce reliance on West Gate Bridge
Improve freight access to the Port of Melbourne
Improve community amenity on local streets in inner west

All of these are worthy goals. If transport is understood in its broadest sense – road, rail and active
transport - then improving connectivity and providing transport options and building in network
resilience is important for our long-term economic sustainability and liveability. However, this
submission holds that this project of itself will not achieve all these aims. It is essentially a road
project. It is transport in its narrowest definition. The addition of cycling infrastructure is windowdressing, and will not of itself ensure that more people of the M1 Corridor take up more active
transport options, such as walking and cycling.
The WDA presentation did not allude to any other city in the world taking these or similar steps to
solve the future problems of amenity, transport connectivity and resilience. Melbourne is not the
only city in the world with a traffic congestion problem. Is London proposing to build urban freeway
through Shoreditch to the City? Is New York building an expressway through Manhattan? Not since
Jane Jacobs defeated Robert Moses in protecting the Village. Where were references either in the
EES or in the Business Case to the successful examples of cities other than Australia’s east coast
capitals and US car-dependent mega-sprawl cities?
The short answer is, there are none.
We are in the minority in the OECD and the developed world in looking to these types of solutions in
order to build our way out of congestion, just as are also in the minority in the developed world in
trying to build clean coal power stations.
When asked can be build our way out of congestion, many experts called by the proponent gave the
view that “we need both” road and public transport. This submission will argue that it is a mistake to
say this is just one road project, and public transport will be provided by other projects. We intend
to provide you with evidence in this submission that building this road will reduce public transport
patronage, as well as reversing the trends that have been occurring in Melbourne over the last
decade. It will make those PT projects less viable.
Further, this submission argues that the IAC is being presented with a strategic misrepresentation of
the facts by WDA in the EES. This is primarily through the traffic modelling that has been done in
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secrecy, without appropriate transparency. Dr Stone will give an explanation of this phenomenon of
strategic misrepresentation, and why this EES represents an example of this phenomenon.
We submit that VLC has tailored the model to achieve the strategic outcomes that the proponent
requires, i.e. to have you believe that the outcomes are reliable, that they point to a congestion
problem that can only be solved by this project as it is, without modification. Mr Doug Harley,
former Network modelling and Analysis in VicRoads will present evidence that the Zenith model
should not be used in projects such as these precisely because of this point of transparency. No one
else is allowed to view the model to critique it, to test it against other models. Why would they do
that if they were confident of its reliability and applicability?
From your perspective, it must be so reassuring to get volumes of glossy documents full of tables of
figures and diagrams showing just how much work has been put into the detail behind the project
rationale. It gives you confidence, something to engage with. The EES gives you data about this
aspect or that, this intersection or that tunnel, which inclines you never to question the whole basis
on which it stands – the assumptions and data that has gone into the traffic modelling, and the
subsequent representation of the transport situation on the M1 corridor and West Gate Bridge.
This submission will provide you with “alternate facts”, evidence that tells a different story about the
performance of transport on the M1 corridor. We believe they are reliable indicators that point to a
changing city, new and old communities in a corridor who are using public transport in greater
numbers despite lower service levels than elsewhere, who are travelling by car less often, own fewer
cars, now and hopefully into the future.
We argue that this is not an accident but the result of decades of integrated transport and land use
planning policies in the form of Growth Areas strategies, comprehensive PSP planning by Victorian
Planning Authority, State Government plans that encouraged a more compact city, linked by public
transport – Melbourne 2030, Melbourne@5 million, Plan Melbourne and previous iterations. These
policies encouraged infill developments that increased density, and lead to transport projects such
as regional rail and extensions to the bus and tram and rail networks to new suburbs. While some
consider that it has been slow, too stop-start, one step forward two back at times, it has had an
effect which we hope to demonstrate.
We hold that proceeding with the project as it is will jeopardise these gains.
Consequently, this submission will present you with a recommendation that the original Western
Distributor project, the ramps onto Hyde St, should proceed now, with some small modifications.
We recommend that the remainder of the project be put on hold until the route of the tunnels be
re-investigated and re-evaluated against the C7 route option.
We recommend that the traffic modelling for such a re-evaluation be conducted openly and
transparently by the proponents using VITM.
We recommend that the investigation of the C7 option include freight rail to Webb Dock, public
transport in the form of Metro 2 style services, as well as road access to the Dock. As the EES itself
says in Chapter 3, this option would be “city changing”.
We make a number of other recommendations about the improving bus and rail public transport
services, increasing air quality and noise attenuation measures, and deletion of the city access
ramps, should the project go ahead in its present form.
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1.2 So why is this project being proposed now?
Infrastructure Victoria did not rate the project as a high priority in its 30 year assessment of needs.
To understand the urgency in the EES we should first understand who the proponents are.

