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Executive Summary 
Kinrara-Damansara expressway (Kidex) is proposed as a new toll road that would divert traffic 
from North Kelang Valley Expressway (NKVE) and Lebuhraya Damansara-Puchong (LDP) in 
Damansara through a new alignment that cuts through the centre of Petaling Jaya (PJ).  In other 
words, this expressway is meant for ‘through’ traffic that do not wish to be in PJ but their 
actual destinations are beyond PJ.  

PJ is being used as a ‘short cut’ to link NKVE and Puchong and onward to another new 
expressway referred to as ‘SKIP’.  

This independent review, commissioned by MBPJ, examined the assumptions, data and 
information used in the various studies submitted by Kidex as well as information gathered via 
the interviews with PJ residents, council members, state assemblymen and meetings with other 
concerned parties including LLM, HPU and Kidex staff & consultants, over a period of three 
(3) months. 

There are eight (8) key review points that have been highlighted in this report. These key 
pointers are as follows. 

 The Poor Planning Process:   PJ is not congested so the ‘fear’ about 
gridlock in 2018 will not happen:  

Given that Malaysia is organized on a structure 
that consist of Federal, State and Local 
Governments, the review is of the opinion that all 
the three governmental levels should have been 
involved in the planning process from the start to 
the final decision making. This expressway is not 
part and parcel of Selangor State Plan and PJ Local 
structure Plan, the amendments of which requires 
public participation in the planning process. 

Data on road capacity and performance from 
Kidex’s consultants have confirmed that PJ roads 
are not congested at all. Therefore Kidex’s role in 
solving traffic congestion in PJ needs to be re-
examined. 

 ‘Through’ traffic should not be channelled 
towards PJ city centre (PJ new Town): 

 Does PJ need a By-Pass Road?: 

Kidex’s key assumptions: it will act as a by-pass 
road for LDP and a dispersal for NKVE. 
Therefore, ‘through’ traffic (traffic which has 
nothing to do with PJ) would be channeled 
towards PJ New Town (in both directions). This 
traffic management strategy will not benefit PJ at 
all. 

As a long term strategy, the answer is yes, but not 
through the city centre or PJ new town. It should 
also be complemented by a comprehensive traffic 
management strategy for local traffic flow and 
circulation. 

 Sungai Penchala Option:  Social Impact Assessment (SIA) was poorly 
done: 

The review feels strongly about Option 4 in 
Kidex’s report as an alternative feasible alignment. 
When accompanied by an interchange at Jalan 
Templer/Jalan Penchala roundabout, PJ south 
residents and PJ new town will derive maximum 
benefits from such a proposal. 

SIA results are not representative of the actual 
situation on the ground and therefore should not 
be accepted. A new SIA needs to be conducted 
especially in the light of a possible change to the 
alignment in the middle section of the expressway 
proposal. 

 Property Encroachment:  The 13 meter set back or less: 

Based on a 200 meter corridor, the expressway 
would encroach about 3,784 plots in PJ.  The 
current proposal especially the loop over Jalan 
Barat, Jalan Utara, Jalan Timur and Jalan Sultan is 
a major encroachment issue to the local residents 
and property owners, not to mention to the users 
of such facilities which include schools, hospitals, 
commercial premises, etc. This loop would serve 
no purpose as far as local traffic is concerned and 
it would be of little use to the local residents. 

This particular issue, arising from Garis panduan 
Jarak Undur Lebuhraya LLM/PJU/01/08 – MoW), 
has not been properly explained to the affected 
residents. The strong argument against the 
expressway is referred back to the poor planning 
process and the fact that the expressway was never 
in the PJ local structure plan when the residents 
purchased those properties. 

This expressway proposal would be better received by both PJ residents and the concerned 
public when all of the eight (8) key pointers above are looked into in greater detail, the 
mentioned issues resolved and the alignment re-proposed by Kidex.
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1 Introduction  

Majlis Bandaraya Petaling Jaya (MBPJ), decided that an independent review was badly 

needed in order to assist in their evaluation of the Kinrara-Damansara Expressway. MBPJ 

is the local government in-charge of Petaling Jaya (PJ) city through which a major portion 

of the expressway would pass through.  

MDS Traffic Planners & Consultants, a consultancy company incorporated in Malaysia in 

February 1996, Company No: 377594W, was appointed by MBPJ to undertake and 

conduct this independent review. 

MDS was appointed on 15th September 2014 and was given a period of four (4) months to 

undertake the process and deliver its final report by 15th January 2015. 

The proposed expressway, from Kinrara to Damansara toll plaza near Bandar Utama 

Damansara, is planned as a dual carriageway, elevated throughout its length in PJ. The 

expressway is also referred to as Kidex, a shortened version for Kinrara-Damansara 

Expressway. This expressway is proposed as a new toll road, which also partly explains the 

stiff opposition from many motorists in PJ. 

The proposed alignment that has been put forward to MBPJ for consideration is as per 

Figure 1 shown in the next page. 

The proposed expressway will be elevated in nature, running above existing roads for a 

distance of about 14.9 km.  

Starting from the North Klang Valley Expressway (NKVE) Damansara toll booth, the 

elevated structures are planned to go above ‘Sprint’ expressway and just after Tropicana 

mall it would turn right towards Section 17 of PJ.  

According to the proposal, from here it continues towards Jalan University/Jalan Semangat 

junction and straddles Jalan Semangat all the way towards Jalan Utara before splitting into 

two parts. One loop continues above Jalan Utara towards Jalan Timur whilst the other goes 

south above Jalan Barat past PJ Hilton Hotel. It eventually meets up with the other loop at 

Jalan Barat/Jalan Sultan junction before going further south above Jalan Penchala.  

The expressway is planned to cut above Old Klang Road, New Pantai expressway (NPE) 

and Shah Alam expressway (Kesas) before moving towards Bukit Jalil highway where it will 

eventually terminate.  

