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1.0  - INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1  - About TRANSIT 
 
The Association for the Improvement of Mass-Transit, known as TRANSIT, is a grassroots 
organization formed by public transport users in Malaysia.  Our mission is to be a voice for 
public transport users and to upgrade the role of the public transport user as a permanent, 
valuable stakeholder in the planning, organization, regulation and operation, and 
improvement of public transport. 
 
TRANSIT believes in better public transport through better, more permanent public 
consultation and feedback. We also believe in public transport that reaches as many people 
as possible, in the most efficient way possible. 
 
TRANSIT’s vision is to be a source of knowledge and understanding regarding public 
transport, to be a storehouse for research related to public transport, to synthesize, evaluate 
and communicate this information to the government and the public, and to move public 
transport forward in the Malaysian context. 
 
Additional information about TRANSIT can be found at http://transitmy.org/about 
TRANSIT’s proposals and ideas can be found at http://transitmy.org/proposals 
 
 
1.2  - The Railways Act 1991 

 
1.2.1 The Railways Act, 1991 (Malaysian Parliament Act 463) is the law governing 

the planning, regulation, operation, maintenance and safety of public railways 
defined within the provisions of the Act. 

1.2.2 The full text of the Railways Act 1991 can be found at this link: 
http://www.parlimen.gov.my/actindexbi/pdf/ACT-463.pdf 1 

 
1.3  - The Railways Scheme 

 
The Railways Scheme is a plan for a railway which must be given to the Department of 
Railways, as mandated under Part III, Railways Scheme, (Section 7) of the Railways Act 
1991 (Malaysian Parliament Act 463). 
 
Part III Section 7 (2) of the Railways Acts 1991 states the following: 
 

(2) Any person intending to construct a railway within Malaysia shall 
make an application to and deposit with the Minister a railway 
scheme which shall contain the following information: 
 
(a) the type and system of the proposed railway; 
(b) the general routes and terminal points of the proposed railway 
system; 
(c) the safety aspects of the proposed railway system; 
(d) the proposed fare or freight structure; and 
(e) such other matters as will enable the Minister 
to evaluate the railway scheme. 
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 Part III Section 7 (3) of the Railways Act 1991 states the following: 
 

(3) Every railway scheme deposited under subsection (2) shall be 
accompanied by a map showing the proposed routes for the railway. 

 
 In addition, Part III Section 7 (4) of the Railways Act 1991 states: 
 
 (4) The Minister may require the applicant to submit such further or 

additional information as the Minister deems necessary with reference 
to any information contained in the railway scheme and such further 
or additional information shall be submitted within such period and in 
such manner as the Minister may require. 

 
1.4 – The Public Display  
 
The public display period is a 3-month public inspection period mandated under Part III, 
Railways Scheme, (Section 8) of the Railways Act 1991 (Malaysian Parliament Act 463). 
 
Part III Section 8 of the Railways Act 1991 states the expectations for the public display 
process: 
 

  (4) The applicant shall give notice of the deposit of such plans and 
sections and book of reference by advertisement in at least three 
successive issues of at least two national newspapers, one of which 
shall be in the national language, calling on all persons having any 
objection to the plans and sections and book of reference to send in a 
statement of their objections in writing to the Director General within 
three months from the date of the last notice in the newspapers. 
 
(5) At the expiration of the period of three months, the Director General 
shall present the plans and sections and book of reference referred to in 
subsection (2) together with any objections thereto to the Minister for 
final approval. 
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2.0  - TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

2.1  - Awareness of the Terms of Reference 
 

The Association for the Improvement of Mass-Transit (TRANSIT) is aware that the Terms 
of Reference for the Minister of Transport and the Director-General of the Department of 
Railways in relation to the public display of plans for a railway project are basic in nature, 
and focus on limited details, as shown in the information identified in Part III, Section 7 (2) 
 
Part III Section 7 (2) of the Railways Acts 1991 states the following: 
 

(2) Any person intending to construct a railway within Malaysia shall 
make an application to and deposit with the Minister a railway 
scheme which shall contain the following information: 
 
(a) the type and system of the proposed railway; 
(b) the general routes and terminal points of the proposed railway 
system; 
(c) the safety aspects of the proposed railway system; 
(d) the proposed fare or freight structure; and 
(e) such other matters as will enable the Minister 
to evaluate the railway scheme. 
 

Also very important is Section 8,  
 

(2) Where the Minister grants conditional approval to the railway 
scheme under subsection (1), the applicant shall deposit, in the office of 
the Director General, for public inspection— 
 
(a) plans and sections on a scale specified by the Director General 

showing the lines and levels of the proposed railway and also— 
(i) any intended alteration in the water level of any canal or in 
the level or rate of inclination of any public road or railway 
which will be crossed by the proposed railway; 
(ii) any intended diversion, widening or narrowing of any public 
road, navigable river, canal or railway; 
(iii) any intended laying of any part of the proposed railway 
along any public road; and 
(iv) any intended crossing of the tracks of the proposed railway 
over any public road, navigable river, canal or railway; and 

 
(b) a book of reference containing the names of the proprietors and 

lessees of the lands which may be required for the purposes of the 
proposed railway. 

 
(3) The Director General may require the applicant to submit such 
further or additional information as the Director General deems 
necessary in respect of the plans and sections and book of reference 
referred to in subsection (2). 
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TRANSIT believes that there are significant requirements for a Railways Scheme such as an 
economic feasibility study and public transport planning study and public survey which are 
not present in the expectations described in Section 7 & 8. 
 
The members of TRANSIT will base their submission on the expectations of Section 7 & 8 
but encourage the Director General of Railways and Minister of Transport to raise the level 
of the specific expectations for the planning of a Railways Scheme. 
 
Our specific concerns and suggestions are below in Section 2.3.  
 
2.2 Concerns Regarding the Terms of Reference 
 
The Association for the Improvement of Mass-Transit (TRANSIT) expresses the concern 
that these expectations described in Part III Section 7 & 8 of the Railways Act 1991 are 
rather limited in scope and do not give an indication of a need for thorough economic and 
financial analysis of a proposed Railway Scheme before submission to the Department of 
Railways. 
 
We find that within the Railways Act there is no specific mention of a requirement for an 
economic feasibility study, specific public transport planning study, or public survey to be 
submitted to the Department of Railways. 
 
There is also no specific mention of a need to demonstrate that the Railway Company that is 
proposing a railway has carried out studies of multiple routes & evaluated these studies prior 
to submission to the Department of Railways. 
 
As such, the members of TRANSIT believe that the current Terms of Reference and the 
expectations for the public display of railway projects are not specific enough to demonstrate 
that due diligence has been exercised in the planning and analysis of a Railway Scheme. 
 
As such, a proposed Railways Scheme that meets the basic provisions as outlined in Section 
7 (2) and Section 7 (3) as well as Section 8 (2) cannot meet the expectations of the Railway 
Act 1991 (especially Part II, the Role of the Director General) and cannot meet the 
expectations of the public. 

  
2.3  - Good practices related to the Terms of Reference 

 
The members of TRANSIT note that there are sections within the Railways Act which are 
not direct and specific in laying down detailed expectations of a proposed Railways Scheme, 
but do lay the groundwork for obtaining more information and stronger evaluation. 
 
