
Infrastructure Comments 

1. All existing urban transport is obsolete. When and where it matters most, cars operate at 

15kph, public transport at 10kph and both are getting slower in the future with proposed 

improvements as shown in your supporting documents. This is nowhere near good enough. The 

delay costs are grossly under-estimated as they compare peak trip times with off-peak times, when 

there are much faster options available as follows, with hidden delay costs. It is necessary for 

vehicles to be fully automatic, private, light-weight, accessible, and operate on exclusive track in 

order to be safe, fast, reliable, profitable, low cost, and provide personal service. The benefits are 

further detailed in item 3 below. Unlike all existing transport modes, aerial podcars meet these 

requirements and can surely operate at least at 70kph and at one second frequency, 24/7, making all 

existing transport supported by by your proposals obsolete. Examples are Metrino, Jpods, Vuba, 

TransitX and Skyrail. Some options with 250kph are available, but the lower speed is preferred 

because it has higher capacity and lower energy use.  

 

2. All investments in existing transport are at risk. Aerial podcars, with more pleasant travel, 6 

times faster speed, extreme reliability and the ability to make a profit while under-cutting public 

transport price means aerial podcars would potentially take away all existing public transport 

custom. Airport link trips in 18 minutes, delivered to individual terminals would be highly attractive 

and profitable. (Note that your proposal for airport rail is for a 30-40 minute trip adding to 35-50 

minutes with a bus to terminal 4, and counting the time between services.) Similarly, custom for 

cars is at risk. Engineering and economics for aerial podcars have been proven favourable for 

decades, but local transport administration, infrastructure and productivity bodies do not do enough 

research and development and have refused to even consider developing the concept. This is neglect 

of their purpose, panders to entrenched interests and is market failure. You have stated that public 

transport only recovers 22% of costs through fares, so any business case showing a B/C of >1 is 

obviously contrived, but risk of total loss of custom should give rise to at least considering the 

better options. In times with massive deficits, options with profitability should be preferred. 

 

3. Transport neglect should be redressed. Public transport is a low quality service, not capable of 

attracting people away from cars, because it fails on cost, reliability and trip time. It does not 

provide a seat, requires vehicle change from high volume routes to and from low volume feeder 

routes, does not deliver door to door, creates excessive pedestrian flows and requires increasing 

subsidies. Proposed improvements in public transport involve higher capacities and less personal 

service. There is no consideration of upgrading train technology to fully automatic control, nor to 

include extensive video monitoring. There is no plan for spare capacity in peak periods, and 

planning is based on “crush” loading, so there will always be times when passengers can not all 

board, and are left at the stop. As a result, Public Transport will: 

* not reduce the 5,000 casualty crashes per year, but will have minimal diverted trips, and increased 

pedestrian and cyclist crashes with cars; 

* have limited monitoring, have increased exposure during travel, at vehicle change, and when 

waiting, so will greatly increase the 257,000 assaults per year; 

* not improve amenity on arterial streets by reducing car traffic, but will retain car traffic, so 

retaining pollution, and not improving amenity; 

* not remove congestion, but make it much worse by diverting funding and reallocating road space; 

* not make trip times faster, but congested trips will become slower; 

* not generate extra revenue, but will greatly increase the drain on the public purse; 

* not create more jobs, but the subsidies required and congestion growth will forego and waste 

many more jobs, far in excess of the jobs created by construction; 

* not create trip time reliability, but will retain the number of traffic incidents and reduce the 

possibility of managed traffic; 

* not reduce CO2, but the increased congestion will reduce the benefits accruing from reduced 

emissions by cars. 



In short, it fails all transport objectives and has a fatal flaw of not enough mode change. It is not 

financially viable and delivers worse service. 

In contrast, aerial podcars would have elevated two-way tracks, slender and inexpensive 

structures, suitable for a network 800km in length, providing 2,400 stops on the ground at the 2km 

proximity of metropolitan rail. The “last mile” could be serviced by 1,300km of feeder modes such 

as bikes. But regulation of excess profits to intensify the network to stops at 500m proximity with a 

length of 1,800km is proposed. Suspended vehicles permit steep vertical alignment and stops at 

ground level, with minimal footprint. Vehicles would have small capacity, like cars, and be highly 

maneuverable, permitting interchanges within narrow rights of way, and allowing personal routes, 

from origin to destination without stopping. They would have off-line stops, and off-line turns, 

giving high capacity and trip speed. The structures can be contained within the verge, side streets or 

shop fronts and would not reduce the capacity of arterial roads. Suspended podcars would be able to 

deliver from point to point with personal trips, like a car, and attract most people away from cars 

because of superior reliability, trip time, and cost, and because of low vehicle weight, 300kg, and 

smooth operation, their profitability would be huge. They would have video monitoring and 

220nmUV light for Covid19. As a result, Aerial Podcars would: 

* reduce crashes by 80% using exclusive track; 

* improve public health and reduce assaults by 50% using video monitoring, private vehicles, 

personal routes, and no waiting; 

* improve amenity by reducing car traffic by 80%, using quiet, clean, unobtrusive, low cost, 

reliable, quick vehicles; 

* remove congestion; 

* make trip times 4 times faster than cars; 

* generate $30B revenue; 

* recover or create 1,000,000 more jobs; 

* create trip time reliability and support the possibility of managed traffic; and  

* reduce CO2 by 80%; 

In short, they meet all transport objectives, notably on amenity, and are by far the best of all 

alternatives. 