From the south, a reverse journey through the same alignment is planned. 
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Figure 1: The Proposed Kinrara-Damansara Expressway (KIDEX) Alignment 

Source: Additional TIA, Runding Trafik MZK, retrieved in 2014 
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2 Study Background and Scope of Review 

Based on the documents examined in this review, it is obvious that the proposal has been 

submitted and discussed at the Federal level that started at the Economic Council 

presentation on 15 November 2010. This was followed by a Cabinet approval on 11 May 

2011. A letter to proceed was issued by Unit Kerjasama Awam Swasta (UKAS) on 25 May 

2011 prior to the formation of the three sub-committees on matters related to Technical, 

Financial and Legal. 

It is noted that this high level approval was given prior to the planning stage, which 

eventually involved many federal agencies and departments at the sub-committee levels. 

The state government and the local governments Majlis Bandaraya Petaling Jaya (MBPJ) and 

Majlis Perbandaran Subang Jaya (MPSJ) were only presented with the proposal on 30 

November 2011 and 24 October 2011 respectively. This is despite the fact that the entire 

project site and its alignments were all in the state of Selangor and would require the 

agreement of both governments, state and local, to proceed and implement. 

The expressway alignment which is still at conceptual stage has been in the public domain 

and publicised since early 2014. This concept was studied and eventually finalised in May 

2012 at a workshop held at LLM office. The selection of the concept was undertaken by a 

group of about 41 personnel representing various organisation that included eight (8) 

personnel from LLM, two (2) each from JKR, PTGS and KZE, one (1) each from JPBD, 

MBPJ, MPSJ, JPS and seventeen (17) personnel from HSSI, the lead consultant plus a few 

other consultants.  

Notably absent from the list were personnel from the Highway Planning Unit (HPU) and 

Selangor EPU. Those who attended the two day workshop held on 3rd and 4th May 2012, 

made the final selection on which options of the alignment would suit PJ and Subang Jaya 

best.  

This selection was derived over a simple matrix which gave ratings on seven items which 

include; traffic study, traffic impact assessment, EIA, Social Impact assessment (SIA), 

project cost, land acquisition and engineering constructability. However, it has to be 

pointed out that how the allocation of rating score were made by each participant in the 

two day workshop, was not explained in this report.    

The details of this decision making process on the Kidex highway can be found in a ‘Value 

Management Report’ dated May 2012.  

By early 2014, the Kidex proposal was re-presented and discussed at MBPJ Councillors 

level and it was decided that an independent review was needed. Several issues surfaced at 

the discussion and notable among them were issues related to: 

 Choice of Alignment, 200 meter corridor & 13m set back 

 Interchange including ramps up and ramps down in PJ 

 Traffic data, current road capacity and level of service 

 Objections from residents & commercial owners on hazards & safety 

 Benefits (and negative implications) to PJ & its residents 

 SIA & EIA issues. 
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As a result, a set of study objectives and together with the scope of work was prepared by 

MBPJ for the consultants to execute and report. The scope of work is shown in Appendix 

1 of this report.  

The review process examined the documents made available to the consultants in line with 

the objectives set and the agreed scope of work (Appendix 1) between the consultants and 

MBPJ. Several of those issues examined were directly related to the points raised by MBPJ 

councillors. The remainder of the review attempts to provide answers and recommend a 

way forward as contained in the scope of work. These are presented and highlighted in the 

form of key review points.   
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3 Approach & Methodology 

In the execution of this independent review, the main approach was to examine published 

documents and reports that have been prepared for the project proposal. In this 

connection, several meetings were organised with the various authorities and responsible 

bodies that were involved in the run up to the project proposal. These meetings and their 

purpose are listed below. 

Table 1 : List of Meetings Held in the Course of the Review 

Date Venue Purpose 

27 August 2014 MBPJ 

Full council meeting with the Mayor: Kidex 

Consultants Briefing on : 

 Proposed Alignment 

 TIA Report 

 Preliminary EIA 

11 September 2014 MBPJ 

Technical Committee Meeting 1 

 Proposed Alignment 

 TIA & Traffic Modelling Presentation 

24 September 2014 

Jacobs SKM 

office, 

Mont Kiara 

Kidex Traffic Modelling methodology 

presentation (with MBPJ) 

17 October 2014 MBPJ Technical Committee Meeting 2 

3 November 

2014 

Wisma 

Lebuhraya, 

LLM 

 

Presentation of O-D Matrix Study for Selangor by 

Perunding Atur (with MBPJ) 

21 Nov 2014 HPU 
Clarification Meeting with HPU & LLM (with 

MBPJ) 

28 Nov 2014 LLM 
Sighting of Minutes of Technical Committee 

Meeting and Reports (with MBPJ)  

Source: MDS, 2014 
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The study team also had separate meetings with Kidex (twice) and with MBPJ Councillors 

(twice) on separate occasions and at separate venues. 

Several interviews were also conducted with the affected residents and discussions held 

with those living, working and users of places and facilities that are located within the 100 

metre zone of the alignment corridors and its intersections.  

3.1 List of Reports 

This review covered a period between 27 August and 31 December 2014 (both dates are 

inclusive) and all activities and meetings held during that period. 

At the beginning of the assignment we requested through MBPJ and subsequently directly 

to the consultants involved in this project several reports which are listed below: 

i. Origin-Destination Survey Study Report by the Jacobs 

ii. TIA Report by MZK. 

iii. Traffic Forecasts Report 

iv. Cost Benefits Analysis Report 

v. Original HPU’s O-D Survey Report carried out by Perunding Atur  

vi. Highway Master Plan Report for Malaysia by HPU 

vii. Annual Road Traffic Data & Survey by HPU & JKR 

As of 15 October 2014, we were told that two reports (No 3) and (No 4) are considered as 

private and confidential by the consultants. 