Section 7 (2) (e) is one of these sections, stating that the Railways Scheme must contain 
information including “such other matters as will enable the Minister to evaluate the railway 
scheme.” 
 
In addition, we note that Section 7 (4) states: 
 

(4) The Minister may require the applicant to submit such further or 
additional information as the Minister deems necessary with reference 
to any information contained in the railway scheme and such further or 
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additional information shall be submitted within such period and in 
such manner as the Minister may require. 

  
As well, Part II Section 4 (1) of the Railways Act identifies the role, function and duties of 
the Director General of Railways to include: 
 

(d) to promote the interests of users of railway facilities and services, 
particularly in respect of rates charged, and the standard or quality 
thereof; and 
(e) to promote and encourage the expansion and improvement of 
railway systems and railway facilities and services in Malaysia. 

 
Section 4 (2) Subsection 1 states that in discharging his duties and functions, the Director- 
General shall have regard to: 
 

(a) economy and efficiency; 
(b) all reasonable demands for railway facilities and services; 
(c) the promotion of railway facilities and services at rates consistent 
with efficient service; 
(d) the fostering of proper development of railway systems and railway 
facilities and services in Malaysia; and 
(e) current policies of the Government in respect of social and 
economic development and environmental protection. 

 
Section 8 (3) identifies the duty of the Director General with respect to the expectations for a 
Railways Scheme. 
 

(3) The Director General may require the applicant to submit such 
further or additional information as the Director General deems 
necessary in respect of the plans and sections and book of reference 
referred to in subsection (2). 

 
Section 8 (6) outlines the duty of the Minister of Transport with respect to evaluating a 
Railways Scheme and giving approval to that scheme. 
 

(6) The Minister may, after considering the plans and sections and book 
of reference and any objections thereto 
(a) give final approval to or reject the railway scheme; or 
(b) where he considers that the plans and sections should be amended, 
direct the applicant to reconsider such plans and sections and report to 
him within such period as the Minister may require. 

 
TRANSIT interprets the above material from Part II Section 4 and Part II Section 8 as 
clearly stating that the duty of the Director General of the Department of Railways and the 
Minister of Transport is to ensure that Railway Schemes are carefully planned and 
demonstrate economic analysis, understanding of user needs, and the proper process for the 
development of public transport. 
 
For this reason, we believe that the Director General of the Department of Railways and the 
Minister of Transport must raise the expectations of proposed Railways Schemes to include 
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clear demonstration of economic analysis and feasibility in the form of feasibility studies, 
public transport studies, multiple route analysis and evidence of broad public consultation.  
 
That is, a Railway Company must deposit additional information as described above with 
their Proposed Railways Scheme, containing the basic information outlined in Section 7 (2), 
Section 7 (3) and Section 8. 
 
In addition, this additional information should be backed by independent verification of said 
studies, as well as clear indications of public support for the Railways Scheme. 
 
2.4  - Improvements to the Terms of Reference & Practices  

 
The Association for the Improvement of Mass-Transit believes that greater public scrutiny is 
very important for the continued improvement of public transport.  We note that the 
Railways Act Section 4 (1) of the Railways Act identifies the role, function and duties of the 
Director General of Railways to include: 
 

(d) to promote the interests of users of railway facilities and services, 
particularly in respect of rates charged, and the standard or quality 
thereof; and 
(e) to promote and encourage the expansion and improvement of 
railway systems and railway facilities and services in Malaysia. 

 
We also believe that the role of the Minister of Transport is to ensure the promotion of the 
above duties of the Director General of the Department of Railways. 
 
Hence, we propose that the Minister of Transport bring in legislation to the Dewan Rakyat to 
update and improve the Railways Act 1991 by creating a Terms of Reference for the 
Railways Scheme (Part III) that is more specific, and with higher expectations than what is 
identified in Section 7 (2) and Section 7 (3) and Section 8.   
 
The members of TRANSIT believe that the expectations described in Section 4 (1) and 
Section 7 (4) which relate to the duties of the Director General of Railways and the Minister 
of Transport (respectively) should be itemized in a more specific manner.  We believe that 
the Railways Act should be updated to clearly require a reasonable demonstration that the 
Railway Company and the proposed Railway Scheme has met these expectations of 
information, economy, efficiency, meeting the needs of the public and facilitating the 
expansion and improvement of railways in Malaysia. 
 
The members of TRANSIT also believe that the Railways Scheme should be further defined 
to include a “mass-transit” railway scheme, which will introduce the higher expectations that 
have been discussed above. 
 
This is because the planning, engineering, construction and operational needs of a rural 
grade-constructed railway are very different from the planning, engineering, construction 
and operational needs of a “mass-transit” railway scheme. 
 
TRANSIT notes that the Railways Schemes for the urban mass-transit railways (LRT Sistem 
1 “STAR”, LRT Sistem II “PUTRA” and LRT Sistem 3 “KL Monorail”) constructed in the 
Klang Valley are based on the limited definitions of the expectations for the Railways 
Scheme as contained within the Railways Act 1991. We believe that this limited definition 
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may have contributed to the issues related to the planning and integration of these Railways 
Schemes, which have continued to this date. 
 
Hence, TRANSIT proposes an update of the Railways Act 1991 to devise a separate and 
appropriate Railways Scheme for a “mass-transit” railway. More details can be found in 
Section 6.2 – Section 6.4 of this document. 
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3.0  - OBJECTIONS 
 

3.1  - Reason for Objections 
 

The members of the Association for the Improvement of Mass-Transit (TRANSIT) base 
their objections on concerns related to the proposed Railways Scheme for the extension of 
the Ampang LRT (LRT Sistem 1 or “Sistem Transit Aliran Ringan – STAR”) from Seri 
Petaling to Putra Heights, as well as the extension of the Kelana Jaya LRT (LRT Sistem 2 or 
“Projek Usahasama Transit Ringan Automatik– PUTRA”), in the following areas as 
described below: 
 

3.1.1 Lack of Feasibility Study & Public Transport Planning Study 
 
TRANSIT members have seen no evidence to show that a proper economic 
feasibility study and public transport planning study have been carried out for the 
proposed Railways Scheme. 
 
We are aware of a public survey carried out in 2007 (see Appendix 1 for the 
questions included in this survey) but the results have not been made public. 
 
Therefore, TRANSIT is of the opinion (for lack of clear evidence), that no proper 
feasibility study and public transport planning study has been carried out for the 
proposed Railways Scheme. 
 
If Syarikat Prasarana Negara Berhad (the Railway Company) has conducted (or has 
requested from their consultant) the feasibility study and public transport planning 
studies described above, we request that the Director General of the Department of 
Railways & the Minister of Transport carry out their responsibility as indicated in 
Section 4 and Section 8 of the Railways Act 1991 and direct Prasarana to make these 
studies public. 
  
3.1.2 Public Transport Network Planning 
 
TRANSIT believes that in order for a public transport network to be successful, it 
must be planned correctly. We view the current situation, where railway route 
planning and bus route planning are handled by separate ministries, and independent 
from development planning, as being detrimental to the success of public transport. 
 
Our assessment of the public transport railway services operated in the Klang Valley 
is that there are significant problems with respect to planning & integration. 
 
We believe that these problems exist in part because of the limited expectations of 
the Department of Railways, which treats all forms of railways as the same, whether 
they are rural lines or urban “mass-transit” railway lines. 
 
