
Memorandum
To: Mike Silver – Chairman NS2B CCC
From: Ian Uebergang and Richard Doyle
Date: 31st December 2018
Re: Meeting with Richard Wankmuller and Ors – 21st December 2018 on site

Dear Mike

Further to the draft minutes of the CCC meeting 5th December 2018, we are writing to 
provide an update regarding the Landholder meeting with Richard Wankmuller referred to in 
the minutes.

As reported at the CCC meeting, a meeting was arranged to take place in Millmerran on 10th 
December.  This meeting was months in the making after many requests from Landholders 
and promises from Inland Rail staff.  This meeting was suddenly cancelled on 7th December 
which elicited some very frustrated letters from several disgruntled participants.  As a 
consequence of these communications Ian Uebergang received a phone call from the CEO 
who apologised for the miscommunication from Inland Rail and arranged a site visit for 21st 
December. ( the first day of his holidays)  We were most grateful for this opportunity to put 
our point of view to him.

He travelled up with four ARTC officers including Rebecca Pickering - Director, Community 
and Environment , Chris Browne - Inland Rail Engineer Manager, Helena Orel – NSW State 
Manager Community Liaison, and Katherine Preece NS2B Community Liaison.

He indicated that he was here to listen and was most considerate of the points raised by all 
in attendance.  We conducted a trip along the alignment from North Star and then traversed 
the NSW portion of Option D1 along the floodplain before a lunch meeting and then two key 
locations along Option A route on the NSW side before visiting the QLD side of alignment A.

We have attached notes we made prior to the meeting for discussion with the CEO, and 
notes that we have made endeavouring to summarise key points made during the visit.

We have forwarded these to the CEO for his information and comment.

Please accept these notes in accordance with the draft minutes for the information of 
Committee members.

Yours sincerely

Richard Doyle and Ian Uebergang



Points raised and notes taken by Landholders on site visit by Richard Wankmuller, 
CEO Inland Rail 21st December 2018

1. History
 When the decision was made to come up the old alignment towards 

Boggabilla, our understanding was that the preferred route would run 
closer to Goondiwindi and run past the Carrington Cotton Gin.

 Little contact prior to finalising preferred alignment at Option D1 per MCA.
 Landholders were not informed of alternatives under consideration in the 

MCA
 No opportunity to provide feedback on or comment on alternatives prior to

conclusion of Phase 1 and selection of D/D1 as preferred alignment.
 No opportunity for Landholder and Community comment on Alignment 

options prior to lodging the Application of State Significant Infrastructure 
with the NSW Government.

 Process in SEARS was not followed properly.
 Outcome of MCA presented as a blunt fait accompli
 In the order of 12 months before the content of MCA was released to us
 No meaningful consideration of our concerns since Option D1 was 

announced as the preferred alignment.
 Following our meeting with the Deputy PM in August, ARTC promised a 

review of the MCA process with respect to Options A and D.  The release 
of that review has been delayed three times and it is unclear when it will 
be released.

2. Comments on Option D
 Current Engineering design bears no resemblance to assumptions used 

in the MCA.  Significantly higher construction costs travelling up the 
Whalan Floodplain. (note: ARTC tabled one reason for adopting a 
greenfield alignment instead of existing line in the Narromine to Narrabri 
Section was to move away from the floodplain)

 Very complex, pivotal point to cross the floodplain.  Junction of rivers and 
off-take of Whalan Ck

 Major RISKS assumed by turning east along the Whalan floodplain.  
Flooding of properties, dwellings, towns and communities.  Erosion.  
Diversion of Floodwaters from natural flow paths.  Having potentially 
significant implications for the irrigated and dryland farming and grazing 
industries downstream, and therefore the economy of the regional 
communities.

