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Questions submitted by CCC members with responses 

 

Kathy Brady: 

1. The general public and the tourism operators of the Lockyer Valley are extremely 

concerned about the impact of the new rail line on the scenic amenity of our 

beautiful valley because one of the main tourism drawcards for our area is the 

peaceful, scenic, rural countryside, can you please explain in detail the measures 

you will be taking to ensure the new rail line is not a tourism detraction, but rather a 

visually appealing tourism attraction for our area? 

 

We appreciate and understand your concerns and recognise that the reality is that a freight rail 

alignment passing through the Lockyer Valley will have an impact. Wherever possible we seek to 

avoid impacts, and where we can’t we work with the community to appropriately mitigate them.  

The assessment of visual and amenity issues is an important component of the Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) process – as is listening to, and addressing, community concerns. We are 

assessing the potential impacts to scenic views at key locations and considering structures and 

earthworks to meet the requirements set by the Office of the Coordinator-General (OCG).  

 

2. When will we be able to see some detailed illustrations of the rail line as tourism 

attraction that blends in with and enhances our countryside? 

 

We are in the process of preparing visual representations and artistic illustrations of what the rail 

line might look like. We presented some typical examples at the Lockyer Valley CCC meeting on 

11 June 2019.  

We are at preliminary stage with the assessment and are incorporating potential mitigations in the 

Draft EIS submission. It is important to note that the works continue beyond feasibility stage 

through to design and ultimately construction.  

We intend to find solutions that meet the needs of the people that we impact and balance that with 

designing and developing major infrastructure. The visual works, by their nature, are subjective 

and difficult to quantify from one person to the next. In July we will undertake landscape and 

amenity workshops with the community, industry leading landscape architects Lat27 and the 

project design team to specifically discuss current assessment outcomes and reasonable options 

moving forward. 

 

Gordon Van der Est: 

1. ARTC to request for an independent landscape architect to speak to the 

communities to understand how they see their communities and work with them to 

provide visualisation of what we can expect upon completion of the Inland Rail 

alignment. 
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In July we are organising a visual and landscape amenity workshop with leading landscape 

architects Lat27 to ensure community observations and concerns are captured. We will also be 

holding community engagement sessions during July where the results of the visual and landscape 

amenity assessment will be shared.  

We will work with the Lockyer Valley Community Consultative Committee to develop list of suitable 

participants. The date and location for the workshop will be locked in once all attendees have been 

agreed. We request you, through Committee Chair Dr Mark Hohenhaus, propose suitable 

participants for the workshop.  

If you have specific concerns, we strongly encourage you to attend the workshop with the spirit in 

which they are being offered – that is with an openness and sense of collaboration. We also 

encourage you to discuss, and bring forth, concerns from your communities.  

 

 

2. If ARTC has significantly improved the drainage under the existing QR alignment in 

Forest Hill, thereby lowering the peak level in a 1% AEP in and around Forest Hill. 

Why cannot the proposed alignment through Forest Hill be lowered to better match 

the QR heights? 

 

The IR alignment and associated flood modelling studies have resulted in extensive drainage 

requirements under IR line to mitigate increase of 1% AEP flood levels or time of inundation. This 

drainage will also be extended under QR line. It is expected that additional drainage will not 

significantly reduce the 1% AEP threshold.  

The hydrology and drainage works have been a key matter our design team have been navigating 

from the start of the project. Obtaining feedback from the community was a key reason for the 

success of our current design – and ARTC would like to thank all who contributed. 

Regarding perceived improvements under the existing QR alignment, what ARTC have achieved is 

a design for the Inland Rail alignment that maintains or does not significantly worsen the current 

situation – this is under a 1% AEP. A key component of the design is managing afflux levels to 

10mm or less and not materially changing inundation times – as has been discussed with both the 

CCC and broader community previously. 

Our recommendations for drainage are extensive – with drainage being both under our line and 

under the QR line. This is reflective of both regional and local hydrological conditions.  

The current feasibility design is based on meeting a range of needs and addressing operational 

constraints – one of the key factors being vertical grade. As it currently stands, we cannot alter our 

alignment height without having significant issues on the overall design – this includes both 

operational and environmental matters. 

 

Simon Warner: 

1. Understanding that the Queensland Government has not been providing much 

assistance to date to the project in a number of areas - what would be necessary 

create the circumstance to expand what is already a nation building project to 

incorporate fast passenger rail to Grandchester, Laidley, Gatton, Helidon and 
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Toowoomba into the project? This would transform the region, reduce pressure on 

development to the east and make better use of existing public infrastructure across 

the whole of South East Queensland. This is a once in a lifetime opportunity to make 

this happen. 