As a result, the “backbone” of public transport services in the Klang Valley consists 
of 3 “LRT” lines which are vastly dissimilar in terms of capacity and technology (one 
of them is a monorail but described as LRT), and 2 “Komuter” lines which must 
share space with freight and intercity railways. In the past, the 3 “LRT” lines were 
operated by 3 different companies, and operated as separate lines. 2 
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Currently, although the 3 “LRT” lines have been taken over by government operator 
Prasarana, (in 2003 & 2007) their operations & fare structures are no different.  They 
are still separate lines but now owned by a single company, formed for the purpose of 
a government bailout of the failing LRT lines.3 
 
TRANSIT believes that public transport network planning must be built with 
completeness and integration in mind. For this reason, we are concerned that the 
Railways Scheme proposed by Prasarana does not provide the completeness and 
integration that is needed for the public transport network of the Klang Valley. In 
addition, we are concerned that the proposed Railways Scheme does not appear to 
include a public transport planning study. 
 
Further detail about TRANSIT’s views on network completion, planning & 
integration can be found in Section 2.2 and Part 4 of this submission. 
 
3.1.3 Costs-Benefits Analysis 
 
The members of TRANSIT are concerned that complete information about the costs 
of the proposed Railways Scheme has not been made public. The lack of a feasibility 
study and public transport planning study makes it very challenging for the public to 
give a proper assessment of the proposed Railways Scheme.   
 
Without this information, there is no way that an outside or independent group, such 
as a Member of Parliament (or other wakil rakyat), non-government organization or 
independent firm can conduct a proper cost-benefit analysis of the proposed Railways 
Scheme.  
 
TRANSIT requests the Director General of the Department of Railways and the 
Minister of Transport direct Prasarana to make public their latest analysis of the costs 
& benefits of the proposed Railways Scheme, including evidence showing that this 
analysis has included different public transport technologies. 
 
Such information would include but not necessarily be limited to:  
 

• the overall construction cost for each of the LRT lines; 
• the cost of land acquisition; 
• proof of independent assessment of the cost of the land being acquired; 
• the averaged capital cost per kilometer of the extension; 
• the average cost of station construction;  
• the average cost per kilometer of the line itself; 
• the operational costs per passenger mile (km); 
• the passenger capacity of the proposed expectations; 
• the number of passengers projected along the line; 
• the number of passengers expected to board and alight around each station 

(the composition of the catchment areas). 
 
It goes without saying that there is an expectation of open and fair competition for the 
construction of the proposed railways scheme, as well as the purchase of additional 
trains for the LRT Sistem 1 (and LRT Sistem 2 in the future). 4 
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3.1.4 Public Concerns 
 
The Malaysian public is very concerned about the state of public transport in the 
Klang Valley and in Malaysia in general. For this reason, the government must show 
that it has a commitment to improving the regulation, planning, and operation of 
public transport, including the integration of the current railways and bus services. 
 
TRANSIT does not believe that the proposed railways scheme meets the assessed 
expectations of the Malaysian public with respect to public transport. The results of 
the study conducted in 2007 (which was limited to households in the south Petaling 
district) have never been revealed to the public.  
 
Therefore, we are extremely concerned that the proposed Railways Scheme does not 
meet the public transport needs and expectations of the traveling public. 

 
TRANSIT has made an assessment of the needs of public transport users, and 
compared this assessment to research conducted about the needs of public transport 
users around the world. This assessment indicates that public transport users have the 
following needs: 
 

• Accessibility & Connectivity – the service must reach all members of the 
community, follow universal design principles. The line must serve people’s 
needs and take them where they want to go and need to go; 

• Reliability – the service must be reliable, meeting schedules and performance 
standards, so that public transport users can rely on it; 

• Frequency – the service must meet the frequencies posted, and in addition, 
must have a level of frequency that is appropriate for the type of service, as 
well as the surrounding environment and climate; 

• Information – the transport provider must provide up-to-date information 
about services using a variety of media including brochures, signs and route 
maps and other print media, internet, broadcast advertising, news reports. 
Real-time information using technology such as Google Transit and Global 
Positioning System (GPS) should also be made available; 

• Comfort & Convenience – the public transport service must be clean & 
hygienic, comfortable with tolerable levels of crowding, appropriate 
temperature, seamless or nearly seamless service connections, appropriate and 
clear information and customer service, convenient integrated fare system, 
and visible safety measures; 

• Fare – the fare must be affordable and reasonable, with available concession 
fares for different groups (such as but not limited to students, the elderly, the 
OKU community, frequent users, tourists and more); The fare collection 
system must be efficient and secure 

 
Based on the above, TRANSIT also believes that the majority of areas around the 
Klang Valley will not benefit from the extension of the LRT lines into Subang Jaya 
and Puchong because the extension of the existing lines does not provide the 
necessary completeness of the public transport network that will encourage more 
people to switch to public transport.   
 
In addition, extension of the LRT lines does nothing to improve the weaknesses of 
the bus service or lack of integration of the existing 3 lines. 
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3.1.5 Private Property Rights 
 
Many objections to the proposed railways scheme are related to the line passing too 
close to homes, issues during construction, and operational noise (among others). In 
general, these objections have been dismissed as “not-in-my-backyard” (NIMBY), 
selfish objections, and those who object have been told to accept development for 
“the greater good” (or “public good” or other similar terms). 
 
TRANSIT wishes to clearly state that the Malaysian public has the right to enjoy 
their private property and these rights are enshrined in the Constitution of Malaysia. 
For this reason, we cannot accept the dismissive idea that people who object to the 
proposed Railways Scheme are NIMBY’s who are only concerned about their own 
interest. 
 
The limited expectations of Section 7 & 8 of the Railways Act 1991 allow Prasarana 
to provide limited information about the proposed Railways Scheme. The result is 
that the public lacks confidence in the Railway Scheme and the government.  
 

3.2  - Objections Related to Planning of Railways Scheme 
 
3.2.1 ‘Automatic’ Choice of LRT technology 
 
The choice of LRT technology for the proposed Railways Scheme does not appear to 
be based on any economic analysis. If an economic study has been conducted, it has 
not been made public.  
 
The use of LRT technology for the LRT Sistem 1 extension is more easily justified 
because of the density of the areas surrounding the LRT extension and the need for a 
railway line serving the southern areas of the Klang Valley. 
 
However, the use of LRT technology for the LRT Sistem 2 extension is tougher to 
justify because, beyond the Subang Jaya Komuter station, Subang Jaya, USJ and 
Putra Heights are relatively low-density communities which may be better served by 
lower capacity modes of rapid transit. 
 
TRANSIT believes that the limited financial resources of the Malaysian government 
should be utilized in areas that are guaranteed to have higher ‘return-on-investment’ 
and in the case of mass-transit lines, such projects would be more successful and 
effective if they increase the length, availability, completeness and reliability of the 
railway network in Kuala Lumpur. 
 
TRANSIT believes that a clear public transport planning study and costs-benefits 
analysis (as described in Section 2.1.3) must be conducted before the choice of 
technology can be determined. We believe that without this study, it is not 
appropriate to simply choose LRT technology. 
 