2. Who are the Proponents? (slides 4-10)
The proponent is WDA, but the EES explains that this is a made up entity of the State Government
and Transurban. (4) Indeed, Transurban came to the government with a solution to the problems of
capacity on the M1 corridor, Port access, and inner west amenity.
Transurban operate the largest toll road in Australia – Citylink- four times the size of any other toll
road in Australia. (5) Traffic volumes have grown in just about every year since completion in 2000,
apart from a short period in 2008-9 and in 2016. (See slide 6). In both cases, road works to widen or
extend the freeway were in train, most recently the Tullamarine and reworking the Bolte Bridge onramps to the West Gate in 2016-17.
No other toll road in Australia approaches this toll road in volumes of traffic and therefore in
revenue generation capacity. Transurban’s most recent company report shows us the extent of this
reliance on Citylink. The comparison in slide 7 of the downturn in traffic on Citylink and other toll
roads is cyclical, and they are on the slope of another downturn. As you know, they were also going
to be the beneficiary of the East West project, now defunct, as it would pour thousands of cars into
the Citylink network starting in 2020.
While major projects are in train in other cities, notably Brisbane and Sydney, the West Gate Tunnel
project is the largest project on their horizon. Their contribution is expected to be $3.5 to 4 billion,
which they may to fund in part by issuing more shares. Unfortunately, the downturn in Citylink
revenue also coincides with the delivery of Melbourne Metro. There is no doubt this will have a
significant effect on Citylink traffic volumes. That is the purpose of the Metro rail project, to transfer
more people to mass transit style services, running down largely the same corridor as Citylink. Chart
8 notes the relationship between Metro Rail patronage and Citylink traffic volumes, over the last 10
years. The big increase in public transport occurred when traffic volumes plateaued (2005-2009), but
equally when capacity was increased on the freeway (2001, 2010) then PT patronage slows or
declines. So opening the WGT project first will be an important jump on the opposition so to speak.
However, will it work? To know this, we rely on the outputs from the VLC Zenith traffic model. The
fact that these cannot be checked against the other model, VITM, developed locally by VicRoads, is a
concern. The expert witness, Mr Doug Harley, will give evidence later that leaving such a crucial
factor to the proponent alone is not advisable. We cannot get inside the model to examine it. VLC
have not run the data through VITM to compare the outputs, as advised. If we were allowed to see
the independent report by Mr Allard, it may show that the model was appropriate, that it has the
appropriate rigour, and the assumptions are correct. However, it also may show up serious flaws in
methodology and data input into the model. As with all computer models, rubbish in rubbish out.
The decision to keep it secret clouds the proponent’s case considerably.
Why would Transurban do this now? (9) As we noted above, a number of factors come together
right now for them. This is an opportunity to shore up their position in Melbourne prior to the Metro
rail project, and the loss of the East West project. While I am not suggesting that they are being
dishonest, there is no requirement for them to use the same model in the EES and the business case.
The model used in the EES may exaggerate the traffic volumes early in the life of the project to
convince you in the course of the EES process, while relying on a different model used in the
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confidential business case. The latter may produce outcomes that are more realistic. Both may be
versions of Zenith, or indeed VITM. We argue that this could well represent a case of strategic
misrepresentation. (Slide 10)
Congestion / Road Pricing: If the project is allowed to proceed, the private toll company will become
the de facto congestion-pricing instrument on our freeways. Although the current government does
not favour the policy, Transurban holds no such qualms.
Is this what Melbourne needs? Particularly now, as we face challenges on multiple fronts including
the dual economic challenges of under-employment and affordable housing, and environmental
challenge of reducing GHG emissions.

3. Who will pay for this project?
At heart, this project is a toll road. The government will provide $1.5 billion dollars, coming
ultimately from State taxes presumably. Transurban is providing the rest ($3.5 – 4 billion). However,
they will take out debt/issue equity to pay for this upfront. The debt of course will be financed by
the income provided by the tolls. To assist them in this, the Government will allow Transurban a tenyear to fifteen year extension on the Citylink concession agreement (tolling licence) on the whole of
Citylink. As we saw above, this means most Melbournians will contribute to this repayment plus
providing Transurban with a profit. Therefore, whether it is the State Government contribution via
taxation or the Transurban contribution via tolls, we are all paying for it. Therefore, the public need
to be confident that this project makes good long-term transport planning sense. It should be
transparent to all of us, not just the readers of the private business case of Transurban.
You, the IAC, are our instrument in ensuring that the public gains a net community benefit over time,
not just Transurban.

4. Data to evaluate the bottom line of an Environmental Effects
Statement (11)
4.0 Demography (slides 12-14)
The overwhelming growth in the M1 Corridor is from the Wyndham municipality. Geelong also has a
growth contribution.