The balance of the reports requested was given to the study team via web links and MDS 

were subsequently told that there is no document entitled Malaysia’s Highway Master Plan 

Report. So it could not be established and determined whether Kinrara-Damansara 

Expressway (Kidex) was indeed part of the national expressway master plan network. 

At a subsequent meeting held at Wisma Lebuhraya LLM on Monday, 3 November 2014, 

we were verbally told by the Highway Planning Unit (HPU) that there is no such highway 

master plan report. Malaysia’s HPU currently does not have any master plan document to 

show where new highways or expressways are being planned or to be constructed. 

3.2 Desk Research 

For the sake of completeness, the study also undertook desk research on several other 

cities in Europe and the USA (of similar size) in order to determine their traffic situations 

and compare their approach and methodology in dealing with traffic problems.  

Issues related to congestion, traffic planning, traffic management and road based solutions 

that they have adopted in their respective cities were examined and referred to in this 

research.  
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The study also examined in sufficient details the building of by-pass and ring roads in those  

cities in order to have a clear understanding as to why such plans of action were taken and 

how those cities benefited from such plans. An overall assessment show clearly that those 

cities were properly and comprehensively planned in terms of traffic and its management, 

and the net result also show that ‘through traffic’; an issue with MBPJ at the moment, has 

been diverted out of the city and not brought back into the inner part of those cities.  

This particular element, on how roads and expressways were planned and implemented in 

those cities in order to divert the ‘through traffic’, is a lesson that will hopefully be a 

guiding principle not only for PJ but for many other emerging cities in Malaysia. 
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4 Information & Study Review 

This review was helped by the fact that most of the reports requested by MDS consultants 

were made available by the authorities concerned. MDS is particularly thankful for the kind 

assistance extended by LLM and MBPJ staff in getting the meetings organised and for the 

viewing of several relevant documents at short notice.  

This chapter presents all the key points that have been asked at MBPJ level and they have 

been organised into eight (8) key issues. They are presented in the form of critical analysis 

technique and supported by extract of details (tables, maps, diagrams, etc.) taken from the 

various reports examined in the review process.  

Some of the key information obtained during the meetings, discussions and interviews were 

also included in the write up but without making any reference as to the time, venue or any 

particular person or persons. Suffice to say that the views and opinions obtained through 

those meetings, discussions and interviews were checked and verified by the consultants. 

Several local newspapers, websites and internet sites were also used as other sources of 

information and reference.  

The key review points are listed below and each point is elaborated further in the sections 

below. 

Key Review Points 

I. The planning process: the question and subsequent objections. 

II. PJ is not congested so the ‘fear’ about gridlock in 2018 will not happen. 

III. ‘Through’ Traffic should NOT be channelled towards the city centre. 

IV. If PJ needs an expressway at all, it should be conceived as a By-Pass for PJ 

instead and certainly not through the city centre. 

V. Sungai Penchala alignment was considered as an Option but was rejected by 

JPS on the basis of a threat to river life; so therefore by having Kidex passing 

through residential corridor, wouldn’t it be a threat to human life too? 

VI. SIA was poorly done and very unsatisfactory. 

VII. The 200 meter corridor affects 3,874 lots which is a very sizeable number.  

VIII. The 13 meter set back is a critical issue that cannot be resolved and a major 

concern to residents. 

The above eight (8) Key Review Points are presented below according to sub-section 4.1 to 

4.8. 
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4.1 The Poor Planning Process 

The absence of a highway master plan for Malaysia and especially for urban areas such as 

the Klang Valley, where the most number of highways are located, is definitely a major 

concern to us all. Under normal circumstances, it would be of great help if a highway 

master plan document that is complete with historical traffic flow figures were available 

especially in this current information technology era.  

A question thus arises on how the authorities decide and plan a network of highways and 

expressways in the country?  

A more important question will be; how the government decides that one expressway 

proposal is to be evaluated?  

The proposal for this particular expressway, we were told, was an unsolicited proposal that 

came directly from the private sector company that owns Kidex. In other words, it was not 

thought of by the government or the relevant agency that governs expressway planning or 

the economic planning unit. 

The original concept proposal of Kidex stood on a report that was based on an origin 

destination survey (O-D) (Report No 1) which was presented to MDS Consultants by the 

project consultants on 24th September 2014.  

The project consultants for Kidex adopted the O-D matrix model (HPU) with similar 

zoning and said that they updated the trips demand to 2014 and then projected it to 2018 

and beyond. 

Also, at the LLM meeting on 3 November, Perunding Atur, which was responsible for the 

2006/2007 O-D matrix study on behalf of HPU, presented their version of the Selangor 

state wide study. The presentation cleared and clarified certain earlier issues pertaining to 

the O-D matrix model that was debated before. 

The consultant from Perunding Atur however categorically mentioned, that at that time the 

Kidex alignment was not part of this study and that the O-D matrix study was not done for 

the purpose of determining any alignment for any particular highway, Kidex included.  

Based on the documents examined by the consultants in this review, it is quite obvious that 

the approval of the concept proposal of this expressway is top down, meaning that the 

submission of the concept proposal (not the Study Documents) was made to the National 

Economic Council first and received its approval from the cabinet prior to any studies. 

This decision super ceded any studies and considerations by the appropriate and expert 

agency that is the Highway Planning Unit (HPU) of the Ministry of Works.  
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Chronology of Events 

Source: Value Management Study Report, May 2012 

One would imagine that in the context of national planning scenario especially for such an 

important piece of infrastructure that may directly have adverse implications on specific 

residents and the general public, the expert agency should undertake the studies and 

execution process instead of merely providing a minor role.  

In this case, the submission would have been better made to the HPU, first and foremost, 

so that a proper and comprehensive planning process in accordance with all the guidelines, 

criteria and evaluation process could have been undertaken, more appropriately together 

with the state of Selangor and local governments concerned. For instance, at this point in 

time, MBPJ local and structure plans do not contain this expressway alignment, which is an 

important issue in itself as the Planning Act that governs local and structure plans, must be 

made public and receive public objections.  