3.2.2 Inconsistency with Selangor Government Plans 
 
TRANSIT is concerned that the routes proposed in the Railways Scheme are 
inconsistent with the routes proposed within the Selangor Structural Plan and Local 
Draft Plan for the Majlis Bandaraya Shah Alam (MBSA), Majlis Perbandaran 
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Subang Jaya (MPSJ), Majlis Perbandaran Klang (MPK) and Majlis Bandaraya 
Petaling Jaya (MBPJ). 
 
A comparison of these routes can be found in Appendix 2  
 
Public transport can only be successful if it is connected with development planning 
and transport planning. TRANSIT believes that proposed public transport services 
must be consistent with the plans outlined by the Selangor State Government. 
 
Although the regulation of transport is outlined as a federal responsibility in the 
Malaysian constitution, TRANSIT believes that the planning for public transport is a 
joint federal and state responsibility.  This is because of the importance of proper 
land use planning to make transport and public transport plans successful. 
 
3.2.3 Choice of Route (LRT Sistem 2 Extension) 
 
The proposed route for the LRT Sistem 2 extension towards Subang Jaya KTM 
Komuter station is justified because the presence of the Kelana Jaya commercial 
centre. In addition, the extension will help improve connectivity by linking the LRT 
system to the KTM Komuter system. 
 
However, the extension of the route to Subang Jaya is inconsistent with the Selangor 
structural plan, which has proposed an extension of the LRT line to Shah Alam and 
Klang.5 
 
The route from Subang Jaya KTM station along Jalan Jengka in Subang Jaya is 
proposed by the Structural Plan, but it is proposed as a “laluan transit”, not an LRT 
line.  This leads to problems because the line will run through a commercial area 
(SS15) and residential areas (SS14, SS17 & SS18). 
 
In addition, there are concerns that the extension of the LRT Sistem 2 bypasses the 
Bandar Sunway area, which is a very congested area with a large number of 
commercial and institutional trip generators around Bandar Sunway. 6 (See Appendix 
3 for letter from the Bandar Sunway Resident’s Association) 
 
Further, TRANSIT is concerned about the routing of the LRT along Persiaran 
Kewajipan which may create a conflict with the extension of the Subang-Kelana 
Link.  The current terminal of the link, just short of the Persiaran Kewajipan – 
KESAS highway interchange has led to increased congestion in this area and it is 
believed that the link is to be extended under the 10th Malaysia Plan. 
 
Hence, we are concerned that the route proposed under the railways scheme is being 
planned separately from the Subang-Kelana link – which suggests a lack of 
consultation between Prasarana and the Works Ministry. 
 
There are also significant objections from residents of Putra Heights and Subang 
Alam with respect to the running of the LRT line along a Tenaga Nasional electricity 
corridor between Subang Alam and Putra Heights. 
 
In addition, an alternative proposal from the Majlis Bandaraya Shah Alam requires 
further attention. 
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3.2.4 Choice of Route (LRT Sistem 1 extension) 
 
TRANSIT believes that the route of the LRT Sistem 1 extension is reasonable under 
the current circumstances and based on the density level of the area that the line 
passes through. Although the proposal is not consistent with the Selangor 
government plans, (which have the line running across the Klang River into USJ), the 
density of development in the Seri Petaling and Kinrara areas, as well as around the 
Lebuhraya Damansara Puchong (LDP) through Pusat Bandar Puchong and Bandar 
Puteri suggests that the presence of an LRT line would be beneficial to reduce 
congestion. 
 
However, TRANSIT is concerned that the proposals for the extension of the LRT 
Sistem 1 from Seri Petaling have changed a number of times since 2006. For 
example, at one time the terminus was Old Klang Road. At another time, the 
terminus was Bandar Sunway. Another time, the terminus was Puchong. Now the 
terminus is in Putra Heights.7, 8, 9 
 
This continued change suggests that planning for the extension of this line has never 
been given consistent and proper attention. For this reason, TRANSIT believes that 
the feasibility study is necessary. 
 
In addition, TRANSIT is concerned that the extension of the LRT line through 
Puchong will not meet the needs of the majority of Puchong residents, who prefer to 
travel directly to Kuala Lumpur along the LDP-Jalan Puchong-Jalan Klang Lama-
Lingkaran Syed Putra route. 
 
TRANSIT also believes that the extension of the LRT Sistem 1 should lead to a 
connection with the KTM Komuter line, by extending the line to the south end of 
Petaling Jaya, near the Jalan Templer KTM station. 
 
This extension will improve the connectivity and completeness of the railway 
network in the Klang Valley and is preferred over the extension of the LRT through 
Puchong.   
 
TRANSIT in fact believes that the LDP-Jalan Puchong-Jalan Klang Lama-Lingkaran 
Syed Putra route deserves its own LRT route, which would bring Puchong residents 
directly into the city, improve congestion along the LDP and Jalan Puchong, and 
improve the connectivity and completeness of the rail network. 
 
TRANSIT will discuss our alternative proposal for the LRT extension in greater 
detail in Part 4 of this submission. 

 
3.2.5 Proposed Putra Heights interchange 
 
One reason for the extension of the LRT Sistem 2 and LRT Sistem 1 to Putra Heights 
is to integrate the lines and allow interconnection between the LRT lines.  This will 
create a complete LRT route serving the south side of Kuala Lumpur and Puchong. 
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However, the extension of both of the LRT lines to Putra Heights as identified in the 
proposed Railways Scheme has not been justified beyond an anecdotal explanation of 
the benefits of the proposed integration of the LRT lines.  
 
The extension of the LRT Sistem 1 beyond Puchong and the LRT Sistem 2 beyond 
Subang Jaya is hard to justify without the presence of a feasibility study and public 
transport planning study.  The areas of USJ and Putra Heights are relatively low-
density areas, comprised mostly of single-family homes (terrace houses and 
bungalows) as well as kampung areas, with a small number of flats. 
 
In addition, the anticipated cost per kilometer of the LRT extensions, (which 
TRANSIT estimates at approximately RM250 million per kilometer) is high enough 
to warrant a request for additional justification for the extension of both lines so that 
they would meet at Putra Heights. 
 
Finally, TRANSIT is concerned that the proposed Railways Scheme is designed to 
further the competitive interests of Prasarana rather than the public interest, in 
developing an effective and complete public transport network.  
 
3.2.6 Proposed Integrated Depot 
 
Little detail has been given about the proposed integrated depot which will be located 
between Puchong and Putra Heights. However, TRANSIT believes that there is a 
need for further investigation into the proposed depot as well as the future use of 
current depot lands at Lembah Subang and Ampang. 

  
3.3 - Objections Related to Costs of Railways Scheme 

 
3.3.1 Cost of LRT Construction and Financial Viability 
 
The cost of LRT construction is approximately RM250 million per kilometer. Such 
costs need to be justified by an economic feasibility study and public transport 
planning study, especially in the current economic climate. 
 
TRANSIT is particularly concerned that the number of existing and projected public 
transport users has not been shared.  The capacity of LRT lines ranging from the 
current 12,000 passengers per direction per hour to a projected 32,000 passengers per 
direction per hour, but if the number of passengers is not high enough certain sections 
of the line will not be financially viable. 
 
TRANSIT is also concerned that the return-on-investment of the line extensions 
proposed under this Railways Scheme (especially the LRT Sistem 2 extension 
beyond Subang Jaya KTM station) will be negative. 
 