4.1 State Policies on Green House Gas Emissions and Climate Change (slides 15-17)
The State Government has recently lifted the renewable energy target (RET) to 20% of all power by
2020 and 50% by 2030. (15) This supports a policy of zero net GHG emissions by 2050. (Ref:
https://www.climatechange.vic.gov.au/reducing-emissions/emissions-targets). It will set interim
targets by 2020, for 2021-2025 and 2026-2030, but is aiming to reduce emissions by 15 to 20% in the
interim.
This project will increase GHG emissions over the no-project base case in 2031, despite assurances
made in the Business Case that GHGs in the form of vehicle emissions will be reduced by 2.3 million
tonnes annually (SBC p 6). However, the Executive Summary of Technical Report Q indicates that this
will not eventuate (p 7 of 124) (17)
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“It is estimated there would be a marginal increase in vehicle traffic emissions from the metropolitan
Melbourne road network in 2021 and 2031 under the with-project scenario compared with the noproject scenario (0.23% and 0.04% respectively). However, the greenhouse gas intensity of the
metropolitan Melbourne road network (kg CO2-e/vehicle kilometre travelled (VKT) is estimated to
reduce marginally under the no project scenario in 2021 and 2031 (0.24% and 0.31%). The
greenhouse gas-related elements of the EES evaluation objectives for waste management and the
environmental management framework (EMF) would be met through the EPRs set out in this report.”
Transport emissions represent approximately 25% of all GHG emissions in Australia. Chart 16 shows
that these have peaked and plateaued since 2012. The latest forecasts project that these emissions
will continue to increase by 1% per annum under current BAU assumptions. Assuming that the car
fleet will convert to electric vehicles is a long way off the mark according to the car companies.
Australia has the lowest take up rate of electric cars, because the critical charging technology is not
being built. Renault Australia, who make one of these cars, recently decried the future of electric
vehicles in Australia (ref). You can therefore not assume that the 2050 scenario will be different.
Nevertheless, you must factor in the increase in traffic that this project will generate, and therefore
the likelihood of higher GHG emissions over the next 15 years at least.

4.2 Traffic Model Deficiencies: Traffic Generation Effect of the West Gate Tunnel
on M1 (slide 18)
The EES states that this project will reduce the problem of congestion on the M1 and improve travel
times by up to 20 minutes (See Summary of Western Distributor Business Case, p9). This submission
argues that this project would only free up the system for a short period, before more congestion
returns. The Business Case, and therefore this EES, is based on a classic predict and provide
methodology, utilising a traffic model that remains hidden.
A number of deficiencies in the Zenith model’s four step design have already been uncovered by Mr
Tweedie on behalf of the Melbourne CC, including the single distribution looping approach instead
of the double distribution loop preferred by VITM and other models. We will not revisit this.
We contend that the model has a number of other deficiencies, including the way it treats induced
demand, and the use of 2007-10 VISTA household survey data to “calibrate” each of the four steps
of the model (based on Mr Veitch’s evidence to Westgate tunnel panel hearing).
On induced travel demand, we contend that the project will be subject to the normal induced traffic
effects, including new trip generation, over the long term. The traffic model explicitly excludes this
last category, and two others (induced land use, and changed departure time) that the Auditor
General says should be included, arguing that their effects are negligible (Technical Report A
Appendices p 19). Mr Veitch confirmed this in his presentation. VicRoads agrees with this position in
their draft position paper on Induced Traffic, published in 2011 (Induced Travel Demand, draft
position paper, Dept of Transport, Nov 2011)). While it says there are studies in the US and
elsewhere that draw the same conclusion, it does not cite these studies’ peer-reviewed references
for us to confirm the evidence.
On the other hand, the work of transport researchers Newman and Kenworthy (1999), Mees (2000)
and others in Australia, and J M Thomson (1977), Anthony Downs (1992), Robert Cervero (1998) and
others in the US, the Royal Commission into Environmental Pollution in the UK (1997) and many
others have confirmed that creating more road space, especially urban freeways, does not lead to a
less congested road system. They all include amongst the factors of induced traffic not only the
tendency for the extra road capacity to cause a shift in modes and travel patterns, but also to induce
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or generate new traffic on top of what is predicted using ordinary models. VITM includes this factor.
Until the project is run through the alternate VITM model, you will not know whether Mr Veitch’s
view is correct, or the weight of expert opinion here and elsewhere.
Even without these extra induced traffic factors included, the 2031 with project scenario predicts an
additional 37,000 vehicles per day using the West Gate Freeway section of the project compared to
the 2031 no project scenario (Chapter 11 Effects on Transport, p 11-30). In answer to my question,
Mr Veitch also confirmed that up to 2000 passengers would transfer from public transport to cars,
mostly from rail. Although the EES describes this decline as not a significant shift (11-30), it amounts
to two full trains per day. If the way that induced travel has been curtailed in this model, it may not
generate the level of traffic immediately to make the case for urgency.
Further to this, and according to Mr Veitch, the model uses the 2007-10 VISTA data to calibrate the
four steps of the model. Without being able to understand exactly how this happens, it was used to
calibrate the trip generation, the destination choice, the mode choice and trip assignment
propensity of households in each SA1, which is then used to generate traffic volumes to feed into
the system.. Why not use more recent data, such as the 2012-14 VISTA data set? This may better
reflect the significant increase in mode choice of PT in Melbourne from 2010 to now. (We will
provide more evidence around the importance of this later.)
For now, we raise the questions in the context of the strategic misrepresentation argument - the
selective use of models and data which better makes the proponents case.