 

The Inland Rail alignment design is primarily for freight, with the ability to accept passenger 

service. Indeed, the tunnels through both Toowoomba and Little Liverpool Ranges have also been 

designed to accommodate passenger services. 

Part of our brief from the Commonwealth was to provide a feasibility design that was as fast and 

flat as possible, and to not preclude future passenger services. The current feasibility design 

provides allowances for future passenger – this includes both the corridor and passage through 

each of the proposed tunnels. 

 

2. Does the existing Toowoomba Range rail crossing stack up economically once the 

ARTC line goes through in particular on environmental, maintenance and fuel 

consumption grounds?  

 

The existing Toowoomba range rail crossing is a state gove line operating under qr and as such we 

are not in a position to comment on current or future operations. All major infrastructure works are 

not considered in isolation – cumulative matters and broad regional analysis is undertaken as part 

of determining both the level of initial investment and the ultimate cost benefit ratio.  

 

Mark Newton: 

1. How fast will the trains be travelling through Gatton? 

 

The speed is dependent upon various factors, gradient, curvature of the track, loop locations etc. 

The speed through Gatton for 1.8km trains will be as current speeds today, which is 70kmph due to 

the Queensland Rail (QR) curve near Jamison Road level crossing. Speeds will be lower than 

70kmph for trains entering/exiting the loop just East of Gatton.  

 

Neil Cook: 

1. What effect will the raised embankments, particularly in Valley Vista, have on local 

weather. Will the embankments create a swirling wind effect during south-westerly 

winds for those on the southern side, and will the embankments block northerly 

breezes?  

 

There may be localised effects on the leeward side that may occur from time to time. However, in 

terms of effects to regional wind flows, given the large scale associated with atmospheric 

processes, we do not expect any localised effects to be significant or even perceptible.  

 

2. Same question for Grandchester? 
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Similar to the response regarding Valley Vista, there may be localised effects that occur from time 

to time. However, in terms of effects to regional wind flows, given the large scale associated with 

atmospheric processes, we do not expect any localised effects to be significant or even 

perceptible.  

 

3. Will there be noise barriers along the embankments in the residential areas? 

 

Controlling noise is often based on a number of solutions – with the preferred option determined in 

close consultation with all potentially affected stakeholders. The final solutions will depend on 

individual discussions with impacted stakeholders. 

For the H2C section, given how close the alignment is to a number of existing townships, we are 

expecting to require barrier placement in key areas. The initial noise works undertaken to date 

indicate that Gatton and Forest Hill are two areas where noise impacts are expected to require 

targeted mitigation and management measures.  

The final noise control recommendations are currently being developed – we do not have all 

solutions finalised just yet – however, reasonable and practical mitigation measures may comprise 

multiple solutions such as barriers, landscaping, insulation and glazing. 

 

4. When will earthworks start in the Forest Hill to Little Liverpool Range area? 

 

If our current schedule is maintained, we are likely to commence construction sometime during 

2021. Specifically, the earthworks for the Forest Hill to Little Liverpool Range area will be 

determined during detailed design by the successful Public Private Partnership (PPP) consortium. 

It is expected that the tunnelling works will be a critical path item for the construction activities. 

 

5. What is the expected date of completion Melbourne to Brisbane?  

 

We based our business case on having successful through connection from Melbourne to Brisbane 

in 2025. We expect operations of the completed Melbourne to Brisbane Inland Rail route to ramp up 

from 2025 through to reaching a maximum capacity in 2040. This date remains the basis for our 

Service Offering and will be identified within our EIS documentation submitted to the OCG. 

 

Maurice Hennessy 

1. My questions are with the history of rail in Aust and Queensland in particular, what 

Plan B or Plan C is there or has one been considered. The Adelaide to Darwin was 

fortunate to be able to capitalize on tourism, do we have the same luxury? (What is 

the plan if IR fails as a business, similar to the Adelaide/Darwin line? 

 

The Melbourne to Brisbane alignment has been subject to many years of planning, optioneering and 

associated economic scrutiny. The foundation for the current preferred alignment is the business 

case. This provided the necessary information (including risks and associated implications) to the 

Commonwealth prior to the decision to invest a single dollar was made. We are confident that Inland 

Rail will not fail as a business. We have a strategy, structure and accompanying business plan that 
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is aimed at one thing. Making Inland Rail a success. This success means a realised return on 

investment. 

 

2. What efforts are being made to encourage business, in particular, fruit and vegetable 

producers to dump road transport in favour of rail? 

Encouraging, and supporting all local business is one of the key principles of social management – 

it is also an area where we are investing significant time and resources across the entire program. 

Our technical team are currently assessing opportunities for complimentary infrastructure with the 

goal being to stimulate existing, and encourage new, business along the alignment. Within the 

Lockyer – we have had discussions regarding the potential for locally sourced materials to be 

transported south from key locations. The GWIZ site is a recent topic that has been raised. 