Based on the past experience in which all 3 of the LRT lines in the Klang Valley 
have been planned separately, poorly integrated and had to be bailed out by the 
government, TRANSIT is concerned that Prasarana has not provided enough 
evidence to suggest that the extensions are financially viable and will not pose a 
financial burden on the government of Malaysia. 
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The construction of the LRT extensions to low-density suburban areas may not be 
justified when there are other available modes of rapid transit that can be 
implemented at a lower financial cost than LRT.  
 
3.3.2 Availability & Connectivity of Public Transport 
 
TRANSIT notes that large numbers of public transport users cite availability and 
connectivity as their most important expectations for public transport services. 
 
However, the cost per kilometer of LRT construction means that focusing on LRT 
construction will limit the number of kilometers of available rapid transit lines, which 
will in turn limit the level of connectivity in the public transport network. 
 
TRANSIT thus believes that the proposed extensions under the Railways Scheme 
will not meet the expectations of the public for availability and connectivity. 
 
TRANSIT further proposes that instead of extending the LRT lines to lower density 
areas like Putra Heights, the government should focus on increasing the size of the 
rapid transit network by building more kilometers of surface rapid transit to connect 
more communities. 
 
This would be combined with a carefully planned expansion of the rail network in 
Kuala Lumpur and Petaling Jaya, which will accommodate their growing populations 
and allow increasing density. 
 
3.3.3 Examination of Alternatives 
 
By limiting our approach to public transport to the construction of elevated lines 
(LRT and Monorail) we are reducing the number of potential kilometers of public 
transport service and reducing the potential connectivity of the network. 
 
Although certain lines may be individually successful, the lack of completeness of 
the network discourages many people from switching to public transport. 
 
TRANSIT proposes that the government reexamine its approach to public transport 
by adopting the ‘rapid transit’ and ‘corridors’ concept as described by TRANSIT in 
Section 5 of this document. 
 
In addition, TRANSIT proposes that the government prioritize the construction of 
surface rapid transit (as described in Section 5.5.1) to connect more areas in the 
Klang Valley. 
 

3.4 - Objections Related to Public Concerns over Railways Scheme 
 
3.4.1 Public Consultation 
 
TRANSIT believes that the public consultation should be more in depth and furnish 
more financial information, economic analysis, and public transport planning 
information to justify the construction of rapid transit. A clear survey of demand for 
public transport (or the results of such a survey) should also be made available for 
public inspection. 
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The current public consultation scheme as defined in Section 8 of the Railways Act 
1991 does not require the Railway Company to provide a great deal of information to 
the public (as described above) that would help aid the public in making decisions. 
 
In addition, the limited period for the public consultation and the method of sharing 
information and soliciting feedback does not encourage the public to believe that the 
government is very interested in their opinions. 
 
Many members of the public have taken the view that the LRT project is inevitable 
and this has been reinforced by alleged comments from Prasarana staff that the 
project will go ahead despite objections from the public (see Appendix 3) 

TRANSIT is not happy with the 3 month public display process mandated within 
Section 8 of the Railways Act 1991 and feel that a number of amendments are 
needed. 

Our main concern is that the 3month public display actually allows the process of 
planning and decision-making to be secretive, consfusing, ineffective and not 
transparent. 

The LRT extensions were announced in 2004 but it was only in 2009 that we were 
able to see the ‘preferred’ alignment showcased at the public display. According to 
Dato’ Idrose, Prasarana has evaluated 10 different alignments and chosen this one as 
the most cost-effective and reaching the largest number of people. 

However, at no point have any of these alignments been made public. Without data, 
the public has no way of knowing how these crucial decisions have been made. 

TRANSIT believes that the public display process should be broken down into 
multiple stages. We envision 4 stages of public consultation, namely: 

Technology & Service Analysis & Selection, where a mode of rapid-transit (LRT, 
Rapid Tram, BRT) faces a cost benefit analysis and receives public feedback. The 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process is started at this stage. 

Route Alignment Analysis & Selection, in which the top 4-5 route alternatives are 
made public and the advantages and disadvantages for each are analysed 
& explained publicly.  The EIA process continues at this stage and looks at specific 
impacts as the route is selected. 

Station Placement Analysis & Selection where the locations of stations are 
determined and feedback is taken from the community. The EIA process at this time 
must focus on noise, traffic and community impacts. 

Station Amenities Analysis & Selection where the features of the stations are 
examined and analyzed by the local community to finalize the details about each & 
every station. 

Additional suggestions for the improvement of public consultation can be found in 
Appendix 4  
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3.4.2 Construction Period 
 
Members of the public are concerned with the disruption to their neighbourhoods and 
communities during the construction period for the LRT. 
 
These concerns include but are not necessarily limited to: 
 

• vibration and noise from piling works and construction works; 
• disruption of existing traffic patterns and increasing traffic congestion; 
• release of dust and particulates into the air;  
• indiscriminate parking by site supervisors and contractors; 
• safety concerns associated with the presence of strangers (who will be mostly 

foreign workers). 
 
More details about public concerns can be found in Appendix 6 
 
3.4.3 Noise impacts during operations 
 
Members of the public are concerned with the level of noise associated with the 
operation of trains using metal wheels on metal rails.  While Prasarana has provided 
information on decibel levels (which are within the levels specified by the 
government) there is a clear need for an explanation of how these decibel levels will 
be measured. 
 
For example, if the measure of decibels is averaged out during the day, then actual 
decibel levels when a train passes will likely be higher than the numbers provided by 
Prasarana. 
 
For further information about noise levels as proposed by Prasarana, see Appendix 5 
 
3.4.4 Associated Inconveniences 
 
Residents living close to proposed stations are concerned about the presence of 
additional traffic in the neighbourhoods, including indiscriminate parking associated 
with the LRT stations. 
 
The experience of residents of the Taman Bahagia area of Petaling Jaya suggests that 
there will be significant disruptions for the residents living close to LRT stations.10 
 

3.5 - Objections Related to Private Property Rights  
 
3.5.1 Public Consultation 
 
The Public Consultation for a Railway Scheme outlined in Section 8 of the Railways 
Act 1991 specifies that the Railway Company must provide a book of reference of 
landowners who will be directly affected by the construction of the railway, and that 
this book is made available to the public during the 3 month public inspection period. 
 
However, TRANSIT notes that the information presented at the public display, 
including the detailed architectural plans for each station, only shows the properties 
in the immediate surrounding area of each station. 
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TRANSIT believes that residences, businesses and institutions within a 500m radius 
of an LRT station and within 250 meters of a railway line will be affected by noise 
impacts and other inconveniences. 
 
3.5.2 Right to Enjoy Property 
 
Many objections to the proposed railways scheme are related to the line passing too 
close to homes, issues during construction, and operational noise (among others). In 
general, these objections have been dismissed as “not-in-my-backyard” (NIMBY), 
selfish objections, and those who object have been told to accept development for 
“the greater good” (or “public good” or other similar terms). 
 
TRANSIT wishes to clearly state that the Malaysian public has the right to enjoy 
their private property and we cannot accept the dismissive idea that people who 
object to the proposed Railways Scheme are NIMBY’s who are only concerned about 
their own interest. 
 