4.3 The changing character of Melbourne and reliance on the West Gate Bridge
(slides 19-25)
This submission argues that Melbourne is a city in transition. It is densifying, inner areas are
gentrifying, and there is a commitment in Plan Melbourne to the 20-minute city, which
translates into more local services and jobs near homes. Is it working or is it all talk?
Two measures of this are the number of cars that Melbournians own, and the distance they
travel in them each day.
Chart 19 shows that vehicle ownership rates per 100 people aged 18 to 84 have declined in
Melbourne in three consecutive Census counts between 2006 and 2016. This is unique in
Australian cities, even compared to Sydney, which has seen an increase, even though they have
lower overall rates of car ownership.
Chart 20 shows that this change is not just happening in inner city locations. This is also
occurring in places like Tarneit and Truganina in Werribee, in Mernda and Doreen in Whittlesea,
and Deer Park – Derrimut in the west. All have seen a decline in car ownership, despite huge
population increases.
Chart 21 – a map shows the picture across Melbourne in 2006 on the left and in 2016 the
amount of change over the ten years. The M1 Corridor is not alone in showing many green and
blue areas of decline. The common theme is investment in public transport options, such as the
Regional Rail in Tarneit/Truganina, new stations in Williams Landing for Point Cook, and
extensions to the rail line in Craigieburn, Mernda and Doreen, and in Cranbourne.
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New residents are taking up these options.
As well as that, the density of Melbourne is increasing due to land use planning policies applied
at least over the last decade, encouraging greater density. The combination creates a very
different picture of Melbourne going forward, when compared to any other major city in
Australia. (Chart 22)

Source: charting.com

Why is this important? This is derived from the most recent 2016 Census data. It may translate
into fewer vehicle kilometres travelled than VLC assumed. Remember that the VLC model uses
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Vista data from 2007-10 as the base assumption of trip generation. This 2016 data questions
that base. The data certainly shows that this is the case.
Chart 23 shows that VKT has been declining for a decade across all Australian cities. Mr Veitch
argued that this decline was deceptive because of the scale on the graph, and cited reasons such
as lower licensing rates for young people, and fuel price increases, which may revert. In fact, as
we have shown, there are a number of other reasons such as declining car ownership and
greater density is causing people to choose to walk, cycle and take public transport in greater
proportions, requiring fewer cars.

The assumption that it will increase lies at the heart of the traffic forecasts. Chart 24 below shows
that mass public transit has increased its share of the motorised passenger kilometres in Melbourne
since 2004-5. However, it peaked in 2011-12, according to BITRE in 2016.
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When combined with the trends in vehicle ownership however, it assumes a different picture. Chart
25 shows the increase in mass public transport’s share compared to cars in five major Australian
cities, which outstrips population growth. Recall that Melbourne is bucking the trend in terms of car
ownership and density.

In the end, Melbourne is on a very different trajectory to other cities in Australia. Are these
assumptions built into the VLC model? Is the future going to be different, or will we have more of
the same? Dr Stone will provide more evidence about this.
The result is that we may not be more reliant on the West Gate Bridge than we are now. As people
travel more in their own local area, take up jobs and opportunities locally, and take public transport
options when they are provided, their reliance on car travel will decline.

4.4 What is the likely direction in the future with further investment only in roads
on this corridor? (slides 26-34)
The impact of a freeway only solution on these trends could be significant. Chart 26 / 27 shows
the history of PT patronage and traffic volumes on Citylink between 2001 and 2011. When
Citylink opened in 2011, PT patronage remained flat as Citylink grew. It reached a capacity in
2008/9, when freeway-widening works were conducted on Monash and Tullamarine. Pt grew
quickly while traffic volumes plateaued. Once opened in 2009/10, Citylink traffic took off while
PT patronage slowed. There is a pattern, and perhaps a direct relationship. Every so many years,
freeway capacity is reached. Congestion is apparent, and public transport takes off. The
implication for this project is clear. Investing solely in freeway works will result in a reduction in
or slowing in PT patronage on the M1 corridor, which is counter to the policies that produced
what is happening across Melbourne.
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Table 2 below shows the 2012-4 VISTA travel data for work related travel in the city of
Wyndham.(slide 28) It shows that 20% of travel to all destinations is by public transport (rail).
This is sub grouped into travel in Wyndham itself, Melbourne CBD, Other Inner municipalities,
municipalities in the inner west, Eastern southern, Northern municipalities, and Other Western
and Geelong. This shows that 51% of all travel for work is to the Melbourne and Inner City, and
51% of this is by rail. Although a little lower than all travel to the Inner city (60% in 2011), it is
consistent with 2011 Census data for Wyndham. (29-31)
However, the real point of this data is that it shows a higher public transport share than the 14%
that the VLC model generates (32). This is a significant difference. The largest growing
municipality in the M1 corridor is already operating at a higher level of public transport usage for
work-related travel than the 2031 project scenario generates.
Table 2: VISTA 2012-14 Wyndham residents work related travel 18-84 year olds
Destination Destination
Destination
Share Groups
Wyndham
27%
27%
Melbourne
22%
51%
Inner City (Yarra, Port Phillip)
9%
Inner West (Hobsons Bay, Maribyrnong, Mooney
20% Valley)
Eastern & Southern suburbs
6%
12%
Northern
6%
Outer Western (Melton, Brimbank,
8%
10%
Geelong
2%
Total
100%
Source: VISTA 2012-14