We have also had discussion with a number of local transport and farming groups. We will continue 

to be open to suggestions and are keen to actively pursue opportunities – some examples include 

contributions (financial or in-kind), or installation of connections within the design at specific 

locations. 

 

3. I understand there is a standard gauge rail line up the east coast from Melbourne to 

Brisbane (Fishermans Island), which is presently unused. 

 

The existing interstate network uses the NSW North Coast line today to move freight between capital 

cities. However, it is constrained by the meandering, slow infrastructure built over 100 years ago and 

the challenge of passing freight through the Sydney suburban passenger networks, making it less 

attractive to freight providers who therefore opt for road transport. Inland Rail will provide a step 

change in rail capability by delivering infrastructure premised by competitive pricing, 98% reliability, 

a transit time from Melbourne to Brisbane of less than 24 hours, flexibility for faster and slower 

services, and freight that is available when the market wants. 

This service offering is central to Inland Rail and reflects the priorities of freight customers for a road 

competitive service based on reliability, transit time, price and availability. 

 

4. Had consideration been given to using the corridor from Toowoomba to Gladstone. I 

expect it would be a lower cost option, and coal and other freight, mainly export, can 

be loaded on ship, and be closer to destination. 

 

The core of the business case and purpose of Inland Rail is to move containerised freight between 

the capital cities, as this is what our customers wanted. They wanted to unload and load their trains 

in the capital cities. The cascading benefit is to the regions that now have much better accessibility 

to ports in or near the capital cities. 

Diverting to Gladstone would not align with the primary purpose of Inland Rail which is why it has 

not been incorporated into Inland Rail studies. However, the Federal Government and Queensland 

Government are undertaking studies into a suitable corridor between Toowoomba and Gladstone. 

 

Jason Chavasse 
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1. Given the significance of this project and its impacts on the communities it transits, 

is ARTC prepared to delay the release of the draft EIS until there has been an 

appropriate level of consultation/negotiation on specific matters affecting 

communities to avoid any surprises when the draft EIS is released? 

 

We are working with communities to ensure appropriate consultation prior to submission of Draft 

EIS. Each of the 13 projects that make up the Inland Rail Programme are indeed a significant project. 

Each project also brings with it the potential to impact on communities, businesses and residents. 

We do not want any affected stakeholder being surprised when each draft EIS is released. As 

information comes to hand, our team is sharing information.  

We are working closely with and will continue to work with the community to share and consult with 

as many parties as we can prior to submission of the Draft EIS to the Office of the Coordinator 

General (OCG). Community consultation will continue beyond the submissions. 

As raised and discussed in the last CCC, the recent extension of dates requested from the OCG 

provided the added benefit of allowing our entire team to continue with our consultation activities 

with all communities and stakeholders along the route.  

 

2. ARTC is consulting on the Inland Rail but so far, the information transfer has 

predominantly been in one direction - from us to you. The community needs to start 

seeing specific responses and mitigation strategies related to the project to have any 

confidence that you are addressing concerns raised. 

G2H – we appreciate the contribution that the community has already made to the development of 

the design and EIS. The complexity around the tunnel and the traverse through the Great Dividing 

Range has meant that we have spent more time ensuring we get the technical solution right before 

mitigation strategies can be properly assessed. We plan to provide the details you are looking for 

within the next 2-3 months at community information sessions. 

H2C – we have presented the flood modelling assessment outcomes and associated mitigation 

efforts, the methodology of Fauna and Flora assessments, workshops to support Wildnet entries, 

with further workshop on species impacts and mitigation efforts planned this month.  

The next round of community engagement sessions are planned for July to relay EIS impacts and 

mitigations (noise, vibration, pollution, etc.) and there is also a proposal to workshop visual amenity 

with the landscape architect.  

Consultation sessions for the adjacent C2K project were recently held where draft assessment 

outcomes were shared.  

 

  

3. Once the draft EIS is released, is ARTC prepared to assist the community with 

funding of an independent consultant to review the more technical aspects of the EIS 

(eg noise modelling, vibration studies and hydrology)? 

 

We understand the community expects rigour in the review of the technical studies undertaken by 

our consultants. We expect the same and have ensured this through engaging high calibre 
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technical specialists with proven track records, separate internal peer review undertaken of all 

technical documents, local councils are given the opportunity to undertake a technical review, and 

the EIS is reviewed by all appropriate government agencies.  

From the start we have engaged highly experienced technical specialists who are industry leaders. 

The lead team is Future Freight Joint Venture (Auercon and Aecom) – in conjunction with a 

number of technical specialist firms such as: SLR International; KPMG and Lat27. 

We also undertake a separate peer review of all technical documents – this is carried out by the 

SMEC and Arup Joint venture.  

