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Our ref:0-0000-902-PCS-00-LT-0002 

 

24 October 2018 
 
Mr James Jackson 
President 
NSW Farmer’s Association 
Level 6, 35 Chandos Street 
ST LEONARDS NSW 2065 

 

Dear James 

Further to our recent meetings on 21 September and Friday 12 October 2018, please find attached an 

updated document that provides the answers previously posed together with those matters raised at our 

meetings.  

As some of the issues being addressed are quite complicated we have provided what we could, but we are 

always happy to continue to meet as may be necessary to explain some of the issues in greater detail. 

I would also like to reiterate what we agreed to last time, which is that it is not possible to achieve Inland 

Rail’s overall business case without some combination of greenfield and brownfield sections.  That Service 

Offering is for rail to offer an alternative to road that is competitive on reliability, freight availability and cost 

and provides a transit time of less than 24 hours between Melbourne and Brisbane freight terminals.   

Accordingly, the issue is not whether there need to be greenfield sections but where these are and how the 

Inland Rail alignment through such areas is managed in a way that best achieves an appropriate balance 

between the requirement to deliver the Service Offering and the obligation to minimise as much as 

practicable the number of directly impacted landowners and the nature of the impacts.  It is simply not 

possible, however, for there to be no impacts on some farmers or other landowners. 

That said, in relation to the question of whether Inland Rail should go via, or near to, Coonamble along the 

existing Coonamble line we believe the real issue for farmers and other businesses in the region is how best 

they can be provided with a more flexible, reliable and efficient way to get their produce and goods to 

domestic and international markets.   

As we discussed in our September and October meetings, and have outlined in the document attached, 

that is best achieved by an upgraded Coonamble line that connects with Inland Rail at Curban and not by 

seeking to divert Inland Rail away from an alignment that is faster and allows the overall business 

objectives to be met.  

In fact, what I hope we are able to do as we go forward is to work closely with NSW Farmers and the NSW 

State Government to provide the best possible interconnectivity between Inland Rail and existing 

operational lines.  This is one example of how I can see that a closer relationship between NSW Farmers 

and Inland Rail could benefit the farmers throughout NSW.  I believe this coordinated effort would be 

effective.  I also understand that this coordination of connectivity with Inland Rail is an objective of the 

State’s Fixing Country Rail programme.   The overall outcome could well be a significant enhancement to 

the existing freight carrying capacity of trains able to use the line at present.  
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A fast, efficient, connected Inland Rail offers farmers and businesses in the Coonamble region the best 

option to get products to market at reduced cost, thereby driving their negotiating position to realise better 

relative commodity prices.  That is an outcome I am sure NSW Farmers members would welcome and is 

certainly an outcome that Inland Rail would support. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Richard Wankmuller 

CEO - Inland Rail 

  

 

 



RESPONSES BY INLAND RAIL TO QUESTIONS PROVIDED BY 

NSW FARMERS 

UPDATED AS AT 23 OCTOBER 2018 

The Australian Government is delivering Inland Rail through the Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC), in partnership with the private sector. 
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Question Source Response 

We note the ARTC’s desire to 
(ideally) establish a 10 per 
cent time buffer on the 24-hour 
target sought by freight 
forwarders, despite the 
Government’s brief to the 
ARTC to design a railway line 
with a 24-hour transit time 
(with attendant reliability 
targets).  What modelling has 
therefore been undertaken, 
either by the ARTC or other 
agencies, of the operation 
(from a cost recovery 
perspective) of a line which 
operates at 24 hours, or in 
five-minute intervals either 
side?  For example, noting the 
ARTC’s view that changing the 
route would ‘jeopardise the 
project’, what economic 
evidence is there to support 
this claim? 
As noted last week, any freight 
forwarded would call for the 
shortest possible time for a 
journey, so is there evidence 
which suggests for every 
additional minute the journey 
takes that the freight industry 
is less likely to use the rail 
line? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email from 
NSWF, 28 
September 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The premise of the question is not correct.  The Australian Government has set the following 
parameters for Inland Rail: “With a transit time of under 24 hours, Inland Rail will offer freight 
customers 98 per cent reliability, flexibility for faster and slower services, and freight that is available 
when the market wants.” [https://infrastructure.gov.au/rail/inland/].   
 