Rail PT
Share
2%
58%
33%
0%
0%
44%
0%
50%
20%
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Why would this be true? Is it the use of 2007-10 VISTA data in the Zenith model, which has lower
rates of PT usage, or other factors? It is not clear, but it could lead to very real over-provision of
road capacity, when aligned with the other trends we have identified on VKT and car ownership.
Of course, provision of more roads will induce demand back to car travel. This may well be the
aim of the proponents/the freeway operators, and by keeping the model under tight security,
we will not be able to test this.

4.5 The transport capacity and performance of the M1 Corridor (slides 33)
The assessment of the capacity and performance of transport in the M1 corridor should include PT
and road based options.
The much-quoted Eddington Report highlighted the significant deficit in public transport options in
the western suburbs when compared to the rest of Melbourne. While major road improvements
were suggested such as the East West link (both parts), key recommendations involved public
transport options for the western region, including lifting service levels on trains and buses.
The Table 1 below shows the number of services on the M1 Corridor and comparisons to other rail
lines in Melbourne in the peaks (7 to 9 am and 4 to 6 pm).
Table 1: Rail Services on M1 Corridor compared with lines across Melbourne (33)
Lines Servicing M1 CorridorNumber of rail services
AM Peak
PM Peak
Station
(7-9am) Frequency (4-6 pm) Frequency
Williamstown
6
20.00
6
20.00
Newport
23
5.22
22
5.45
Altona
6
20.00
6
20.00
Laverton
18
6.67
17
7.06
Werribee*
13
9.23
11
10.91
Wyndham Vale (RR)
10
12.00
6
20.00
Other Metro Services
Craigieburn*
15
8.00
18
6.67
Frankston*
14
8.57
13
9.23
Glen Waverley*
14
8.57
12
10.00
South Morang*
12
10.00
13
9.23
Sunbury (Watergardens)*
15
8.00
17
7.06
Lilydale*
12
10.00
10
12.00
Belgrave*
11
10.91
10
12.00
Ringwood
27
4.44
23
5.22
Blackburn
33
3.64
31
3.87
Alamein
7
17.14
6
20.00
Pakenham*
11
10.91
12
10.00
Cranbourne*
7
17.14
8
15.00
Dandenong
22
5.45
24
5.00

This table shows that the other main lines in the west, Sunbury/Watergardens, Craigieburn, have
more services scheduled in the AM and PM peaks. Werribee line services need boosting to their
level to cater for the existing demand (minimum 15 per peak period), without considering the
potential demand from the forecast growth. In addition the Geelong regional rail services through
Wyndhamvale/Tarneit could be increased as recommended by Infrastructure Victoria in the next 5
to 10 years (1.3.4).
Further to this, the bus services meeting trains at stations on this line are generally at a 20-minute
frequency, or roughly, they arrive at every second train. Car parks are full to overflowing by 7.30am
or 7.45am. Catching a bus to the station is the only option but these are so infrequent that people
resort to the freeway sometimes out of convenience, but usually of necessity. Outer Metropolitan
Growth area bus services is given a specific urgent priority (0-5 yrs) by Infrastructure Victoria (1.3.2).
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If the line had two or three more services of a morning, and 4 more of an evening, and buses ran as
frequently as the trains in the peak hours, and regional rail increased by 4 services in peaks then the
recommendations of the Eddington Report would be met, for now. The transport capacity of the M1
would be improved immeasurably, and people would have an option to the freeway.
The capacity of the freeway is being stretched by population growth. It is also being stretched
because of the under-servicing by rail and bus. Addressing this issue would give us more time to
implement this project and other solutions. Implementing this project without addressing the deficit,
would provide more incentive for rail commuters to transfer to the freeway.
During construction of the project, if it goes ahead, the improvement in train and bus services is
essential. VicRoads have not responded to my request for their estimate of the delays on the
freeways caused by the road works, which will take 4 years to complete.
During the critical construction period, the EPRs indicate that they will keep all four lanes open in
each direction during the peaks, but speeds will be limited to 80 kms per hour. With 100 kms limits
now, the queueing of traffic onto the bridge of a morning extends to Point Cook turnoff on
occasions. Of an evening, the whole corridor is stop start.
The road works must lengthen travel times over the trip even more. Adding conservatively 15 mins
to what was a one-hour trip to Werribee of an evening might take 75 mins during construction, or
half an hour extra travelling each day for up to four years. A child is born, learns to walk, talk, goes to
childcare, and is completing kindergarten in that time. A parent loses half hour each day interacting
with the child, which could well be in bed by the time the parent gets home at 6.30 pm. certainly
picking up or dropping off the child at childcare is more difficult. A rail service currently takes 40
mins in either direction, which leaves 20 mins to get home, and still have 15 mins with a child.
This submission holds that should the project proceed, the project should not be implemented
without a significant upgrade of rail and bus services in the corridor.
We will later present a case for an investigation of the Metro 2 proposal be completed, as
recommended by Infrastructure Victoria, to inform a decision about the viability of a metro style
service runs from Newport to the city under Fishermans Bend.