3.5.3 Noise impacts 
 
As above, Malaysians have the right to enjoy their property free from disruptive 
noises caused by the construction of LRT or the operation of an LRT train. 
 
It is one thing to complain about excessive noise levels of a rail line when you are 
aware of its presence and have made the choice to live in the vicinity.  However, 
even in this case the right of a person to give feedback cannot be dismissed. 
 
In the case of people who are occupying an area that has no railway, it is their right to 
protest the inconvenience and noise impacts that will affect their right to enjoy their 
property, and it is the duty of Prasarana, the Director General of Railways and the 
Minister of Transport to give a fair hearing to these objections. 
 
3.5.4 Associated Inconveniences 

 
The behaviour of Malaysian drivers with respect to indiscriminate parking is 
notorious and is of great concern to a large number of people, especially those living 
in close proximity to an existing or proposed LRT station. 
 
Because of the ‘hands off’ approach taken by numerous local authorities and private 
companies, it is very challenging to enforce laws and rules related to parking. 
 
The concerns of people occupying the areas surrounding the proposed LRT stations 
with respect to parking and safety & security are justified and borne out by the 
experience of Malaysians, many of which have been documented in the media. 
 
The Local Councils and Railway companies need to develop a stronger and more 
proactive approach to resolving these issues and share this information with the 
public before approval for a Railways Scheme can be granted. 
 
The Railway Company and Local Councils should also engage the public in 
meaningful and progressive discussion towards monitoring of these inconveniences 
and mitigating them wherever possible. 
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4.0  - SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
 

4.1 - Public Feedback 
 
The feedback forms (appended to this submission) and commentaries indicate public 
views and feedback regarding the LRT extensions. 
 
4.1.1 General Feedback 
 
Generally, the public is happy with the proposed Railways Scheme but are unaware 
that there is a significant amount of information that has not been made public. In 
addition, the public is not aware of the alternative proposals. 
 
TRANSIT believes that it is the right of the public to demand transparency and 
accountability from their government and government agencies. Hence, we ask the 
Director General of Railways and the Minister of Transport to direct Prasarana to 
make this relevant information public. 
 
Complaints and objections to the proposal are generally related to the location of 
certain stations within residential areas (and associated concerns with noise, 
congestion, illegal parking and safety issues as detailed in Section 3.4 and 3.5. 
 
In addition, residents of some areas such as Bandar Sunway and Batu 14 Puchong are 
concerned with being bypassed by the LRT, while some residents of Putra Heights 
are concerned that the line will run too close to their homes. See Appendix 3 for 
letters of concern. 
 
4.1.2 Station Specific Feedback 
 
Station specific feedback can be obtained from the feedback forms, which can be 
found in Appendix 6.   
 
With respect to the LRT Sistem 2, feedback has mostly been about proposed Station 
06 (located in a residential area), Station 07 (located too far from major trip 
generators), Station 8 (also located too far from trip generators) and Station 11 & 12 
(located too close to homes). 
 
With respect to the LRT Sistem 1, feedback has mostly been about Station 04 and 05 
(located close to each other) as well as Station 11 and 12 (located in lower-density 
kampung areas). 
 

4.2 - Feedback from TRANSIT 
 
TRANSIT provides feedback about the proposed Railways Scheme as well as the 
location of certain stations. 
 
4.2.1 General Feedback 
 
Aside from our concerns about the proposed Railways Scheme as outlined in the 
preceding sections of this submission, TRANSIT believes that the proposal for the 
LRT Sistem 2 sets stations too closely to each other. 
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We believe that in suburban areas, station spacing of less than 1.5 km are too close to 
each other and will lead to reduced speed and additional travel times along the 
proposed route. 
 
In addition, we believe that some of these stations are not justified by the existing 
level of density around them.  We are also concerned that many of these stations are 
located in the exact same places as current municipal bus stops – suggesting that the 
LRT route proposed under the Railways Scheme, at a cost of RM250 million per 
kilometer will be operating a service that could be carried out by a bus-based rapid 
transit system, at a far lower cost. 
 
4.2.2 Station Specific Feedback 

 
Please note that the feedback below is based on the current plan, which TRANSIT 
does not necessarily agree with. 
 
TRANSIT believes that both lines contain stations which are not necessary and may 
be deleted from the proposal without significant costs to public transport users. 
However, we point out that Prasarana would be responsible for providing feeder bus 
and trunk line bus service to connect public transport users to the remaining stations. 
 
There are also proposed stations which may receive public objection because of their 
proximity to residential areas or schools. 
 
LRT Sistem 2 Extension: 
 

• Station 02 – served by Station 01 and Station 03 
• Station 06 – located in a residential area, and residents can be better served by 

feeder bus service to Station 05 
• Station 07 – should be located closer to the Summit shopping complex which 

has additional trip generators 
• Station 08 / 09 – should be located near the USJ8 police station, closer to the 

Taipan commercial area 
• Station 11 – located on the site of a proposed school in Putra Heights 
• Station 13 – located at the south end of Putra Heights, a low density area that 

does not justify an LRT extension. 
 
LRT Sistem 1 Extension 
 

• Station 06 – should be located further south along the LDP highway 
• Station 10 – combine with Station 09 
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5.0  - ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS 
 

5.1 - Goals of Alternative Proposal 
 
The goal of TRANSIT’s alternative proposal is to present the Department of Railways and 
the Minister of Transport with our point of view regarding the development of public 
transport infrastructure. 
 
TRANSIT states as we have before that the Railways Act 1991 treats all railways the same 
and does not specifically refer to urban mass transit, which we view as a separate category of 
public transport that is different from a typical railway. 
 

5.1.1 Economy of Public Transport 
 
TRANSIT believes that the planning of public transport infrastructure must be 
designed to being public transport to the largest number of people, creating a 
complete and effective public transport network. 
 
This meets the availability and connectivity criteria that are identified by public 
transport users as their most important expectations. 
 
TRANSIT believes that only a complete rapid-transit network will result in a tidal 
shift that will encourage more than 50% of the residents of urban areas to use public 
transport for the majority of their trips. 
 
5.1.2 Efficiency of Public Transport 
 
TRANSIT believes that infrastructure spending on public transport must reflect 
realistic projections for demand for public transport in the near, mid-term and long-
term periods. 
 
For this reason, we believe that proper cost-benefit analysis must be done and the 
results of studies must be released to the public. 
 
In addition, we believe that the supply of public transport infrastructure must be 
appropriate to the demand, and must also build the level of completeness and 
connectivity that is necessary to encourage public transport use beyond the 50% 
threshold (described in Section 5.1.1). 
 
5.1.3 Expansion of Public Transport 
 
TRANSIT believes that the expansion of public transport services must be planned in 
an appropriate and timely fashion.  Railways Companies and the Department of 
Railways must have a collective approach to fleet maintenance and fleet rejuvenation 
as well as service expansion. 
 
The current levels of crowding on the LRT lines (especially LRT Sistem 2 and LRT 
Sistem 3) and the KTM Komuter lines exist because the existing fleet does not have 
the capacity to meet the level of passenger demand and new trains will not arrive 
soon enough to make a difference. 
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Currently, Prasarana has purchased 35 units of 4 carriage trains to operate on LRT 
Sistem 2.  This will give the system a capacity of 210 carriages 
 
However, TRANSIT believes that the system will need to have a capacity of 280 
carriages by 2015, and that the current expansion will not do enough to meet the 
demand of users during peak hours. 
 