Issues such as local plan contents and many others especially those related to the 

identification of the appropriate corridor, the proposed alignment, 13 meter set back, 

residents and public objections, EIA and SIA, could have been studied, addressed and 

resolved at the early stage of the planning works had the state and local governments been 

involved and prior to the submission of the proposal to the highest decision making body, 

the Cabinet, to make its final decision.  
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Instead, the project which was deemed to have been approved by the cabinet, became a 

problem which was objected to and disproved by, namely PJ residents, the public at large, 

their councillors and doubted by state agency such as JKR Selangor. 

JKR Selangor, for instance, in one of the technical committee meetings said that they do 

not see how this expressway will reduce traffic in the areas concerned. JKR went on to 

mention that this expressway will not be helpful to JKR roads.  

It is thought that this sort of objection and differences in views in the planning process 

could have been handled better and sorted out had HPU (and possibly LLM & MoW) 

together with the state and local governments been allowed to play its rightful role in 

determining the planning process of the expressway. HPU (and LLM), as the expert and 

main highway planning agency in the country, was specifically set up to play that role and 

undertake the planning responsibility. It should have been left to the HPU and assisted by 

LLM and state agencies to study, plan, recommend and take it upwards (through the MoW) 

right up to the Cabinet for the eventual approval so that by the time the Cabinet said yes, 

the project could go ahead immediately. 

4.2 PJ is certainly NOT congested 

In many of the meetings held between Kidex and PJ residents it has been repeated that PJ 

roads will become gridlocked by 2018 if Kidex is not built (e.g New Straits Times Thursday 

20 November 2014.) The truth is that at this moment in time, many roads especially 

around PJ city centre is not congested at all.  

That PJ is truly not congested can be seen in reality, anytime of day and night and have 

actually been proven by Kidex consultants Runding Trafik MZK themselves in Table 2.  

Refer Table 2 below. 

All the thirteen roads in PJ examined by the consultants show a VC ratio of 0.5 or less 

except for one road No. 7 (Jalan Templer/Jalan Klang Lama) which had a VC ratio of 0.66 

for morning peak and 0.72 for evening peak.  

Similarly, all roads examined showed good level of service (LOS) C or better except for 

Road No 7 with LOS D. 
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Table 2: Operational Performance of thirteen (13) Existing Roads in PJ 

Source: Additional TIA Report, Runding Trafik MZK, 2014 

With the above VC ratios and LOS, all the thirteen roads in PJ will be able to operate 

satisfactorily for many years to come and certainly beyond 2018 (with the exception of 

perhaps Jalan Templer/Jalan Klang Lama junction).  

As of early October 2014, Jalan Barat, Jalan Utara, Jalan Timur and Jalan Sultan have been 

converted into a one way traffic flow system. It has been observed that this new traffic 

system is working very well. Our estimates are that the VC ratios for these roads have 

improved (and gone much lower) and that their LOS are most likely operating at LOS A.   
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As a result, PJ has not only added more capacity to the existing road system but traffic 

congestion is no longer an issue at all for these roads mentioned as traffic is circulating very 

well. Therefore, Kidex’s role in solving traffic congestion in PJ now needs to be re-

examined in the light of the LOS figures. 

PJ does not have the volume that says 43,696 PCUs1 will be captured at Jalan Harapan toll 

booths (southbound) and another 44,421 PCUs1 (northbound) in 2015. Where is this traffic 

coming from? 

4.3 A Bypass Road designed for ‘Through’ Traffic 

It has been pointed out in many Kidex reports (eg VMR page 1 – see Appendix 3) that 

Kidex would act as a by-pass road for Lebuhraya Damansara Puchong (LDP) and that it 

would also provide additional ‘dispersal’ for North South traffic. This fact of the matter has 

not been explicitly discussed with PJ residents. 

These two points, a by-pass road for LDP and dispersal road for North South traffic, are 

key pointers as to how traffic would get generated by this new expressway and the level of 

volume that PJ city centre has to deal with in the future.  

 The most fundamental question is: Does PJ need this ‘through’ traffic?   

 Do the residents and MBPJ for that matter want to receive more ‘through’ traffic in 

PJ roads especially in the city centre? 

 What are the implications and true impacts of such a catastrophe?  

A clear cut case can be learned from LDP and this is explained below. 

Traffic currently using LDP are mainly ‘through’ traffic. By definition, ‘through’ traffic is 

 traffic that does not want to stop in town or city centre; their destinations are normally on 

the other side of town or city. As opposed to ‘local’ traffic, they prefer higher speed road, 

faster journey time and uninterrupted routes.  

In traffic planning term, there is always a degree of need to try and separate the ‘through’ 

traffic from the ‘local’ traffic. 

There is no doubt that LDP is heavily used at the moment with heavy traffic recorded 

throughout the hours of the day. (Kindly refer to Appendix 2 on specific issues related to 

LDP). 

 

 

                                                 

1 Reference: Kidex Traffic Forecast Report 
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Inherent problems with LDP can be attributed to: 

a Insufficient capacity (only two lanes per direction with no emergency lane provided 

along the elevated sections. 

b Too many ramps (up & down) which cause traffic to weave between one lane to 

another for exiting or joining purposes. 

c The mixture of ‘through’ traffic and ‘local’ traffic creates a lot of chaos (especially at 

the intersections). Also, local traffic travel at lower speed whereas ‘through’ traffic 

travel at higher speed; another source of conflict. 

d Toll collection booth area is another source of long queues, weaving and 

congestion points where traffic speed is practically brought to zero. 

e A two lane designed expressway (with no emergency lane) often cause bottlenecks 

when a vehicle stalls or breaksdown. The expressway is reduced to a single lane, 

drastically reducing its operating speed and reducing its capacity further.  