4.6 Port Access: Which part of the Port? (slides 34-36)








Rotterdam and Hamburg are two of the largest ports in Europe. They are investing or
have invested in more rail connections in an out of their ports, to keep containers to a
minimum. Hamburg has a target of 50% of containers moved by rail within 5 years. They
already have 45% on rail. Port rail shuttles and Webb Dock rail access are mentioned as
priorities by Infrastructure Victoria (13.3.1, 13.3.4) in its 30 year assessment.
The EES assumes only 10% moved by rail in this project, even though it acknowledges
that more investment in this option will be required. Does this effect the freight
assumptions for the tunnels?
The rail connection we have now is only to Swanston Dock. Mr Barlow gave evidence
that the Webb Dock is the area of greatest growth over the next 35 years. The tunnels
provide access only to Swanston Dock, which will be the first area to be discarded once
the new port in Pt Wilson is created. This is only 35 years from now.
Should we re-think the direction of the tunnels, to provide a freight rail option for the
Webb dock area? It aligns much better with the C7 option discussed in chapter 3.
Perhaps prematurely discarded by the EES.
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Such a connection would also take much of the freight off the West Gate Bridge in future
years.
If this were explored in more depth, in conjunction with an investigation of the Metro 2
study, then we will have a project that is truly significant for the Port, for Melbourne,
and for the M1 Corridor.

4.7 Do we need an inter-connected freeway system, or a connected road and rail
based transport system? (slides 38-42)
What does Melbourne need now? In chapter 3, the EES assumes that other road projects in the M1
corridor are required, even on completion of this project. Is this what the city needs?
The data presented above lends a strong case that Melbourne is in transition. Land use and
transport policies over the last decade or more have resulted in behavioural shifts of seismic
proportions. The city needs an integrated road, rail and bus and cycling solution in order to continue
this trend, rather than another road-only project. Therefore, at the very least the EES
recommendations should ensure that other options for commuters, freight and business are part of
the plan in the short and medium term if the M1 corridor transport performance is to be improved.
It is the minimum position of this submission that this project must be accompanied by investment
in public transport, not only to support sustainable transport and GHG targets the state has set, but
to make sure that the project does not jeopardise the gains made already in land use planning and
transport.

5. Other transport options including various alternative modes to be
included with the project
Seven practical steps can be taken to provide these alternative transport options for commuters and
business. These include short, medium and long term options. (Slide 50)

Short Term Options




More public bus services to be added during construction and retained post-construction
across the inner and outer western suburbs, enabling more commuters to access the
additional rail services without relying on their motor vehicles. (Rated a high priority by
Infrastructure Victoria 1.3.3)
o Without buses on a 10 minute frequency schedule to provide commuters with
alternatives to use of private cars on already congested roads in the inner west,
during the construction period the congestion will become continually worse. These
could be retained after the construction period if successful. This measure will lonely
work if there is more rail capacity along the M1 corridor (Werribee, Altona and
Williamstown lines). See below.
A commitment to replace the Geelong VLine services transferred to the regional rail route
with extra Metro services to be given for implementation by the end 2018.
o Following the initiative to increase buses, there needs to be more rail services on
this route to accept these new passengers. There is significant unused capacity on
the Werribee line due to Geelong VLine trains being re-routed through Sunshine.
o At least two more morning peak and four evening peak services are required.
(Although this may create congestion in Flinders St, Frankston line and other
services can be re-rerouted for a short period to assist in this critical period for
Melbourne while Metro 1 is being built).
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Banning trucks on Blackshaws Rd, Hudsons Road, Douglas Parade, & Millers Road (south of
freeway), which do not originate or finish their journeys in businesses there.
o Support for the proposal in the Hobsons Bay City Council submission to stop trucks
that do not start of finish their journeys in these local roads from using them to
avoid tolls or transport congestion.
o Recent government announcements are a positive start in this regard.
Port to investigate the target of moving 50% of all containers by rail by 2031, and the
storage of empty containers within the port area by 2027.
Metro 2 – C7 route investigation to begin asap (the much needed mass transit link between
Newport and Clifton Hill, via a tunnel connecting Fishermen’s Bend, Southern Cross Station
and Clifton Hill station), with freight rail to Webb Dock.
o Both investigations were recommended by Infrastructure Victoria (10.12.2 & 13.3.4)
o This option is a re-evaluation of the C7 route for the project in the EES.