KTM Komuter is currently operating less than 30 EMU trainsets out of an original 
fleet of 62 trainsets.  The number of trainsets that will be operating once the overhaul 
of the trains has been completed will still not be enough to meet the levels of 
passenger demand, especially with the extension of the Komuter line to Tanjung 
Malim (2008), Batu Caves (2010) and Senawang (2013). 
 
New EMU trainsets ordered for the KTM Komuter service will only arrive by 2012 
and will require time for commissioning. 
 
TRANSIT believes that the Director General of Railways should exercise his duties 
under Section 4 (1) (d) and (e) which relate to the expansion and improvement of 
railways, in a more proactive manner. 
 
5.1.4 Rapid Transit focus 
 
As stated above, TRANSIT believes that there is a significant difference between a 
railway and an urban mass-transit service. TRANSIT also believes that the Railways 
Act 1991 does not show an understanding of this difference.  Combined with the 
separation of public transport into multiple agencies, makes it challenging to 
construct public transport infrastructure and provide public transport services in a 
holistic and effective manner. 
 
TRANSIT proposes that the future Public Land Transport Authority give a clear 
definition to the concept of ‘urban rapid transit’ and ‘urban mass-transit’ and enter 
this definition into Malaysian law. 
 
TRANSIT believes that a focus on public transport and rapid transit rather than 
railways will lead to more holistic planning for a more complete public transport 
network, which can use existing transport infrastructure and public transport 
infrastructure instead of focusing on the construction of new infrastructure and new 
rights of way. 
 
TRANSIT also hopes that specific laws on urban rapid transit and urban mass transit 
(as well as urban public transport) will provide a greater impetus for the alignment of 
public transport and transport planning with land use and development planning. 
 

5.2 – Proposed Rapid Transit Network 
 
TRANSIT has examined many possibilities for the Rapid Transit network of the 
Klang Valley and includes a summary of available corridors with this submission 
(see Appendix 7) 
 
Our proposal which is detailed below hopes to increase the number of kilometers of 
rapid transit and increase the size and connectivity of the public transport network. 
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TRANSIT is concerned that the extension of LRT Sistem 2 to USJ and Putra Heights 
is not an effective and economic investment at the present time. It is also not 
consistent with the plans of the Selangor State Government to extend the LRT and 
public transport to Shah Alam. 
 
TRANSIT is also concerned that the extension of LRT Sistem 1 line through 
Puchong will not meet the needs of the majority of Puchong residents, who prefer to 
travel directly to Kuala Lumpur along the LDP-Jalan Puchong-Jalan Klang Lama-
Lingkaran Syed Putra route. 
 
TRANSIT also believes that the extension of the LRT Sistem 1 should lead to a 
connection with the KTM Komuter line, by extending the line to the south end of 
Petaling Jaya, near the Jalan Templer KTM station. 
 
This extension will improve the connectivity and completeness of the railway 
network in the Klang Valley and is preferred over the extension of the LRT through 
Puchong.   
 
TRANSIT in fact believes that the LDP-Jalan Puchong-Jalan Klang Lama-Lingkaran 
Syed Putra route deserves its own LRT route, which would bring Puchong residents 
directly into the city, improve congestion along the LDP and Jalan Puchong, and 
improve the connectivity and completeness of the rail network. 
 
In addition, TRANSIT recognizes the need for a corridor linking Kota Damansara in 
Petaling Jaya and Cheras to the city centre of Kuala Lumpur, as well as a public 
transport corridor across the north of the Klang Valley, linking Klang to Kuala 
Lumpur and Ulu Kelang and Ampang. 
 
Finally, TRANSIT recognizes the need for orbital or “circle” corridors that will 
provide interconnections between public transport corridors and reduce the need to 
travel into the city.  Two potential orbital corridors include: 
 

• Jalan Tun Razak- Mahameru – Duta – Syed Putra  
• Kuala Lumpur – Seri Petaling – Petaling Jaya – Kepong – Selayang – Sentul  
• Ampang – Ulu Kelang – Sg. Buloh – Damansara – Kinrara – Cheras corridor 

 
Wherever possible these orbital “circle” corridors should be integrated with the radial 
corridors at major integrated public transport hubs to the northwest, northeast, south 
and west of Kuala Lumpur, namely:  
 

• Bandar Tasik Selatan (South - currently under construction) 
• Gombak (Northeast – currently being planned) 
• Sg. Buloh (Northwest – currently being planned) 
• Shah Alam (West) 

 
5.3 – Extension of LRT Sistem 2 
 

TRANSIT believes that the Kelana Jaya LRT line should be extended to Subang Jaya 
KTM Komuter station, then to the Shah Alam stadium which will be permanent 
terminus for the line. 
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Subang Jaya, USJ and Putra Heights would be served by rapid-transit connections 
between the terminus and a future integrated bus terminal and the existing KTM 
Komuter station at Batu Tiga would be provided. 
 
In addition, rapid-transit connections from this area would provide links to Shah 
Alam, Kota Kemuning, and Klang. 

 
5.4 – Extension of LRT Sistem 1  
 

5.4.1 From Seri Petaling to Petaling Jaya Selatan (Jalan Templer) 
 
TRANSIT proposes that the LRT Sistem 1 be extended to Petaling Jaya Selatan, near 
KTM Komuter station Jalan Templer. Aside from the integration of the LRT and 
KTM, there is also the option for a rapid-transit service along the New Pantai 
Expressway which can reach Bandar Sunway and Subang Jaya. 
 
5.4.2 From Sentul Timur to Kepong / Selayang  
 
TRANSIT proposes that the LRT Sistem 1 be extended from Sentul Timur to 
Selayang following the Jalan Kuching alignment. 
 
This will lead to integration between LRT Sistem 1 and the KTM station at Batu 
Cantonment, as well as integration between the LRT Sistem 1 and proposed DUKE 
bus-rapid transit line (see Section 5.5.1). 
 
TRANSIT also proposes that the government consider an extension of LRT Sistem 1 
to Kepong, following the wide Jalan Kepong alignment.  This will lead to the 
opportunity for integration between LRT Sistem 1 and the KTM Komuter service at 
Kepong Sentral Komuter Station. 
 
5.4.3 From Seri Petaling to Shah Alam 
 
TRANSIT proposes that future extensions of the LRT line should follow the KESAS 
highway alignment and Kemuning-Shah Alam Highway to an eventual terminus in at 
the Shah Alam KTM Komuter station. Currently, this route can be served by a bus-
rapid transit system (as described in Section 5.5.1 below). 
 

5.5 – Additional components of Rapid Transit network 
 

5.5.1 Surface Rapid Transit 
 
TRANSIT proposes that surface rapid transit (in the form of Bus Rapid Transit or 
Rapid Tram technology) be introduced on major transport corridors in the Klang 
Valley. 
 
The introduction of surface rapid transit will be a more cost effective way to 
introduce rapid transit to the Klang Valley and to ensure the completeness of the 
rapid transit network. 
 
As the cost per kilometer of surface rapid transit is 1/10 – 1/5 (depending on the level 
of technology and engineering) the cost of an LRT line, the same amount of money 
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can build between 5x and 10x the kilometers of rapid transit and increase the 
availability of public transport to more people. 
 