LDP is therefore a living proof on how an ill-conceived and poorly planned expressway has 

caused chaos to many motorists. And yet they still have to pay toll to use it. The issue here 

is for the authorities to resolve whatever problems that LDP is facing instead of simply 

diverting the traffic to PJ. PJ New Town should not be made to suffer due to LDP’s 

failure.  

LDP’s shortcomings and insufficiency need to be addressed and resolved with or without 

the new (Kidex) expressway and should not be done at the expense of PJ New Town. 

One suggestion perhaps, LDP should be expanded and elevated, with no ramps in 

certain key sections and turn it into a completely dedicated ‘through’ traffic 

expressway with no access to ‘local’ traffic at all.  

In this way, local traffic is separated from ‘through’ traffic and vice versa. Capacity 

on LDP will increase and so will the PJ local roads.  

It is therefore imperative that PJ city centre does not have to suffer a similar fate as those  

residents living along LDP, by getting a share of the ‘through’ traffic. 

4.4 Does PJ need A By-Pass Road? 

A by-pass road that is commonly built or seen in many cities or towns in Europe or the 

United States is meant to reduce ‘through’ traffic that go through town or inner city. As a 

town grows to become a city, traffic that are attracted to it follow suit. Most traffic planners 

for local authorities will thus be concerned at the amount of ‘through traffic’ that pass 

through the town or city centre.  

Thus, the idea in creating a by-pass road is so that ‘through traffic’ can use this new by-pass 

road in order to by-pass the city centre. As a result, the city centre can continue to flourish, 

remain pleasant and be used only by ‘local’ traffic and remain uncongested. That is where 

the traffic term ‘by-pass’ road, or ‘circular’ road or ‘peripheral’ road came to be known and 

established.  
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London’s M25 (or London Orbital) is one of the famous examples where funds were spent 

and continues to be spent in expanding the by-pass roads so that ‘through’ traffic can avoid 

going through London and that the city centre does not get congested by traffic.  

Paris is also known for its periphery road which is similar in nature to M25. There is 

certainly a high value attached to a city centre that is not clogged with traffic.  

KL’s MRR2 was planned to be as such, though it actually failed at the implementation stage 

as it got mixed up between local and through traffic.  

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 3: Bypass & Ring 

roads in the UK 
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Figure 4: Boulevard 

Peripherique Ring 

Road in Paris 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: I-295 - an auxiliary Interstate Highway designated as a bypass around 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

However, it must be pointed out very clearly that very seldom the situation is done in 

reverse, that is to encourage or channel ‘through’ traffic to go via the city centre. This is 

what is wrong with Kidex, (Page 1, Section 1.2 of VMR dated May 2012-see Appendix 3) 

where through traffic from one source that is NKVE, is systematically channelled to go 

through the city centre of PJ in order to get to the other side. It was mentioned that about 

20% of LDP traffic will also be diverted. 

             Interstate 295 [I-295], 

Delaware to New Jersey 

Philadelphia 
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Similarly, traffic from the south, Putrajaya, Puchong, Kinrara, etc. is being planned to go 

through PJ in order to travel north and to join NKVE and eventually PLUS highway.  

This concept proposal is very much going against the principles and guidelines of proper 

traffic planning and management. Certainly, it goes against the principles of town and city 

traffic planning where the aim is to reduce the volume of ‘through traffic’ in inner cities but 

not the other way around. This principle is paramount and closely followed by established 

cities in Europe and the United States. Why should PJ be any different? 

The point that Kidex is elevated and therefore ‘through traffic’ is running above the 

existing roads is not a positive point too. In fact, this proposal would make it worse for PJ 

city centre, as the elevated super structures and hundreds of columns would be erected 

along the city centre roads. These columns would become too prominent and too many of 

them will certainly spoil the cityscape where a lot of fully grown trees have to be chopped 

down to make way for the structures. The structures and columns will also limit the views, 

block the natural lights and reduce any aesthetic values left in PJ. 

So does PJ need a by-pass road? The answer is yes, but not through the city centre or PJ 

New Town.  

It will certainly need one in the future. The following section addresses this issue of a by-

pass road that is needed by PJ in relation to Kidex proposal. 

4.5 Sg. Penchala Option 

According to the concept plan as shown in the VMR, the 14.9 km expressway was broken 

into three (3) different sections and each section was studied separately on their merits and 

demerits.  

4.5.1 Section 1  

Section 1 is between NKVE to the start of Sprint Highway. There were three options for 

this stretch and the preferred option was Option 3.  
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Figure 6: Section 1: NKVE’s Damansara Toll/ Bandar Utama Interchange – Option 3 

Source: Value Management Study Report, May 2012 

For Section 1, it is recognised that traffic exiting NKVE is heavy and congestion at 

Damansara toll is a big problem that PLUS has to somehow resolve as it has been 

occurring for some time. Beyond the toll booths traffic joining in from down the ramp of 

Lebuh Bandar Utama weave in to join into the start of Sprint expressway. From Sg 

Penchala village traffic is also comes in and weaves into Damansara Utama as well as the 

Sprint elevated section. The conflicts at these joining locations cause traffic to slow down 

and the build up from NKVE is simply making the situation worse. 

This particular section between the end of PLUS and the start of Sprint has been a major 

concern to all including MBPJ for quite some time. The mixture of exiting ‘through’ traffic 

from PLUS and ‘local’ traffic from Bandar Utama and Kg Sg Penchala making their way 

into PJ and KL has to be studied further in order to provide the right kind of solutions. 

Providing more capacity in the form of elevated expressway, as proposed by Kidex, would 

certainly ease the situation especially for traffic travelling towards KL and PJ.  

However, when considering traffic coming from the opposite or southerly direction going 

towards NKVE, a left turning outlet that goes straight into Lebuh Bandar Utama may not 

be ideal. Residents of Bandar Utama are very critical to the proposal and so are the many 

parents whose children are studying at Kolej Bandar Utama (KBU), SMK Bandar Utama 

and the British School.  
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Therefore it is suggested that Bandar Utama interchange at Lebuh Bandar Utama including 

all the ramp up and ramp down for this particular interchange be reviewed or done away 

with. 