We are confident this process provides sufficient review of technical aspects of the EIS. If there are 

specific areas that the CCC would like further confidence or additional detail, we request that these 

are tabled through the Chair to allow open discussion and appropriate closure.  

 

4. Is the PPP solely for the construction of the tunnel through the Toowoomba Range 

or also for other Inland Rail components and what role is the PPP playing in the EIS 

process and design of the Inland Rail project? 

 

The PPP* consortium will construct the technically challenging alignment between Gowrie and 

Kagaru, including the tunnels through the Toowoomba, Little Liverpool and Teviot Ranges. Its 

responsibilities will also include the detail design of the alignment and maintenance for a period yet 

to be determined.  

The PPP is not involved in the current EIS or approval process. As the detailed design progresses, 

and potential updates or changes to the feasibility design are tabled by the PPP, the PPP will 

provide input to the ARTC team for consideration. Where necessary, any changes to the feasibility 

design of associated approvals will remain an ARTC accountability. Any changes are 

communicated with stakeholders. The extent of communication is driven by the potential 

implications of the proposed change. 

For all project phases, including future operations, ARTC will maintain full responsibility. 

 

*Public Private Partnership (PPP) is a delivery model and is typically a cooperative arrangement 

between two or more public and private sectors. They are primarily used for infrastructure provision.  

 

Tom Kelly 

1. With the new alignment from Liverpool range to Grandchester going further south 

towards the school and up on an embankment, what will the noise and visual impact 

on the school? 

 

The impact assessment is underway, the outcomes and potential mitigation proposals will be 

discussed with relevant stakeholders, including Education Queensland.   
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2. What impact will the embankments from Liverpool range to Grandchester have on 

the water flowing in the Western creek and flooding in Grandchester flowing onto 

Calvert? 

 

The hydrologic and hydraulic investigation has been undertaken to inform and assess the potential 

impacts that the feasibility design has upon the existing flood regime. The modelling has 

demonstrated that impacts are generally within the limits of the nominated design criteria.  

Result of this investigation has led to the introduction into the design of: 

• 5 rail bridges 

• 6 rail reinforced concrete box culverts (RCBC) locations (multiple cells in places) 

• 25 rail reinforced concrete pipe culvert (RCP) locations (multiple cells in places) 

 

 

3. From Grandchester to Calvert there will be installed a series of culverts under the 

Inland rail, will these culverts be extended to go under the current QR rail line? 

 

Yes, in a shared corridor where the alignments are parallel.  

 

4. How will the Calvert Station Rd rail crossing be designed and what impact will it have 

on current roads, Calvert Station Rd, Gipps St, the Hiddenvale Rd bridge over the 

Western Creek? 

 

The current feasibility design works are designed to maintain, with view of improving wherever 

possible, current roads and associated road travel.  

Currently there will be two active level crossings at Calvert, one at Station Road and one at Neumann 

Road. The Hiddenvale Road Bridge over Western Creek and Gipps St are unaffected. Neumann 

road will require some realignment to the south.  

 

Ken Moore 

1. Given that the TOR places a critical importance on the “consultation process’ and 

the considerable investment by all Australians taxpayers (10 Billion Dollars) the 

impact on the significant national environmental and world listed agricultural 

economic asset the Lockyer Valley with "the scenic and cultural landscape", Would 

you agree that the internal ARTC consultation process has not been successful due 

to the lack of a communication strategy? 

 

You are correct in stating the importance of the consultation process. The efforts towards each of 

the Inland Rail team – in H2C and more broadly throughout Queensland are not small. All of the 

team are fully committed and invested in understanding the communities needs and delivering on 

our promises.  
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The amount of feedback we have received, shows we have some positive signs from our approach 

to communications. We have learnt some lessons, and there are areas we can always improve – 

but the evolving needs to stakeholders is what makes delivering projects so exciting for the entire 

team. 

 

 

2. Could you provide the IRP narrative on the consultative approach required within the 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS) regarding how you will engage with the receiving 

communities of the Lockyer Valley?  

 

Inland Rail is a large and complex project which requires a comprehensive community consultation 

to inform the planning and design as part of the EIS. Over the past 18 months, we have consulted 

with our communities and stakeholders and we are only now approaching the stage of the project 

lifecycle where we are able to return to the community to present how your feedback and our 

studies have shaped the feasibility design.   

G2H – we appreciate the contribution that the community has already made to the development of 

the design and EIS. The complexity around the tunnel and the traverse through the Great Dividing 

Range has meant that we have spent more time ensuring we get the technical solution right before 

mitigation strategies can be properly assessed. We plan to provide the details you are looking for 

within the next 2-3 months at community information sessions. 