The importance of transit time lies in the ability of Inland Rail to deliver against the other aspects of the 
Inland Rail Service Offering, particularly “freight that is available when the market wants”.  Inland Rail 
is predicated on getting freight between Melbourne and Brisbane efficiently and offers the opportunity, 
by 2050, to reduce total truck movements on our roads by 200,000 p.a.  The 2015 Business Case 
forecasts 52% of Inland Rail freight in 2030 being inter-capital freight, increasing to 67% by 2050.  It is 
this inter-capital freight movement that underpins and is the driver for Inland Rail. 
  
The 2015 Inland Rail Business Case (Table 5.2 on p.98) indicates the transit time disparity between 
rail and road freight: the key driver for Inland Rail is to get the “line haul transit time” (which is between 
the Tottenham terminal and the Acacia Ridge terminal) as much under 24 hours as possible in order 
for the “door to door transit time” differential between rail and road to become narrowed to the point 
where rail’s cost advantage, together with reliability and availability, drives a modal shift of freight from 
road to rail.  Typically, the “door to door transit time” for freight moved by rail is about 10 hours MORE 
than the “line haul transit time” and, coupled with issues of availability and reliability, is the real 
barometer for competitiveness with road freight. 
 
A transit time of (for example) 23 hours vs 24 hours between Melbourne and Brisbane means the 
availability of Inland Rail for freight is increased by an hour.  Availability of freight is a key 
consideration for freight forwarders and a key driver of the decision-making process as to whether to 
transport by road or rail. 

 
Table 5.2 of the 2015 Inland Rail Business Case shows that the existing Interstate Rail line via the 
east coast already enjoys a cost advantage over road; however, the significant disadvantages in 
transit time (14.5 hours) adversely impacts the competitiveness of rail versus road in terms of 
availability (rail freight availability is only 63% available compared with 95% for road).  When coupled 
with the lower reliability (83% vs 95%) this leads to a modal share of c. 25% of Melbourne – Brisbane 
freight for rail.   
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Question Source Response 

What work has been 
undertaken to determine 
alternatives to the resumption 
of homes and gardens in 
addition to the farms which 
may be cut in half as a result 
of the line’s construction? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter to Hon D 
Chester MP,  
9 November 
2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Inland Rail is predicated on being able to achieve a Service Offering that ensures freight is moved via 
rail between Melbourne and Brisbane in less than 24 hours, at a cost comparable to or better than 
road, with a 98% reliability and is available when the market demands.   

 
Achievement of the Inland Rail Service Offering requires a rail line that is as flat and straight and fast 
as possible.  This cannot be achieved by use of existing rail corridors for the whole route so 
necessarily Inland Rail will involve construction of new rail lines in ‘greenfield’ areas.  This is 
acknowledged by NSW Farmers among others.  In fact, NSW Farmers in its preferred option for an 
alignment between Narromine and Narrabri identifies that 238.7kms of new track would be required to 
be built in true ‘greenfield’ areas where there is currently no track. 

 
Through the 2015 IRIG Report and subsequent decisions the Australian Government has determined 
that, to build upon the investment made by previous generations in rail infrastructure, Inland Rail will 
make use of existing rail corridors where it makes sense to do so and where doing so enhances the 
ability of Inland Rail to meet the Service Offering.  The Australian Government and Inland Rail have 
already factored in minimising the number of impacted properties by determining that approximately 
60% of Inland rail will be constructed within existing rail corridors. 
 
Connectivity of Inland Rail with the existing ARTC rail network and Country Rail Network (CRN) is a 
fundamental driver of how Inland Rail will deliver regional economic benefits in New South Wales.  
Appended to this document is a graphic that illustrates the connectivity of Inland Rail to existing CRN 
and other lines in NSW with the current levels of produce and freight moved along those lines. 

 
The two long ‘greenfield’ sections of Inland Rail [Narromine to Narrabri and NSW/QLD Border to 
Gowrie greenfield sections that together total 531kms with 453kms of new track required] offer the 
best opportunities to realise much needed time gains and support the overall Inland Rail Service 
Offering.  Necessarily they are the largest sections within which Inland Rail will need to acquire land 
for the construction of the rail line. 