4.5.2 Section 2  

Section 2 (PJ New Town) is roughly a 3 km stretch that is studied between Sprint Highway 

and NPE. There are four (4) options considered in this section. 

The feasibility matrix shown in VMR is re-illustrated in this review.  

Table 3: Feasibility Matrix/ Ratings for PJ New Town 

 

Source: Value Management Study Report, May 2012 

The difference between all the highest and lowest options in this section were only 7.5 

points. As noted in this review, the preferred option for this section (Option 3) is the one 

that has the highest objections from PJ residents. However, Option 4, which was studied to 

straddle Sg Penchala and appears to avoid the residential and commercial areas of PJ New 

Town has not been tested and brought into a discussion with the residents. 

Given its location which is away from houses and commercial premises, and that it actually 

runs at the back of factories and warehouses, it could be conceivable that there would be 

limited objection from PJ residents. 
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VMR listed its merits as: 

 Proposed alignment on elevated structures – existing traffic circulation is 

maintained 

 Existing road reserve within the corridor can be utilized. 

An interesting feature of Option 4 is that it avoids PJ New Town completely as it cuts 

above the Federal Highway into Jalan Templer and turns southerly above Jalan Penchala 

towards its original alignment at NPE. It can thus be a truly by-pass road for PJ as it goes 

on the outskirts of PJ New Town.  

PJ New town, however, is not served by any interchange in the preferred option. Given the 

by-pass concept for PJ New Town, it is conceivable that if Option 4 is being reconsidered, 

an interchange could be created at the junction of Jalan Templer/Jalan Penchala 

roundabout in order to serve PJ New Town in the direction of Jalan Penchala leading to 

Jalan Barat/Jalan Sultan junction. This interchange will definitely bring benefits to both 

parties, Kidex and PJ New Town. 

This interchange, when built, would definitely benefit  the residents of PJ South as traffic 

on the other side of the railway track could make a direct trip to PJ New Town without 

having to go through the long, winding and congested interchange at Jalan Templer/Jalan 

Klang Lama, the only road in PJ with LOS D and VC ratio of more than 0.7. 

This review certainly feel strongly about Option 4 as an alternative feasible alignment and 

the accompanying possibility of having an interchange that would be beneficial to all 

parties; Kidex, PJ South residents, PJ New Town and residents/commercial owners who 

would have been affected by Option 3.  

The review is also of the opinion that despite the initial objection from JPS in using Sg 

Penchala as the base for the Option 4 alignment, mitigation measures and preventive steps 

could be taken in order to preserve or to prevent the risks to river life. 

The review therefore strongly recommends that Option 4 alignment be re-studied in order 

to suit all parties. 

4.5.3 Section 3 

The review did not find any issues with the preferred option in Section 3. Furthermore, the 

alignment beyond the boundary of MBPJ was not part of the scope and therefore was not 

reviewed. 
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4.6 SIA Report Review 

This review would like to point out that the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) for this Kidex 

proposal was poorly conducted and remains very unsatisfactory. It did not address issues 

related to the objections put forward by the complaining residents. In an urban setting such 

as Petaling Jaya, where the literacy rates among the residents are considered high, it 

becomes imperative that such a study address the impending issues and problems brought 

up both by the project and by the residents. This SIA should reflect the seriousness of the 

matter and provide findings and answers that would cement the differences between the 

parties concerned.  

The SIA did not address some of the issues raised by the residents especially when it was 

made known that there will be 3,874 lots that are directly affected by the project. Despite a 

clearly reported case that 3,874 lots will be directly affected by the expressway, the SIA 

somehow did not consider a sample from this figure. The lots were determined or 

measured on the basis of a centre line distance of 100 meter on each side, resulting in an 

expressway corridor of a 200 meter alignment within which the expressway will take its 

footage, shape and design.  

There is also the 13 meter ‘set back’ rules, regulations and process that are being used to 

make a decision on which plot would be acquired for the purpose. The 13-meter set back 

rule has been in force since December 2007.  

These rules, regulations and process were not and are still not clearly understood by many 

residents. Although this ‘set back’ issue is familiar to those who are working in government 

departments and agencies directly involved in road and highway planning, most residents, 

however, have not had prior knowledge or experience on this set back issue.  

They, therefore cannot comment much unless they are briefed prior to the SIA survey been 

conducted. According to many residents met, this briefing was not conducted. This 

important 13-meter set back rule was also not detailed out in the SIA survey questionnaires 

and neither was any briefing done for the residents. 

In fact, according to the report, less than 2% of those who live less than 100 meters away 

from the alignment were interviewed by the staff of the consultancy company. And yet we 

know that 3,874 lots are within the 100 meter alignment (on both sides). This is obviously a 

major flaw in the entire exercise and not acceptable. The SIA results are not representative 

of the actual situation on the ground and therefore should not be accepted. 

This review strongly recommends that a revised SIA, that is representative of the 3,874 

lots, be undertaken unless a change in the alignment as per Option 4 is to be seriously 

considered. 

Change the alignment in order to minimize the number of lots affected (thereby 

minimising the objections) is actually an important and serious consideration that needs to 

be looked into urgently. 
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4.7 The 200 meter corridor and Property Encroachment  

The 200 meter corridor, when applied to the proposed expressway alignment has produced 

a term referred to as ‘property encroachment’ for some of the roads. These affected roads 

are: 

 Jalan Harapan 

 Jalan Semangat 

 Jalan Utara, Jalan Timur & Jalan Sultan (for Kinrara bound) 

 Jalan Utara & Jalan Barat (for NKVE bound) 

 Jalan Penchala. 

As the expressway is shown to pass through all of the roads mentioned, the residents and 

property owners along the roads object to the proposal.  

