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The costs were reported both in terms of curve widening and rolllldabout modification, and 
incorporated into the economic analysis. Costs associated with intersection improvements, 
additional climb j;mes, and provision of truck rest areas were regarded as a second order 
magnitude and excluded from the study. 

4.7 OyeraU Eco!!W!tlks. 

The purpose of this contrsct is to perform the overall analysis of the benefits and costs obtained 
elsewhere in the project and provide a final project report summarising the work of the other 
contracts. The economic analysis, which is currently proceeding, is being performed in 
accordance with the PEM but using discount rates of 5% and 10"/0. 

5.0 PRELIMINARY FINDINGS 

Many of the vehicle options examined in the safety evaluation performed below the level of 
the current vehicle fleet, with truck trailer combinations significantly poorer on vehicle 
stability. However, �~� rate changes under the tW() scenarios for all the vehicles considered 
were quite small and are not expected to be significant in the overall evaluation. 

The geometric evaluation has confirmed previous worl<: performed by Transit that indicated that 
road widening will be the most significant cost impact under Scenario B. 

The industry economics study has identified significant but relatively small potential cost 
savings for the economy and for the road freight industry as a result of the possible weight and 
dimension limit increases for trucks. 

The analysis of take up by truck operators of selected vehicle configurations with more 
generous weight and dimension limits indicates that certain configurations like B·trains will 
not prove as popular if the existing structure of Road User Charges is maintained. This 
structure involves disproportionately high charges for certain productive vehicle 
configurations, so much SO that the potential cost savings of such vehicles would be heavily 
offset. 

Other major findings will be reported to the Symposium in Saskatoon. 

It must be stressed that the Government has not to date considered the issue of changing hesvy 
vehicle mass and dimension limits investigated in this project. 
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Present 
Option 3 

Table 1 Vehicle Options considered ill Stage 2 
(OtIwr "I'tiom and alternatives were eliminated following Stage I) 

steer asle 
6.0 
6.0 

Allowable weights (tonnes) 

single axle taodem axle 

8.2 15 
8.8 16 

triaxle 

18 
20 

Wheelbase 
alternative 

Formula Gr&ss mass maximum 
(see note 3) 

Present (see note 2) 

Alternative b 

Notes: 

M = 3L + 10 to 27 tonnes, then; 
M=1.6L+18 

M ~ 3L + 10 to 36 tonnes, then 
M=2L+ 18 

44 tonnes 

44.5,47, 
48.5 and 50 

ronnes 

ScenarioB 

53 tonnes 

62 tonnes 

1. M is the allowable mass in tonnes for a distance L metres between any two or more axles that 
rogether do not constitute an axle set. 

2. The fonnula for the present limits is an approximation of the actual limits. 
3. The maximum gross mass for Scenario B is calculated using an overall axle spacing of 22 

metres up to 62 tonnes. 
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Figure 1 - Project Structure 
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