 

4. Due process should be followed. The implementation should be managed by a consulting group. 

Requirements for a quality urban transport system should be specified. Tenders should be called for 

a test track and pilot route. Modelling of tendered options should evaluate likely fares, mode share, 

construction cost, operating cost, performance and show that options are highly profitable. The test 

track should prove the costs and performance. The government should provide the right of way, 

agree to limit its rental to 5% of profits, and guarantee approvals. The government should mandate 

that profits in excess of 15% of capital invested be reinvested to intensify the network to improve 

the service. Podcars are the likely solution, will be disruptive for vested interests but cause a net 

increase in jobs because of profitability. This would reduce government funding of urban transport, 

and make room for better policy for rural transport. 

 

5. Use traffic signals to prevent congestion and create green waves. Traffic signals should be re-

programmed to regulate traffic to prevent congestion, and to program traffic to move in a platoon, at 

the speed limit, through successive sets of traffic signals, in a “green wave”, where the signals turn 

green just as the platoon arrives. Where such regulation would reduce capacity, so increase trip 

time, some right turns should be banned or converted to cross-overs to restore capacity. 

Alternatively, where bus lanes exist, they should be removed, because green waves not only provide 

free flow conditions for the bus, they also reduce the bus delay at traffic signals. At all sites used for 

regulation, priority lanes should be provided, and these sites located upstream such that the priority 

lane does not reduce route capacity. Crossings by pedestrians should be staged and vehicles coming 

out of minor streets should only turn left, so that signals at minor crossings can be timed for green 

waves in both directions. 



This is in stark contrast to your “41 reallocate road space” that was tried in Stud Rd and rejected by 

the public outcry when congestion increased greatly. Installing bus lanes reduces road capacity by 

25-33% when a better outcome for the bus can be achieved by reducing capacity by 10%, so they 

are unthinking sabotage of road traffic in the name of political correctness, if not just lazy traffic 

engineering. The cost for Hoddle St has been an extra 15 minutes for the trip for thousands of 

motorists per day. On the other hand it is rare to find priority lanes at freeway entrance ramps and 

other congestion sites, but they should be installed everywhere, and see item 7 below. Staging minor 

crossings also helps the bus. 

 

6. Reduce queue delays by increasing capacities of intersections. Signalised cross-overs should 

be installed on all approaches to critical intersections, so that drivers enter the right turn lane at the 

usual location, and half way towards the intersection the right turn lanes weave to a right hand 

service road across the opposing through lanes, like a plait. This removes the need for any right turn 

arrows at the intersection, increasing capacity by 70% and so substantially reducing trip time. 

Cross-overs convert a four lane road to have the capacity of a six lane road. They also simplify 

driving and cut crashes by half. The current standard practice of having turn arrows at intersections 

is just lazy traffic engineering as well as dangerous and we should be sued for the lack of safety. 

Please do not use the stupid U-turn option as applied in Hoddle St at Johnston St as it is not efficient 

and driver friendly and can be dangerous. Consider the options of double and triple cross-overs for 

better capacity. Both left and right turns should be in slip lanes for safety. Cross-overs should fit 

within the existing footprint to avoid property acquisition.  

 

7. Provide tolled priority as an option. Queues will sometimes exist at all sites used for regulation 

and those sites should have priority lanes. Toll gantries should be installed over priority lanes to 

provide all drivers with a choice between entry via a queue or via a toll. The toll should be pitched 

so low that as many drivers as practical are attracted in order to reduce trip time, queue lengths and 

emissions. This is the best form of road pricing because it always has a soft, free-entry option. For 

the Eastern Freeway queue at Hoddle St, the choice might be to jump the queue for $1.50 and save 

15 minutes. The aim should be to get 90% of drivers accepting the toll and if this is so, then any 

survey of acceptance must surely be positive. The toll would be self-enforcing where non-priority 

vehicles jump the queue. It would apply only where and when necessary, or else drivers would take 

the free entry option. Note that traffic demand is managed by both the queue delay, as now, the toll 

and the signal regulation. This particularly applies to freeway entries where congestion must also be 

prevented. There is a particular advantage at freeway entries where queue lengths would be 

reduced, in the case of Bulleen Rd from 1.5km to 150m. 

 

8. Provide drop-in fuel for the existing fleet. “What happened to Sapphire Energy” demonstrates 

that fuels suitable for use in the existing fleets of planes cars and trucks can be made from algea at 

competitive cost. There is so much tax impost on fuels and companies that concessions can be made 

to ensure quick production of net zero emissions for the current fleets, probably completing the 

conversion by 2030. This is a necessary interim measure and should be a priority over hydrogen. 