They argued in many of the meetings that the expressway especially the proposed loop is 

poorly conceived and serves very little purpose. It is pretty obvious that the expressway is 

taking advantage of the available space along these roads (Jalan Timur, Jalan Barat & Jalan 

Utara) for the purpose of putting up the numerous columns that will support the super 

elevated structures. If viewed from the purpose of providing capacity to ‘through’ traffic, it 

will ensure a smooth flow of traffic. But this would be at the expense of PJ residents and its 

city centre. 

Table 4: Summary of Property Encroachment at Critical Sections  

 

Source: Value Management Study Report, May 2014 

The review shares the view that he loop serves no purpose as far as local traffic is 

concerned. Except for separating the ‘through’ traffic between north bound and south 

bound traffic direction, the loop does not serve any other purpose other than maintaining a 

smooth flow for the estimated 11,000 lorries daily that is forecast in Kidex report. 
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 PJ residents also said that even if ramps (up and down) are provided along the loops at 

strategic points, they are of little use to the local residents. Why would anyone use it to get 

around PJ (and pay toll) when you can use the roads underneath? This loop is actually quite 

meaningless for local traffic access and capacity purposes. It will only serve as a big eye 

sore in terms of structural blocks and super elevated structures fronting peoples’ houses on 

both sides of the loop.  

The new expressway has claimed it is able to reduce travelling time 

between Damansara and Kinrara (or vice versa) by about 25%. This may be true for 

‘through’ traffic including the 11,000 lorries daily but at the expense of PJ residents and 

3,784 plots of land, whereby 10% of the lots may need to be acquired. So this 

property encroachment issue is really a major issue for the residents and this section 

of the expressway alignment has to be shifted elsewhere. 

4.8 The 13 meter setback or less 

Some of the residents interviewed, despite not having been told through the SIA study, is 

now aware of the 13m setback that is confronting them and the possibility of a 

superstructure hanging in front of their houses without them receiving any form of 

compensation. Upon being told, some were really shocked by this news, whilst others 

understandably became very angry and a few of them were abusive of the proposal. 

It has also been reported that the Minister of Works (MoW- Garis Panduan Jarak Undur 

Lebuhraya LLM/PJU/01/08) holds the final say on the issue of land acquisition along the 

intended corridor. It seems that the Minister can choose not to acquire the plot that lies 

within the 13-metre setback, if he so chose. The fact that the Minister of Works (MoW) has 

the final prerogative in determining which plot would be acquired and which plot would 

not, despite it being less than 13m setback, is a sticky issue faced by many property owners. 

They feel that this ruling is unfair and should not be applied into an area which was never 

gazetted to be a highway in the first place. When they purchased their property,  many 

years ago, the road in front of their houses was not designated as highway in any plan.  
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Table 5: Summary of Property Encroachment at Critical Sections – Residential/ 

Commercial breakdown 

 

Source: Value Management Study Report, May 2014 

Without going into details on some of the other comments made, suffice to say that the 

review feels strongly that a very clear, concise and specific explanation be made directly to 

the affected residents along the chosen corridor on the implication of the highway on 

them.  

For this proposal to happen, the agreement from all of the residents and property owners 

must be obtained. Otherwise, an alternative alignment has to be considered.  
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5 Conclusion 

This study merely points out the planning process shortcomings in dealing with such an 

important piece of infrastructure project. In order to avoid mass objection, the methods of 

approval and the flow of the planning process need to be revised, be made consistent and 

more transparent. The lack of suitable documents such as the national highway master plan 

is certainly a major point to note in order to deal with future undertakings. 

At the moment, PJ is definitely not as congested as it was made out to be. But it does not 

mean that a by-pass, in its true sense of the word, meaning, purpose and function is not 

needed. Kidex could play this role if they are willing to reinvestigate the feasibility of using 

Sg.Penchala as the alignment of the middle section of the expressway. In this way it can 

avoid going straight into PJ New Town and going head-on against the residents and 

property owners in PJ. Understandably, the main source of objection from the residents 

and commercial owners alike, is that the expressway that will cater for traffic from outside 

PJ. 

Also, a proper by-pass road (expressway) will enable Kidex to put up a proper interchange 

at Jalan Templer/Jalan Penchala roundabout so that traffic can access PJ new town and at 

the same time traffic from PJ new town can access north and south of Kidex. This 

arrangement would work well with the current one way system that has been successfully 

implemented for PJ.  

The other important element is that it would also provide another alternative and better 

access for those living in PJ South, a rather poor area that has been neglected somewhat. At 

the moment, the residents from this part of PJ are confined and limited to only one 

entrance and exit to PJ, that is, via the congested Jalan Templer/Jalan Klang Lama 

junction. 

PJ residents should not be made to suffer for the reason that the residents along the LDP 

is now suffering from its poorly conceived plans and implementation. Whatever problems 

that exist at LDP should not be transferred to PJ new town through Kidex. LLM is fully 

aware that two wrongs will not make it right. 

The Kidex proposal to PJ residents also suffers from a poor SIA study which did not 

address the main issue; that is the 200 meter corridor and the impact of the 13-metre 

setback rule that is termed as property encroachment. The fact that the Minister of Works 

(MoW) has the final prerogative in determining which plot would be acquired and which 

plot would not, despite it being less than the 13-meter setback is too arbitrary, confusing to 

the property owners and was never highlighted in the SIA survey. 

When the Review consultants participated in the PJ Transportation Study Workshop 

conducted by MBPJ at Dewan Sivik on 14 October 2014, the PJ residents were asked to 

put forward their views and opinions on the traffic and transport plans for PJ. 
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It was noted during this workshop that almost all of the PJ residents were interested on 

issues related to reduction in building plot ratios, reduction in traffic volume, reduction in 

air pollution. The focus was definitely more towards protecting the environment. Popular 

issues tend to be towards making PJ a greener place to live in and making PJ more green 

and environmentally friendly. So bringing more traffic to PJ is definitely not on their 

agenda. 