H2C – we have presented the flood modelling assessment outcomes and associated mitigation 

efforts, the methodology of Fauna and Flora assessments, workshops to support Wildnet entries, 

with further workshop on species impacts and mitigation efforts planned this month.  

The next of community engagement sessions are planned for July to relay EIS impacts and 

mitigations (noise, vibration, pollution, etc.) and there is also a proposal to workshop visual amenity 

with the landscape architect.  

Consultation sessions for the adjacent C2K project were recently held where draft assessment 

outcomes were shared.  

We have also opened an office in Gatton, where community members are invited to drop in to 

discuss the alignment.  

 

 

3. Is there a communication strategy located or tabled for this project, so members can 

engage with ARTC?  

 

Yes, there is a communication plan and it includes various methods of communication for the 

community to engage with Inland Rail such as: 

• Community Consultative Committee – detailed in the charter is the reach into 

community groups and areas being represented 

• Regular newsletters, enews and social media platforms 

• ARTC website with an interactive map where members of the community can ask 

questions or provide comment. Plus, extensive online tools. 

• 1800 number is published on all notifications and mailouts 
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• Office in Gatton, where community members are invited to drop in to discuss the 

alignment 

• Also, information session, presentations, attendance at shows, popup sessions etc. 

 

4. In an article ‘Rail consultation extensive’ – MP, within the Beaudesert Times 

16.8.2017 by Michael Burge and quote ‘Community concerns about the increased 

freight under the Australian Track Corporation Inland Rail Project have been 

addressed by Member for Wright Scott Buchholz’. This article gives rise to one of 

our deepest concern that limited consultation has taken place around the increase in 

24 hours freight movement and accompanying operational frequency noise from 

operating freight trains and infrastructure maintenance rollingstock and stationary 

freight trains held in loops. Could you please table any discussions that have taken 

place regarding public nuisance associated with increase operational noise 

frequency for the LVCC? 

 

We are doing this by first understanding the level of all potential impacts. This then allows the team 

to provide the best possible outcomes for the communities and stakeholders with which Inland Rail 

will interact.  

A series of community engagement sessions are planned for July to relay EIS impacts and 

mitigations (noise, vibration, pollution, etc.). 

 

5. In a 2017 LNP Progress Report Volume 3 Newsletters & Advertising – ‘Inland Rail 

must benefit the Lockyer Valley’ the federal member for Wright stated “We know the 

rail line is a project of national significance, but it’s crucial that adjourning 

communities are not disadvantage – the Lockyer Valley is a case in point? Then 

increasing operational noise frequency resulting from train movement does it not 

disadvantage the adjoining community and surrounding environment of Forest Hill 

given it already in close proximity to the WMRL and associated noise generating 

infrastructure? 

 

The assessment of impacts will be based on existing and potential rail movements in 2025 and 

2040.  Mitigation and management measures will be recommended, further to the current feasibility 

design, to minimise our potential footprint. Measurable benefits will have targets set and will be 

measured in economic gains such as jobs and investment. The LVRC non-negotiable key 

principles are being considered and adhered to at all stages.  

 

 

6. In ‘Senate Estimates – Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 

Committee of Monday 26th February and 22nd October 2018 regarding the problems 

relating to train frequency operation noise and the impact on local committees’ 

social fabric, health and economic outlook. It would appear ARTC corporate 

responsibility is based on avoidance through new and old project classifications and 

noise and emission nuisance to local government authorities, customers and 

industry to fix noise attenuation after construction. At 11.16 Australian Rail Track 

Corporation Ltd Senate hearings “Senator Williams inquired who would fix the 
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problem of noise generated by frequency operational train noise on the adjoining 

community to Mr Fullerton Chief Operations Officer for ARTC between Maitland and 

Minnimah, taking into account frequency increase of two to three trains a day 50 

years ago to two and three trains every half hour. A significant increase! Taking into 

account the IRP infrastructure design is for 25 to 57 train movements a day, then fast 

forward 10 years will this not be the situation in Forest Hill and other receiving 

communities along the IRP preferred alignment through the Lockyer Valley? Then 

why build it, if we already know the outcome.? 

 

The technical studies that Inland Rail will undertake include assessment of emissions, noise and 

vibration. As mentioned above, existing, 2025 and 2040 rail traffic is being considered. Where the 

studies determine specific treatments are required, based on our conservative strategy presented 

earlier [in the meeting presentation], ARTC is committed to implementing those treatments. 

 

7. In reference to the same estimate hearings Mr. Fullerton CEO ARTC regarding 

Senator Williams and Rice regarding operational train frequency noise and impact on 

families living in close proximity to the Maitland to Minimah railway corridor stated “I 

cannot give you an answer on that today. It is a problem we have right across all of 

our corridors. We do what we can” Then, if we know it is a problem and we have 

knowledge of the impacts, whether old or new project classification then why are 

preceding to impose these conditions on the township of Forest Hill and other 

receiving communities’ families? 