Medium Term Options





Build road / rail tunnels, either along existing route or to Webb dock with PT/freight rail
component depending on the outcome of the Metro 2 C7 route investigation.
Banning the use of trucks to carry single empty containers between container parks and the
port.
o As per the report in The Age (5 July 2017?), there is a significant number of daily
journeys to and from the Port with empty containers.
More efficient means of storing empty containers used to top up ships within the port itself.
o If above is to be successful, then the solution to where empty containers can be
stored is essential. Much can be gained by finding an alternative solution such as
storing more containers within the port or finding a faster rail transport solution
outside the Port. Port authorities must accept that they should find a solution that
does not impose costs on the city commuters and other businesses such as this
project will do.
o Best practice in international ports is to aim for 50% of container movement by rail.

Long Term Options




Metro 2 to begin in 10 years or following Melbourne Metro subject the outcome of the
investigation.
o Bringing forward this key, city-changing project by beginning the planning for it now
will be important..
Planning to begin for the infrastructure that will allow the majority of container freight to be
carried between the port and inland ports planned for Truganina, Epping and Dandenong by
rail, where trucks can then distribute it.
o Comment: The long-term objective of shifting freight out of the Port of Melbourne
by rail to three inland ports serviced by rail predominantly is now more important
than ever. Trucks were not intended for this purpose and are not suited for it. Rail
could also deliver empty containers to and from the port on a daily basis much more
efficiently then trucks.

6. Environmental pollution monitoring of small particulates (slide 49)
Expert reporting to the meeting of the Spotswood Residents Association (Dr Keogh, Qld University of
Technology, Brisbane) has highlighted the fact that environmental pollution monitoring on the
project may not include particulates smaller than 2.5 microns. This was seen to be an important
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omission, as diesel engines generate much of this pollution. Benchmarks should be established that
meet current best-practice health standards internationally. The following measures should
therefore be included:
1. Monitoring of ultrafine particles (<2.5 microns) be undertaken in conjunction with monitoring of
PM2.5 and PM10. That there be a commitment by the project to ultrafine particulate matter levels,
PM2.5 and PM10 not increasing after the project is completed, as compared to levels measured preconstruction.
2. Monitoring stations for air quality, including for ultrafine particles, be set up at four locations in
Spotswood, West of Melbourne Road; Donald McLean Reserve; on Simcock Avenue near
Scienceworks and at the Emma McLean Kindergarten.
3. Annual particle number and particle mass inventories of motor vehicle particle emissions be
prepared for both the motorway and the on-ramp used by trucks for different vehicle types
covering the full size range of particles generated by motor vehicles (from ultrafine size (particle
number) to PM1, PM2.5 and PM10) using appropriate tailpipe emission factors and traffic data for
light duty vehicles, heavy duty vehicles and buses. (Refer method in Keogh et al. 2009, Keogh et
al.2010 & Kumar et al. 2014). This is a simple and cost effective method for quantifying and
monitoring pollution rates over time on individual road links.

7. Quality of freeway infrastructure and finishes (slide 49)
Hobsons Bay City Council has highlighted the discrepancy between finishes of freeway sound walls
and other infrastructure on the Westgate, compared to those of the Eastern and East Link Freeways.
Fairness and equity dictates that the people of the western suburbs should see the same level of
finish as freeways in other parts of Melbourne.

8. Replacement of Public Open Space and protection of sensitive land
uses
The replacement of public open space lost to the project should be made up by the Project so that
there is a zero sum equation between areas lost and new areas created. Sensitive uses should also
be protected, such as the kindergartens, childcare centres and pre-schools near the road. Possible
ways this could be done include:






Purchasing brownfield sites near the freeway and converting these into POS.
Rehabilitating polluted or damaged sites in the area, such as along waterways along Stony
Creek, Kororoit Creek, and along the Maribyrnong and Yarra River banks.
Childcare centres and informal outdoor recreation areas are defined as sensitive land use
areas by the EPA Victoria (2013, p. 17). A recent review of buffer distances applied
internationally to sensitive land use areas, such as childcare centres, recommended a
separation distance from the road edge of strategic routes (e.g. motorways) of at least 150m
(Wickham, 2012, p. 78).
The project requires that trucks not be permitted within 150 metres of the Donald McLean
Reserve or Emma McLean Kindergarten (3-5 yo children) and Scienceworks, measured either
from the motorway or from any local street near the two sensitive land use sites.
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9. North Melbourne / Docklands access to the CBD (slide 48)
Critics of the Project, including many residents of North Melbourne, indicate that much of the extra
traffic created by the Project will be due to the provision of a new route into the CBD. This is
facilitated by the plan to redirect Wurundjeri Way to connect with the end of the freeway in North
Melbourne. This new connection will also impact on the possible regeneration of the area known as
EGate, and the rail yards in North Melbourne, by redirecting all this extra traffic through it.
If the primary purpose of the project is not to make travel into the CBD easier, but rather to ease the
congestion on the M1 for freight, then there is no need to change Wurundjeri Way at all. The
existing connection with Footscray Road could service it quite well. Those who wish to use the route
to travel into the city will have to endure this extra traffic on Footscray Road, which will discourage
some from taking this route. The duplication of Footscray Road should be dropped. Footscray Road
is an eight-lane boulevard into the city. The concept of a freeway over such a road is just
unnecessary, and only designed to feed into the CBD and Citylink.
The tunnels should emerge on the eastern side of the river onto Footscray Road, preserving the
riverbank regeneration on both sides of the Maribyrnong onto Footscray Road.