As a summary, this review would like to highlight a very pertinent issue as an analogy. 

“JPS rejected Option 4 alignment (in Section 2 of the proposed expressway) which is 

supposed to be running above Sungai Penchala, on the basis that the expressway will have 

negative effects on river life”.  

In other words, river life is more important than this expressway.  

Kidex accepted this objection and therefore decided on the Option 3 alignment which 

means that the expressway would go pass the residential and commercial areas of Petaling 

Jaya which are inhabited by human beings.  

In other parts of the Klang Valley, for example the Ampang – Ulu Klang Elevated 

Highway (AKLEH), parts of this expressway have been built directly on top of a river 

(Sungai Kelang).  

Surely, if river life can be protected, then human life should be protected too. Going by the 

same argument, if JPS can object to the Option 4 alignment, MBPJ, being the guardian of 

PJ residents who pay tax regularly, should therefore object to Option 3 as it would have 

greater negative effect on human life.  

 

Source: Value Management Study Report, May 2014 
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Appendix 1: Scope of Work for the Independent 

Review on Kidex 

As for this independent review, the tasks involved in the overall review exercise are: 

1.1 To review any studies including TIA and any other traffic reports: 

1.2 To review any study of the proposed highway that reports reduction of 

congestion as claimed and assumptions made; 

1.3 To review the traffic data, figures, analysis and forecasts presented whether the 

level of service and waiting time on PJ  local roads would be improved; 

1.4 To recheck and verify  the efficiency of egress and ingress of ramps and its 

impact on current of future traffic flow in PJ;  

1.5 To check and review if a comparative study has been conducted for alternative 

alignments and/or public transport line;  

1.6 To meet and discuss with representatives of affected areas in Petaling Jaya with 

regards to traffic and transport issues; and 

1.7 To propose and recommend any corrective measures, possible public transport 

linkages and access and other transport facilities. 

  



 

 An Independent Review of  KIDEX in Petaling Jaya 

Final Report 

Page 31  15 January  2015 

Appendix 2: List of questions posed to the Highway 

Planning Unit (HPU) and LLM 

In the process of completing this review, a series of specific questions, which obviously 

influenced the decision making process on Kidex, were put forward to the Highway 

Planning Unit (HPU), a unit under the Federal Ministry of Works (MoW) and LLM.  

The questions were as follows.  

2.1 In the last meeting at LLM, HPU mentioned that they have their own method 

in evaluating the highway proposals submitted by the private companies. Can 

we be briefed on the evaluation method and what are the standard criteria used 

in determining whether a highway is acceptable or otherwise? 

2.2 Based on those criteria adopted by HPU, how is this expressway rated? 

2.3 Related to the criteria, we believe that 'journey time saving', 'reduction in 

vehicle operating cost' and 'reduce road accidents' are the three main factors of 

consideration that form the basis for the report on the 'Cost Benefits Analysis' 

prepared for this particular expressway. Can HPU please share it with us? 

2.4 We believe that the new expressway will add new capacity to the present road 

network in PJ. We also believe that the calculations of the vehicle/capacity 

ratios for the expressway are determined by the number of lanes and its design 

speed. Can HPU share with us the proposed design speed for this expressway 

and its official capacity (in PCUs per hour per lane). 

2.5 We are made to understand that there will be an alternative road to this 

'privatised' or 'toll' expressway. This is meant for motorists who do not wish to 

use the toll expressway. Can this road be made known please? 

2.6 Are there similar calculations done in terms of vehicle/capacity ratios for this 

alternative road? 

2.7 If there are, can we look at the calculations of its capacity which we believe is 

also derived from the number of lanes and actual traffic speed for that road? 

2.8 If information on item no. 5.6 & 5.7 above are not available, could you assist us 

with getting the right information please? 

2.9 One of the main issues raised by PJ residents is that the new expressway 

should, in theory, free the current local road network from any form of 

congestion. In other words, traffic situation in PJ should get 'better' and not 

'worse' by the presence of this new expressway. The calculations of the VC 

ratios for item no. 5.6 & 5.7 and the subsequent level of service (LOS) 

especially at various intersections and junctions along this new expressway, are 

very important part of the answers to be provided to the local residents. Any 

assistance from HPU in this context is much appreciated. 
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2.10 The residents of PJ have had bad experience with the implementation and the 

presence of Lebuhraya Damansara Puchong (LDP) in their locality. One of the 

key issues raised by many motorists is that LDP was designed without any 

emergency lane especially on the elevated sections of the expressway. Is this a 

standard expressway design for the urban areas in Malaysia? 

2.11 Part of the problems that have caused congestion on LDP in the past is due to 

stalled vehicles and road accidents, whereby the vehicles involved cannot be 

positioned in emergency lane as there is none made available. Given the traffic 

volume, the expressway get easily congested and even rescue and emergency 

vehicles cannot access the scene or location that caused the bottleneck. Are 

there any rectification plans by HPU to make good all these design 

shortcomings and unforeseen mistakes made in the past? 

2.12 Can HPU share those Rectification Plans with us so that we are made aware 

that future expressways would be different and have passed all the necessary 

road or in this case, expressway safety audit? 

2.13 Is the alignment fixed or is there a chance that the alignment can be change to 

suit certain quarters?  

2.14 Is there any other expressway that may appear in PJ in the near term that we 

should be aware of? 
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Appendix 3: Introduction Page of the Value 

Management Study Report 
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Jalan Tun Fuad Stephens, 

88300 Kota Kinabalu, Sabah, 

Malaysia 
 

T +6088 218 435/6  

F +6088 222 588 

ASSOCIATE Offices  

 ENGLAND UK  

Strategic Transport Solutions (STS) International 
Leasowes House 

Rattlinghope, Shrewsbury 

Salop SY5 OSW  

E info@mdsconsultancy.com 

W www.mdsconsultancy.com  

INDONESIA  

PT MDSIndonesia 

E jakarta@mdsconsultancy.com 
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