 

Noise assessments indicate that mitigation measures will be required at some locations. 

Reasonable and practical mitigation measures may comprise multiple solutions; barriers, 

landscaping, insulation and glazing and final solutions will depend discussions with impacted 

stakeholders.  

 

 

8. The ARTC CEO (and IRP proponent) declared they are aware of the noise problem 

and do what they can. They have stated they continue to work with communities 

affected by noise, (Refer to the Maitland to Minnimah coal chain about a thousand – 

odd adjacent households along this rail corridor.) trying to do the best we can to 

minimise that impact on communities. Is the statement not a precursor for 

understanding that IRP will create a significant impact on adjoining communities? 

 

As mentioned, noise assessments indicate that mitigation measures will be required at some 

locations ARTC is not denying that or hiding from our responsibilities in any way. Reasonable and 

practical mitigation measures may comprise multiple solutions; barriers, landscaping, insulation 

and glazing and final solutions will depend discussions with impacted stakeholders.  

 

9. In consultation with ARTC IRP and other interstate environmental consultants that 

Noise Reduction Walls are not an effective device for reducing the impact of train 

operation noise frequency regardless of infrastructure specifications. If this is the 

device relied upon to reduce noise nuisance in Forest Hill then this community will 

be exposed to significant impacts on their social, health and wellbeing, scenic and 
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cultural landscape, and loss to domestic and economic livelihoods. Is it your 

administration view that is all we have to do given the specifications we need to meet 

to construct the IRP? 

 

The effectiveness of any control measure is subject to existing conditions, level of potential impact 

and a range of site-specific variables, constraints and potentially impacted receiver wants/needs.  

There are a number of noise control measures available in the mitigation hierarchy. 

We expect, as is often the case that there will be a combination of strategies which is implemented 

following detailed design – this is combined with ongoing stakeholder engagement and continued 

environmental management.  

 

10. In Beaudesert Times dated 16.8.2017 reporter Michael Burge and quote ‘Community 

concerns about the increased freight under the Australian Track Corporation Inland 

Rail Project - ARTC outlined some of the train movements will carry coal1.8 

kilometres in length on present rollingstock and up to 3 kilometres if more trains 

were purchased.)  When construction is complete, and corridor commissioned, 

“Who will be responsible for this nuisance of operational train frequency noise 

created by laden freight trains every two to three trains an hour, those stationary on 

passing loops and continuous infrastructure rollingstock work 24 hours to maintain 

rail network?” 

 

ARTC will retain responsibility for commissioned alignment. It is worth noting that the train consists 

quoted above do not align with that proposed in the business case - 1.8km containerised freight 

trains with potential for future 3.6km, but coal trains of only 1km in length. 

 

 

11. Taking into account your due diligence assessment confirmed that the township of 

Forest Hill was established almost a decade before the rail easement was 

constructed and consideration that the common law of nuisance will have full affect. 

Therefore, the final design and alignment decision making process should consider 

the intervention of prolong class actions through contingency legal frameworks by 

action groups and the receiving communities. Then why are we preceding to bring 

further nuisance to the community of Forest Hill?  

 

ARTC is developing the Inland Rail project within existing legal frameworks – this is at both a State 

and Federal level. This framework includes opportunities for comments, RTI and various associated 

appeals. 

With any major development, particularly one of the breadths and scale of Inland Rail, we would be 

surprised if some prolongation, including further works and continued response to any stakeholder 

concerns, does not occur post submission of the Draft EIS and beyond.  
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12. Would prolong judicial process and damages awarded from the significant increase 

of public nuisance burden future Governments and the taxpayers as result of what 

could be avoided at this preferred alignment, design stage of the IRP?  

 

ARTC is developing the Inland Rail project within existing legal frameworks – this is at both a State 

and Federal level This is the system and process within which we operate. We trust that the system 

works and will provide the best outcomes for all stakeholders. 

 

13. The Environmental Impact Assessment and the design alignment for the IRP within 

the existing state rail asset West Moreton Rail Line Corridor by the proponent 

(ARTC) does not provide for an integrated planning approach and is too narrow in 

scope given the MNES (Matters of National and Environment Significance) values of 

the Lockyer Valley. Is it your contention to just seek compliance with statutory 

instruments nominated within the bilateral framework and construct the IRP? 

 

ARTC is complying with the Terms of Reference (ToR) provided by the Queensland Office of the 

Coordinator-General (OCG). The OCG has the bilateral agreement with the Federal environment 

department and has incorporated the LV MNES values into the ToR. 