 Social and Cultural Concerns from Toomelah community

2.a) Risk from Flooding along Macintyre River and Whalan Creek
 Insufficient drainage through the line from Wearne to Major Bridge offtake
 Wearne bridge too narrow
 No details provided of bridging and culverts etc between Wearne bridge 

and Malgarai - Melon Ridge turnoff.
 Rail over road bridge much too short
 Insufficient cross drainage adjacent to Whalan Creek
 Unknown provision of flood mitigation north side of the river between big 

bridge and Kildonan Rd



2.b) Risk of diversion of flood flow
 Offtake of major bridge too close to Whalan bank 
 Insufficient Drainage from Malgarai - Melon Ridge turnoff to main bridge to

allow for flows South to North and vice versa depending on when each 
river peaks.

 We note the disparity between the regulations applying to landholders 
stipulated in the draft Floodplain Management plan, a maximum of 
300mm embankment Vs ARTC’s plans to construct a 5.5 to 6 m 
embankment on the floodplain.

 We note point raised by Inland Rail at Gilgandra meeting that the priority 
was to move the alignment away from the floodplain. 

2.c) Social and Cultural Issues
 Antisocial behaviour near Toomelah
 Important cultural site on north side of the river
 Aesthetic impact
 Noise impact
 Further social dislocaton

3. Our view on the relative advantage of Option A over Option D for ARTC
 Tackling the Whalan floodplain north/south
 Crossing Whalan floodplain first then the River (rather than proceeding 

up the Whalan Floodplain)
 Less significant hydrology issues on Option A once the Whalan is 

traversed
 Less bridging and lower embankments required 
 Less RISK of detrimental flooding or diversion of floodwaters
 Little interference to private landholders
 General Community agreement (Regional Councils, all effected 

landholders, Business operators). We are not aware of any local 
supporting Option D over A

4. Business Case for Option A
 Substantially lower construction cost
 Minimal difference in travel time
 Closer to Goondiwindi – linkage to local businesses
 Much lower compensation required for effected landholders

5. Access for Stock and Vehicles
 When alignment is fenced there will be little or no corridor for travelling 

stock to pass.
 Concerns with height and location of stock underpasses right along the 

alignmment
6. Frustrations experienced in communication with ARTC

 Staff turnover.  New staff having little or no knowledge of previous 
discussions and agreements.

 Mixed messaging
 No carry through on agreed/indicated actions
 Lack of contact with decisionmakers



7. Access arrangements with ARTC and contractors
 Repeated contravention of the terms of access agreement 
 Poor communication for site visits
 Inability of staff and contractors to navigate locations

8. Dissection of two farming businesses

Comments and Requests from Effected Landholders and community representatives;

1) All effected landholders on both sides of the river, effected communities, and 
Regional Councils have expressed their preference for Option A over Option D1 
because of significant risks from flooding, flood diversions and their commercial 
impacts, and commercial benefits of crossing more closely to Goondiwindi.

2) Comprehensive assessment of Option A required before deciding on final crossing 
point.  If it is less risky for flooding and diversion of floodwaters, a less imposing 
construction across the floodplain, significantly cheaper construction cost, improved 
business opportunities for the community, and less impact on private landholders, 
why persist with Option D1?

3) Implement access protocols including standardised maps, signage at access points 
to properties, and implementation of agreed communication process for all visits.

Comments from CEO and Officers of Inland Rail

1) Inland Rail has made a commitment to hear the effected parties’ concerns, to adopt 
changes where possible, and to mitigate effects of the project where appropriate.

2) Inland Rail are committed to review the MCA process with respect to Option D1 and 
Option A, updating assumptions including adoption of latest flood modelling, and 
have an ‘independent’ group (not engaged in this project) scope revised 
engineering/project designs based on those assumptions.  This review will be 
released to Effected Landholders, community members and regional Councils before
being publicly released.

3) Inland Rail are not reopening alternate alignments.  Alternative alignments will only 
be considered if there is, in the view of Inland Rail, a “fatal flaw” in Option D1.  (NB.  
There is no specific definition for “fatal flaw”, but it may include such things as an 
inability to construct to the required standard across the floodplain, an inability to 
mitigate adverse flooding and diversion of flood flows, or a substantial difference in 
Construction Costs between the alternatives considered in the MCA review, but it 
may include other unspecified issues.)