10 Hyde St Ramps (Slides 43-44)





The Hyde St on ramp is designed currently to use Simcock St. This is a small local road near
Scienceworks.
This is a highly trafficked area by families and school groups on a daily basis.
Trucks passing within 150 meters of the facility would not be an acceptable outcome.
Re-designing this ramp to pass either under or over the freeway to join up with the off ramp
would create only one intersection on Hyde St. This will have far less impact on traffic along
Hyde St and Douglas Parade.

11 Hyde St Francis St intersection and Whitehall Street duplication
(slides 45-47)










The Hyde St Ramps were the original part of the Western Distributor project originally
proposed by the government and taken to the election.
This assumed that trucks would be taken off the freeway, and redirected along Hyde St and
Whitehall St to the port, removing them from Francis St in particular.
Douglas Parade and Hyde St is only the second route or two that residents of Newport,
Williamstown and Spotswood have to exit the area by car. Williamstown Road will be
congested most mornings and evenings, with or without the project. Hyde St is the only
route that actually works well.
Under the current project design, the Hyde St Francis St intersection is not designed to work.
VicRoads, when asked, indicated that they did consider the F LOS rating in the afternoon and
E rating in the morning “a disbenefit” of the project. In other words, it is not designed to
work, and will encourage trucks to use the tunnels.
If implemented this will result in most residents of the peninsula south of the freeway
having no workable exit to the north. The tunnels do not benefit these residents, as they are
accessible only from Millers Road.
The solution is to duplicate the small section of Francis St east of Hyde, and the 500 m
section of Whitehall St south of Somerville Road. This is already a wide road, although only
marked for one lane each way.
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The result would be a better traffic flow from Hyde St into Francis and then onto Whitehall
St. Trucks and residents could access Footscray Road to go to the port, into the city, or to
other destinations. This would truly reduce reliance on the West Gate Bridge for these
residents, and would ensure all trucks stay out of local roads, including Francis St.
It may result in some trucks avoiding the tunnel tolls, but is this a small price to pay for a
workable overall solution.

12 Conclusion (slide 50)
The submission concludes that the EES has been presented in a way that precludes most of us from
accessing the data we need to test whether the project meets its objectives.













Transport performance on the M1 corridor has been improving markedly over the last
decade, although traffic congestion on the freeway will remain a reality, with or without the
project.
The project will ensure vehicle traffic increases on the corridor, and GHG emissions will rise,
compared to the case without the project.
The project as it stands will impact the patronage on public transport, perhaps by as much as
6% (14% v 20%) , and may well be designed to do so, to ensure their tolls are collected to
support the debt and make Transurban a profit.
The project will result in a private company able to reap the benefits of a de facto
congestion-pricing regime on all three major transport corridors for a further 10-12 years.
The Government, meaning that the public will be deprived of these funds to invest in public
transport options. The result is that we will be paying for this, and not reaping the benefits.
A proper investigation of the C7 option in the EES should be recommended by the IAC, so
that we can evaluate the alternative cost benefits of a Metro 2 and rail freight tunnel option
into Webb Dock, Fishermans Bend and beyond. Infrastructure Victoria recommends both
studies be done in the next 5 years. The answers are critical for this project, which if it goes
ahead in its present form, will make the others more marginal.
In the meantime, the Western Distributor option of the ramps could be implemented
immediately. It would involve constructing the Hyde St Ramps with a minor design alteration
to the on-ramp and widening and duplication of a small part of Francis St and Whitehall St to
Somerville Road.
If the tunnels are recommended, then the public transport improvements outlined in section
4.3 and section 5 are important and necessary, with the following provisos:
o The option of CBD access ramps should be dropped from any proposal.
o The duplication of Footscray Road should be dropped. An eight-lane boulevard into
the port and the city already exists. The concept of a freeway over such a road is just
ridiculous.
o The tunnels should emerge on the eastern side of the river onto Footscray Road,
preserving the riverbank regeneration on both sides of the Maribyrnong onto
Footscray Road.