Compliance with statutory requirements is a bare minimum. In a number of areas, we have chosen 

to go beyond bare minimum requirements (flooding, noise, offsets and sustainability are some 

examples). These decisions were done for a single reason – to limit the potential impact we may 

have on the communities and townships through which we pass. This message has been 

communicated consistently. 

Further to our statutory requirements – we will have specific requirements stipulated within 

mitigations in the EIS, a rigorous environmental management plan and clear proponent commitments 

made in the Draft EIS. Once in the EIS – they are non-negotiable. We are also expecting, if approval 

is granted, to receive some very stringent conditions of approval. We will then have a range of 

secondary approvals and ongoing environmental management requirements to deliver on. 

ARTC will be held accountable at all phases – from now through to project decommissioning. We 

are not shying away from this responsibility. 

 

14. The receiving community of Forest Hill can only influence to a degree whether, and 

with what intensity, natural events or infrastructure projects can directly and 

indirectly impact on their lives. The frustration with lack of information provided 

through the IRP consultative process is directly influencing the sustainability of this 

project and our ability to consult with the boarder community. This is a major 

concern giving rise to misunderstanding and contempt for IRP and the strongly held 

view that ARTC do not have a social license to consult within the Lockyer Valley in 

particular Forest Hill community. How do you seek to fix this problem given it is your 

administration has contributed to its presence? 

 

Inland Rail is a large and complex project which requires a comprehensive community consultation 

to inform the planning and design as part of the EIS. Over the past 18 months, we have consulted 
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with our communities and stakeholders and we are only now approaching the stage of the project 

lifecycle where we are able to return to the community to present how your feedback and our 

studies have shaped the feasibility design.   

We have already presented the flood modelling assessment outcomes and associated mitigation 

efforts, the methodology of Fauna and Flora assessments, workshops to support Wildnet entries, 

with further workshop on species impacts and mitigation efforts planned this month.  

The next round of community engagement sessions for Helidon to Calvert (H2C) are planned for 

July to relay EIS impacts and mitigations (noise, vibration, pollution, etc.) and there is also a 

proposal to workshop visual amenity with the landscape architect.  

Consultation sessions for the adjacent Calvert to Kagaru (C2K) project were recently held where 

draft assessment outcomes were shared.  

We have also opened an office in Gatton, where community members are invited to drop in to 

discuss the alignment.  

 

15. ARTC consultants presented the aggregate of road transport emission for the same 

journey and period and displayed and openly stated that freight by rail would reduce 

impact of emissions into the environment.  The IRP reliance on the burning of fossil 

fuels for heavy laden freight trains services for the whole of journey contribution to 

anthropogenic greenhouse gases omissions have not been collated or stated. Could 

your representatives please present objective findings within the consultative 

framework required by the TOR? 

 

An operational Inland Rail will require only one-third of the fuel of road freight, leading to a 

reduction in carbon emissions by 750,000 tonnes per year. 

As part of this phase of works, we are currently looking at potential greenhouse gas emissions in 

very close detail. We are interested in each phase of emissions and in having a year on year 

comparison. The current plan is to have this piece of stand-alone work completed pre-August 

2019. 

Once we have the specific detail, we will share the calculation outcomes – including the basis and 

methods adopted.  

 

16. The deepest concern is the quality of constructive consultation. The Impact Study 

(EIS) process has not been shared with communities neighbouring the project or to 

those receiving communities in a comprehensive and constructive manner required 

within the TOR. Members of the LVCC are not aware of the risks of coexisting near 

heavy rail freight corridor and how it will impact on them today and for future 

generations who choose to make Forest Hill or the Lockyer Valley their home or 

business community. Most neighbouring communities are of the belief that the IRP 

is the long overdue passenger rail service for the Lockyer Valley. Could you provide 

an overview of your administration actions regarding this concern? 

 

We are working with communities to ensure appropriate consultation prior to submission of Draft 

EIS. Each of the 13 projects that make up the Inland Rail Programme are indeed a significant project. 
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Each project also brings with it the potential to impact on communities, businesses and residents. 

We do not want any affected stakeholder being surprised when each draft EIS is released. As 

information comes to hand, our team is sharing information.  

We are working closely with, and will continuing to work with, stakeholders with the view to sharing 

and consulting with as many parties as we can prior to submission of the Draft EIS to the OCG. Also, 

the consultation works will continue beyond this submission. 

Over the past 18 months, we have consulted, both individually and through public consultation 

sessions, with our communities and stakeholders and we are only now approaching the stage of 

the project lifecycle where we are able to return to the community to present how your feedback 

and our studies have shaped the feasibility design.   

G2H – we appreciate the contribution that the community has already made to the development of 

the design and EIS. The complexity around the tunnel and the traverse through the Great Dividing 

Range has meant that we have spent more time ensuring we get the technical solution right before 

mitigation strategies can be properly assessed. We plan to provide the details you are looking for 

within the next 2-3 months at community information sessions. 