 
Inland Rail will continue to work with landowners and communities to try as much as possible to 
reduce impacts to farms and other property, particularly houses and farming infrastructure.  Where 
direct impacts are unavoidable, Inland Rail will work with farmers to minimise impacts on their 
operations and to minimise the land that Inland Rail may need to acquire (for example by following 
roads or property boundaries).   

 
Where impacts are unavoidable, and compensation/acquisition is required, Inland Rail’s preferred 
approach is to enter into voluntary negotiations with landowners to reach agreement. 
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Question Source Response 

Will ARTC Inland Rail consider 
a route for the Narromine to 
Narrabri section as proposed 
by NSW Farmers and provided 
in map form to Inland Rail in 
July 2018 during a meeting in 
Parkes?  
 
 

Map provided to 
Inland Rail in 
July 2018 during 
a meeting in 
Parkes 
(appended to 
this document). 

Inland Rail has assessed the route proposed by NSWF and a detailed spreadsheet analysis 
comparing the NSWF proposed route with the Inland Rail Concept Alignment is appended to this 
document.  In summary, the route proposed by NSWF when compared with the concept Alignment 
being proposed by Inland Rail has the following characteristics: 
 

• Total distance of 348kms which is 38.9km longer than the 2017 Concept Alignment  

• Adds c.24 minutes to the transit time between Narromine to Narrabri compared with the 2017 
Concept Alignment (calculated at average speed of 98.4kph) 

• Costs an additional $56.431 million than the 2017 Concept Alignment (based on the common 
brownfield and greenfield construction rates per km and land acquisition cost average per ha 
used for the Narromine to Narrabri project) 

• Still requires 238.7kms of new track to be built in ‘greenfield’ areas (compared with 290.3kms 
in the 2017 Concept Alignment) 

• Based on a 40m-wide rail corridor requires 623ha of land in the greenfield section to be 
occupied for the rail corridor compared with 784ha required by the 2017 Concept Alignment 
(these figures exclude requirements for State Forest and Crown Land) 

• Requires 35 additional level crossings with roads or on private land 

• Requires 3 additional road-rail grade separations on primary roads 

• Requires use of 109.6kms of ‘brownfield track’, all of which will require major upgrade or 
complete rebuild to meet Inland Rail standards  

• 72% more of the ‘brownfield’ track utilised needs to be upgraded to meet minimum flood 
standards 

• Requires 13 more water crossings (named and unnamed rivers and creeks) 

• 18 more houses impacted by noise (28 compared with 10) as they are within 100 metres of 
the notional rail line on the route  

• 4 less properties in total impacted (179 compared with 183 impacted on 2017 Concept 
Alignment) 
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Question Source Response 

How will farmers and regional 
communities be able to access 
the rail either on-farm or in 
their towns and communities 
adjacent to the finally-
constructed inland rail? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why was the decision made to 
have the Inland rail Study Area 
go south and east of 
Narromine rather than west? 
 
 

Letter to the 
Hon Darren 
Chester MP, 9 
November 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question asked 
at meeting 
between Inland 
Rail and NSWF, 
12 October 
2018 

Connectivity of Inland Rail with the existing ARTC rail network and Country Rail Network (CRN) is a 
fundamental driver of how Inland Rail will deliver regional economic benefits.  Just as they do now, 
producers and other businesses will be able to continue to use existing rail lines for transport of grain 
and other products but they will benefit from those lines (and any new connections that may be 
constructed such as at Curban) being connected with a faster Inland Rail that will also provide greater 
flexibility for them to get products to markets.   

 
Additionally, the Australian and respective State Governments are investing in upgrading of a number 
of existing lines so that, in NSW for example, they will be able to take longer trains with greater loads, 
thus offering increased productivity gains to both the freight companies and to farmers.  It is unlikely 
that there will be the facility to directly load onto trains on-farm on the Inland Rail mainline for 
operational and safety reasons, but this may be an option on existing branch and spur lines.  This 
practice does occur currently in limited instances.  