Proposed corridors include but are not necessarily limited to: 
 

• KESAS Highway / LKSA corridor – linking Seri Petaling to Shah Alam 
• KESAS Highway corridor – linking Seri Petaling to Bukit Tinggi, Klang 
• NKVE Corridor – Linking Bukit Raja, Klang to Jalan Duta, Kuala Lumpur 
• DUKE corridor – Linking Jalan Duta with Ulu Klang and Ampang 
• Jalan Kuching corridor – Linking KL to Kepong & Selayang 
• LDP-Puchong-Klang Lama-Syed Putra corridor – Linking Puchong to KL 
• Jalan Cheras corridor – linking Cheras to Kuala Lumpur 

 
5.5.2 Monorail 
 
The current terminal of the Kuala Lumpur Monorail at Brickfields, opposite Kuala 
Lumpur Sentral station (KL Sentral) has been a major concern and is cited as an 
example of the poor integration of public transport modes in Kuala Lumpur. 
 
TRANSIT recognizes the potential benefits of monorail with respect to its narrower 
ground footprint, ability to climb grades up to 6%, and faster construction time.  At 
the same time, the current capacity constraints experienced by the KL Monorail do 
not raise the level of confidence in the monorail technology. 
 
TRANSIT believes that Prasarana and the Malaysian government should invest in an 
expansion of the capacity of the existing KL monorail and the construction of a new 
line serving the western areas of Kuala Lumpur such as MidValley City, University 
Malaya, Bangsar, Jalan Duta, Mont Kiara and Sri Hartamas.  Additionally, a line 
serving Jalan Tun Razak would bring about significant benefits for the east and north 
sides of Kuala Lumpur. 
 
The construction of these proposed lines would link many commercial and 
institutional trip generators such as shopping and activity centres, universities and 
colleges, KL Sentral station, government areas and higher density residential areas. 
 
It would provide a more complete public transport network and encourage more 
people to use public transport, and enhance the current state of the monorail system. 
 
5.5.3 Subang Airport Link and Sri Subang Line 
 
The proposed Subang Airport rail link will improve connections between Kuala 
Lumpur and the resurgent Subang Airport area as well as areas beyond such as 
Subang 2. 
 
5.5.4 Klang Valley railway bypass 
 
The Klang Valley railway bypass will divert freight train traffic away from Kuala 
Lumpur, reducing congestion on the railways and allowing passenger rail traffic to 
operate in a more timely fashion.  
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6.0  - CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
6.1 – Conclusion 

 
It is the conclusion of the members of the Association for the Improvement of Mass-Transit 
(TRANSIT) that the proposed Railways Scheme presented to the Department of Railways of 
the Ministry of Transport by Syarikat Prasarana Negara Berhad (Prasarana) does not meet 
the expectations of TRANSIT and the public with regards to: 
 

• Transparency – because important data in the form of the results of a public survey 
conducted in 2007 has not been made public; 

• Competency – because there is no clear evidence that an economic feasibility study 
and public transport planning study has been conducted (and that if such studies have 
been conducted they have not been made public); 

• Consistency – because the proposed railways scheme is inconsistent with the routes 
planned by the Selangor State Government and indicated in the State Structural Plan 
gazetted in 2006; 

• Public Consultation – because vital studies have either not been conducted or have 
been conducted and not made public, and because the public consultation does not 
give enough information to allow the public to give proper feedback, and because a 
proper feedback form has not been designed by the Department of Railways; 

• Economy – because the choice of LRT for the routes appears to have been made 
without a proper study of feasibility and public transport planning study, and because 
the proposed Railways Scheme provides little information about projected demand 
and land use development surrounding the proposed stations;  

• Efficiency – because the data suggest that the line will have too much capacity for the 
existing and projected public transport needs of the communities that it will serve, 
and because the areas may be served by other forms of Rapid Transit; 

• Cost-Benefit Analysis – because the cost of planning, engineering, constructing and 
operating an LRT line as proposed under this railways scheme (including financial 
costs, social costs, economic costs and environmental costs) will be greater than the 
benefits; and  

• Connectivity, Availability and Network Completeness – because the proposed lines 
under the railways scheme will not create greater connectivity, will serve a limited 
number of people, and will not create the connections which will make the public 
transport network stronger so that it would gain the confidence of more users. 

 
6.2 – Recommendations Related to the Railways Act 1991 
 
TRANSIT recommends that the Railways Act 1991 be revised to create a separate definition 
for urban ‘mass-transit’ services, which have greater needs than rural and intercity railway 
services. 
 
Further, we recommend that a new “Urban Mass-Transit Act” be created to define the 
concept of “Rapid Transit” and enable the government and government agencies to improve 
urban mass-transit and public transport for the betterment of Malaysia.   
 
The government may choose to integrate the act proposed above with the new SPAD Act 
(for the creation of the Public Land Transport Authority) but TRANSIT recommends that 
the act be separate and distinct. 
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6.3 – Recommendations Related to the Proposed Railways Scheme 
 

TRANSIT recommends that the Minister of Transport and Director General of Railways 
exercise their duties and functions identified in the Railways Act 1991 and request additional 
information from Prasarana including the survey, the economic feasibility study and public 
transport planning study. 
 
TRANSIT recommends that at this time, the current proposed Railways Scheme be rejected 
by the Director General of Railways and the Minister of Transport until such time as it has 
become clear that Prasarana has conducted thorough studies that justify the proposed 
railways scheme and the anticipated construction and operations costs. 

 
6.4 – Recommendations for future proposed Railways Schemes 

 
TRANSIT does acknowledge the efforts of Prasarana staff in providing information about 
the Railways Scheme in various city and town halls as well as on the internet. However, 
TRANSIT is concerned about the level of quality of the information provided, and would 
like to see more information for the benefit of the community and the public. 
 
TRANSIT proposes that the Department of Railways direct Railway Companies to provide 
additional information (including but not limited to the items identified by TRANSIT) when 
planning a railways scheme so that their proposals are more easily accepted by the 
government and the public. 
 
We also propose that the Department of Railways (or future agency responsible for rail 
transport) create a consistent public feedback forms for such purposes including but not 
limited to: 
 

• Giving feedback about a proposed Railways Scheme; 
• Complaining or giving feedback about existing railway operations; 
• Providing suggestions for the improvement of Railways (network and operations) to 

better aid the Director General in carrying out his duties under Section II of the 
Railways Act 1991.  
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8.0  - APPENDIX 
 

8.1 – Appendix 1  
 
LRT Extension Survey (2007) 
 

8.2  - Appendix 2  
 
Routes identified under the Selangor Structural Plan (2006) 
 

8.3 – Appendix 3 
 
Letters of concern from resident’s groups 

• Bandar Sunway Resident’s Association 
• Putra Heights – Subang Alam Task Force 
• Allegations of dismissive behaviour by a Prasarana officer 

 
8.4 – Appendix 4 

 
Suggested Improvements to Public Consultation 
 

8.5  - Appendix 5 
 
Proposed Noise Levels as identified by Prasarana 
 

8.6  - Appendix 6 
 
Feedback Forms & comments submitted 
 

8.7 – Appendix 7 
 
Proposed Rapid Transit network 