H2C – we have presented the flood modelling assessment outcomes and associated mitigation 

efforts, the methodology of Fauna and Flora assessments, workshops to support Wildnet entries, 

with further workshop on species impacts and mitigation efforts planned this month. We have held 

consultation sessions with the public on the road rail interface 

The next of community engagement sessions are planned for July to relay EIS impacts and 

mitigations (noise, vibration, pollution, etc.) and there is also a proposal to workshop visual amenity 

with the landscape architect.  

Consultation sessions for the adjacent C2K project were recently held where draft assessment 

outcomes were shared.  

 

17. The environmental and social impacts are bigger than the EIS defined study area and 

the IRP Forest Hill representatives clearly projected this view with ARTC at all 

consultative committee forums. The existing WMRL does not represent the whole of 

impact on the Lockyer Valley a matter of national environment significance, food 

production, natural ecosystems, scenic and cultural including indigenous ones and 

its proximity to homes. Does ARTC still agree that the study area is too narrow but, 

that is all they require to assess for construction of the IRP infrastructure and 

access?  

 

ARTC have never agreed that the study area is too narrow. The study area, selected by the 

Queensland Government, has been accepted by the OCG. For a number of assessments (social, 

economic, noise, air – amongst others), a broader area is considered to ensure we understand key 

issues and potential impacts. 

ARTC undertakes assessments at a regional level through social, economic and where necessary 

on traffic and transport. This is recognised and allowed for in the EIS process. Generally, other 

impacts are contained within the study area which is sufficient for the EIS process on the proposed 

alignment.  
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18. Is it still IRP administration view the defined study area within the EIS Terms of 

Reference is too narrow and does not provide for integrated impact mitigation or 

planning between government agencies and receiving communities?  

ARTC have never agreed that the study area is too narrow. The study area, as selected by the 

Queensland Government, has been accepted by the OCG. For a number of assessments (social, 

economic, noise, air – amongst others), a broader area is considered to ensure we understand key 

issues and potential impacts. 

ARTC undertakes assessments at a regional level through social, economic and where necessary 

on traffic and transport. This is recognised and allowed for in the EIS process. Generally, other 

impacts are contained within the study area which is sufficient for the EIS process on the proposed 

alignment.  

 

19. These controlling provisions of the EIS must meet with the Coordinator General’s 

satisfaction and the proponent must demonstrate that consultation took place to 

ensure all EIS objectives are achieved. It requires that all involved parties 

understand the controlling conditions within the EIS guidelines and undertake to 

comply with these agreed conditions through an established communication 

strategy given the significance of the environment and project impacts. This would 

mean disclosure of all undertakings (ARTC with all individual, organisational and 

government agencies) conducted pre-project and during the project. This would be 

transparency in action a worthy component to EIS due diligence process. If these are 

the established and agreed to controlling provisions, then what does your IRP 

administration propose to do prior to the public consultation on the EIS report? 

 

Information, that does not have commercial sensitivity, is being shared as we have it. As you can 

appreciate, we need to ensure we have accurate information prior to disseminating. 

All key mitigations measures and our commitments – as the proponent – will be shared and 

discussed prior to submission of the Draft EIS. We are not at a stage yet where we have all this 

information. 

A series of community engagement sessions are planned for July to relay EIS impacts and 

mitigations (noise, vibration, pollution, etc.). Further sessions will be arranged closer to the 

submission of Draft EIS to help the community understand the process of public consultation to voice 

concerns and comment.  

 

 

20. It would appear the federal member has failed to act or have discussions with IRP 

administration on the concern raised by the Forest Hill Community regarding digital 

engagement and communication. In these discussions with Forest Hill LVCC IRP 

representatives it was demonstrated that social media has been shown to be highly 

valuable in the successful delivery of major infrastructure projects. The 

representatives are of the opinion the project is at risk if the proponent remains 

inactive in this space. This observation by the representatives is indicative of the 
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lack of a communication strategy by ARTC from the beginning of the consultation 

process with respective receiving committees. In view of the LVCC the proponent 

has failed to secure legitimacy in the eyes of the receiving communities, and 

therefore, failing to obtain a social license to operate within the community regarding 

the IRP. Could you update the LVCC on the 12th June 2019 at Postman’s Ridge 

regarding these ongoing concerns? 

 

Inland Rail has an active digital presence for engagement and communication including: 

i. Website with interactive map 

ii. Regular enews (each separate project) 

iii. Facebook  

iv. Twitter  

v. LinkedIn  

vi. Instagram  

vii. Youtube 

viii. Newsletters both printed and digital 

ix. info@email address 

 

 

 

 