 
Based on the work undertaken for and during the May 2017 Multi-Criteria Workshop, ARTC Inland 
Rail receommended to the Australian Government that the preferred route option in this area was to 
go south and east of Narromine rather than west, and to then proceed in a generally northerly 
direction along or adjacent to Eumungeri Road to join the 2016 Concept Alignment at Cobboco Road. 
The study area was widened in this section to as much as 5kms to enable greater optimisation for 
location of the rail corridor in this area.  Factors relevant to the decision included: 
 

• A superior rating of +0.55 in the Multi-Criteria Analysis driven primarily by better technical 
vialibility, constructability and safety outcomes 

• There was broader community support for going east rather than west, with 69% of property 
owners consulted in the area south and east, noting there are 14 more private properties 
within the study area going east compared with going west 

• Going east added $37million in construction cost; however, the area east is situated on 
better geotechnical material which provides for the opportunity to produce structural 
formation material from onsite, improving safety outcomes by reducing the volume of 
material moved to site by road 

• There are fewer flooding and hydrology issues, with c.10km in floodplain (Macquarie 
River/Backwater Cowal) compared with c.21kms of western option in floodplain, thereby 
improving the reliability of the line, a key component of the Service Offering 

• The eastern option added 1.02km and 24 seconds in transit time, not considered material 

• Requries design to meet 1% AEP flooding standards (1:100 flood event) for only 1.6kms of 
floodplain compared with design required for 15.9kms of floodplain via the western option, 
thereby improving the reliability of the line, a key component of the Service Offering 

• Requires 6 fewer private level crossings (7 compared with 13) and same number of public 
level crossings (15 each) 
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Question Source Response 

Where is the cost benefit 
analysis and economic 
modelling which supports the 
decision to build a greenfield 
site over the upgrading of the 
existing railway corridor 
between Dubbo and 
Coonamble? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting 
between NSW 
Farmers and the 
ARTC, 25 
January 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Inland Rail is predicated on being able to achieve a Service Offering that ensures freight is moved via 
rail between Melbourne and Brisbane in less than 24 hours, at a cost comparable to or better than 
road, with a 98% reliability and is available when the market demands.  It is based on getting freight 
between Melbourne and Brisbane efficiently and offers the opportunity, by 2050, to reduce total truck 
movements on our roads by 200,000 p.a.  The 2015 Business Case forecasts 52% of Inland Rail 
freight in 2030 being inter-capital freight, increasing to 67% by 2050.  It is this inter-capital freight 
movement that underpins and is the driver for Inland Rail. 

 
Achievement of the Inland Rail Service Offering requires a rail line that is as flat and straight and fast 
as possible.  The 2015 Business Case for Inland Rail is based upon trains up to 1800 metres in 
length, with 40% of wagons carrying double-stacked containers.  To achieve this there are minimum 
design criteria including curve radii.  These criteria are all publicly available. 

 
The Australian Government has determined that, to build upon the investment made by previous 
generations in rail infrastructure, Inland Rail will make use of existing rail corridors where it makes 
sense to do so and where doing so enhances the ability of Inland Rail to meet the Service Offering.  
However, it is also acknowledged that it is not possible to construct an Inland Rail that meets the 
Service Offering without building in ‘greenfield areas’ as well as these are the areas offering the only 
opportunities to find routes that are straighter and shorter. The two long ‘greenfield’ sections of Inland 
Rail [Narromine to Narrabri and NSW/QLD Border to Gowrie greenfield sections that together total 
531kms with 453kms of new track required] offer the best opportunities to realise much needed time 
gains and support the overall Inland Rail Service Offering. 

 
The current Inland Rail train modelling has ‘terminal to terminal’ transit time between Melbourne and 
Brisbane for an Express Freighter as 23:22:22 heading M – B and 23:29:26 heading B – M.  These 
times leave very little ‘headway’ vis-à-vis the target of a transit time between Melbourne and Brisbane 
of less than 24 hours and the opportunity to gain time rather than lose time in the greenfield sections 
is critical to decision-making on the study areas and final rail corridors.  A more comprehensive 
overview of the importance of the transit time is provided in the answer to the first question in this 
document.   

 
Estimates considered at the 27 October 2016 MCA workshop showed going via Dubbo and via 
Coonamble would increase construction costs by a combined total of $111.5 million while at the same 
time having a cumulative impact on transit time of 39 minutes (if Inland Rail goes via both).  If 
adopted, going via Dubbo and Coonamble would put at jeopardy the entire Inland Rail program. 
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Question Source Response 

Where is the cost benefit 
analysis and economic 
modelling which supports the 
decision to build a greenfield 
site over the upgrading of the 
existing railway corridor 
between Dubbo and 
Coonamble? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting 
between NSW 
Farmers and the 
ARTC, 25 
January 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The MCA workshop conducted on 27 October 2016 contained cost comparisons for different route 
options, including Option 106 via Dubbo, Option 204 via Coonamble and Option 403a via the Pilliga 
State Forest.  The costs included kilometre rates for brownfield and greenfield development that took 
into consideration factors such as the terrain being traversed and the nature of any upgrade work 
required to an existing track or rail corridor.  An estimate of cost of fencing was also included. 

 
On this basis of desktop work taking into consideration factors such as land tenure, agricultural uses, 
potential impacts and surrounding land valuations, an average amount per hectare was calculated for 
the purposes of providing an estimated cost for land acquisition across relevant route options, based 
on an assumed final rail corridor width of 40 metres.  The cost estimates for route options include this 
land acquisition cost estimate. 

 
Compared with the Concept alignment, Option 106 going via Dubbo showed a total additional cost of 
$63.6 million including property acquisition costs.  Property acquisition costs were $15.9 million less 
for Option 106 compared with the Concept Alignment.  This route option also incurred a time penalty 
of c.22 minutes, so was longer, slower and costlier. 

 
Compared with the Concept alignment, Option 101 from Narromine to Curban using the existing 
Coonamble – Dubbo rail line showed a total additional cost of $5.8 million including property 
acquisition costs.  Property acquisition costs were $2.0 million less for Option 101 compared with the 
Concept Alignment.  This route option also incurred a time penalty of c.12 minutes, so was longer, 
slower and costlier. 

 
Compared with the Concept alignment, Option 204 showed a total additional cost of $47.9 million 
including property acquisition costs.  Property acquisition costs were $5.1 million less for Option 204 
compared with the Concept Alignment. This route option also incurred a time penalty of c.17 minutes, 
so was longer, slower and costlier. 

 
Compared with the Concept alignment, Option 403a via the Pilliga State Forest showed the best 
overall result in terms of both time saved (c.12 minutes based on a train speed of 81kph) and lower 
cost (-$74.7 million). 

 
It should be noted that cost estimates done at varying times have not been updated to 2018 dollars. 
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Question Source Response 

Beyond questions about the 
selection of the preferred 
route, the ARTC is still unable 
to: 

• Identify locations, 
operations and 
integration of 
intermodal facilities 
into the project, or who 
will be expected to pay 
for them; 
 
 
 
 

• Identify where passing 
loops will be created; 
 
 
 

• How farmers will be 
able to access farms 
bisected by the line, 
including the 
movement of stock; 

 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 14 
February 2018 

 
 
 
 
The building, and locating, of intermodal facilities is ancillary to Inland Rail and not part of the Inland 
Rail program funding. Inland Rail is the backbone of the freight rail network, and just as with a 
highway, it is private companies and Councils that determine where service centres will be located (for 
Inland Rail these are intermodal terminals).  Inland Rail will ensure connectivity with any intermodal 
terminals and will help with technical aspects.   
 
Intermodal terminals will, in large part, be funded directly by private sector investment.  This has been 
the case with the SCT intermodal terminals at Wodonga and at Bromelton.  The nature and location of 
intermodal terminals is an opportunity for local/regional businesses and Councils to work with the 
NSW and Australian Governments and generate wider regional economic benefits.   

 
Inland Rail has identified a requirement for 7 x 2.2km crossing loops in the N2N section and based on 
the 2016 Concept Alignment (modified) and the current train modelling has identified the general 
locations required which all lie between 830kms and 1086kms north of Tottenham.  Final locations will 
depend on Inland Rail determining a preferred rail corridor. 

 
Inland Rail will work with individual farmers to assess their farming operations and requirements, 
including assisting farmers by engaging a professional agronomist to provide better information to 
Inland Rail.  Solutions for crossing of the rail corridor (at level or under) will be developed in close 
consultation and meetings with individual farmers and solutions will be proposed according to farm 
operational requirements, degree of severance and topography. 
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Question Source Response 

Beyond questions about the 
selection of the preferred 
route, the ARTC is still unable 
to advise: 

• Whether the line will 
be fenced as it 
crosses farming 
businesses; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• how much grain and 
regionally-generated 
freight is expected to 
be moved along the 
line; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 14 
February 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
The nature of fencing will be determined according to the nature of the surrounding land and whether 
fencing is along an existing rail line or corridor or in a completely new greenfields location. 

 
Inland Rail will meet the capital costs associated with erecting fences in consultation with landowners.  
Fencing will be on a fit for purpose basis and accord with current state legislation and/or protocols as 
well as current ARTC standards for fencing.  Where fencing is in a brownfields location, existing 
arrangements will continue.  

 
Where fencing is in a new greenfields location, for the purposes of fencing the Inland Rail rail corridor, 
ARTC will meet the cost of construction and maintenance of such fencing.  As such, it will be 
responsible for meeting the costs associated with repairing a damaged fence except where the fence 
is negligently or wilfully damaged by a landowner.  ARTC and Inland Rail have an obligation, together 
with a landowner, to ensure that fencing helps keep rail corridors as free from intrusive animals as 
possible.   
 
Inland Rail will work closely with landowners to ensure that the timing of erecting fencing is 
appropriate.  Inland Rail will also work with landowners on an individual basis to ensure gate width 
and associated issues are addressed as appropriate for the crossing of stock or machinery or 
vehicles. 

 
Connectivity of Inland Rail with the existing ARTC and CRN networks is a fundamental driver of how 
Inland Rail will deliver regional economic benefits.  Producers and other businesses will be able to 
access Inland Rail from existing lines (and any new connections that may be constructed such as at 
Curban) providing greater flexibility for them to get products to market. 
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Question Source Response 

• How the existing 
regional rail network 
can connect with the 
inland rail;  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• How compensation for 
land acquired for the 
project will be 
determined, including 
whether it will be 
acquired under state 
or Commonwealth 
legislation 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 14 
February 2018 

With many of the NSW Government’s Fixing Country Rail projects either connecting into the Inland 
Rail line and national interstate rail network, or ARTC’s high tonnage Hunter Valley rail corridor, 
farmers are potentially set to realise significant savings. Appended to this document is a graphic that 
illustrates the connectivity of Inland Rail to existing CRN and other lines in NSW together with the 
current levels of produce and freight moved along those lines. 
 
Inland Rail provides a high capacity ‘spine’ that regional and branch rail lines connect into. The NSW 
Government investment will help regional farmers, producers and agribusiness get the most out of 
those connections with longer, heavier trains capable of hauling more freight, more efficiently.  Inland 
Rail will improve connections with regional and local rail and road networks and provide a cheaper, 
long distance transport network to road – farmers will reap end-to-end supply chain improvements 
when coupled with the Fixing Country Rail projects. This will help make our farmers more competitive 
on the world stage.  
 
Land will be acquired either directly by ARTC on the basis of voluntary negotiations with landowners 
or via the NSW Government.  It is Inland Rail’s/ARTC’s preferred position that all acquisitions be 
concluded through voluntary private treaty negotiations. 

 
Inland Rail/ARTC is negotiating with Transport for NSW (TfNSW) about future protocols and 
processes for acquisition of required land either directly by TfNSW or by ARTC on behalf of TfNSW.  
Compensation will be assessed according to all relevant NSW legislation and Inland Rail will pay for 
landowners to get their own valuations and reasonable legal costs. 

 
Compensation is assessed by qualified experienced experts.  There are numerous elements 
incorporated into the compensation:  

o The market value of the land taken, unaffected by the rail infrastructure  
o  Disturbance Costs (reimbursement of reasonable Legal and Valuation Costs)  
o  The disadvantage resulting from relocation (applies only in NSW) and whole property 

acquisition of a primary place of residence  
o  Special Value  
o  Severance  
o  Injurious Affection (the affect in value on the residue of the property) 
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Question Source Response 

What other evidence, beyond 
the recently-released 
additional MCA reports, has 
the ARTC and others relied 
upon in determining the 
preferred route which was 
agreed in November 2017 by 
the Australian Government? 
 
 
Further justification and 
explanation of the decision to 
exclude a route through Dubbo 
 
 
 
 
 
Can the ARTC provide data 
which will enable a proper, like 
for like, comparison of the 
various options (201 through 
205 as referenced in the MCA 
reports) 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It is important to reiterate that the MCA process is just one element in determining route selection. The 
overriding consideration is the ability of any option to meet the Inland Rail Service Offering.   

 
The factors that are taken into account in choosing any study area or preferred final rail corridor are 
set out in the publicly available Process to Refine the Route fact sheet.  Critical to decision-making are 
the ability of a route to help (not negatively impact) meet the Service Offering, constructability, cost, 
safety, reliability and interoperability.  MCA workshop outcomes are one factor in decision-making, not 
the sole determinant. 
 
 
The October 2016 MCA workshop showed that an option to go from Narromine to Curban via Dubbo 
increased distance by 30kms (and transit time by c. 22-23 minutes based on avg. 81kph) + increased 
cost by an estimated $63.6 million.  These factors were deemed significant enough to discount this 
option as being viable. 

 
Further, there are topographical and existing corridor constraints that in a number of locations 
preclude achieving the curve radii required to meet the Inland Rail engineering standards. 
 
A significant amount of comparative data is publicly available via Appendix B to the Report of the MCA 
Workshop held on 27 October 2016.   

 
It is important to reiterate that of the Options 201 – 205, the option most likely to help meet the Inland 
Rail Service Offering (Option 201 because of the shorter distance compared with Options 202 – 205) 
still added 16 minutes to transit time (based on 81kph average speed).   

 
As noted elsewhere, the key driver for study area selection in the Narromine to Narrabri greenfield 
section was to identify opportunities for gaining time against the Service Offering transit time of less 
than 24 hours between Melbourne and Brisbane, not losing it.   

 
The logic applied (and supported subsequently) was that going further along the line towards 
Coonamble would cost more time and not deliver benefits significant enough to offset the resultant 
time and cost penalties.  Inland Rail stands by the logic applied in the October 2016 MCA workshop 
and the consequent recommendations. 
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Question Source Response 

Is it not the case, however, 
that the net time difference 
between a route passing 
closer to Coonamble and then 
passing through the Pilliga 
State Forest would be just four 
minutes?  We also note that 
these alternative routes, as 
assessed in the appendices, 
would result in far fewer 
properties being affected. 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 

This is not correct.  Based on the 81kph estimated avg. train speed used to inform the October 2016 
MCA workshop, the time gain from going via the Pilliga State Forest is c.12 minutes and the time loss 
of going via Coonamble is c.17 - 18 minutes when each is compared with the 2017 Concept 
Alignment.  However, it is overly simplistic to just ‘offset’ a realised gain against a real loss in transit 
time within the Narromine to Narrabri project section as it does not take account of how close the 
current  

 
As noted previously, the key driver for study area selection in the Narromine to Narrabri greenfield 
section was to identify opportunities for gaining time against the Service Offering transit time of less 
than 24 hours between Melbourne and Brisbane, not losing it.  The option to go via the Pilliga State 
Forest provided Inland Rail with the opportunity to positively address landowner concerns re property 
impacts AND gain time (c.12 minutes) AND save cost (c.$74.7 million).   

 
The options to go closer to Coonamble (Options 201 – 205) all involved added time and cost to 
varying degrees. Inland Rail acknowledges that the study area decided upon (based on the 2016 
Concept Alignment) will impact up to 97 landowners in the section between Curban and Gwabegar 
whose properties are not currently traversed by rail and that for a good number of these people the 
impact may well be significant.  As we narrow the area of focus from a study area of c.2kms width to 
c.150 metres in width the number of directly impacted landowners can be expected to decrease.  

 
By comparison, if Inland Rail were to go to, or via, Coonamble then upgrading of the existing line to 
Inland Rail standard would significantly increase the level of impact on 80 landowners currently 
impacted minimally by the line and train operations and whose level of impact would not change from 
present levels with the adoption of the 2017 Concept Alignment.  It is noted that even with Inland Rail 
remaining within the existing study area such people could be impacted by any subsequent upgrades 
that may be undertaken to the existing Coonamble line and any future introduction of longer, heavier 
grain trains.  

 
Compared with the 2017 Concept Alignment, Option 204 that goes close to Coonamble [and which 
appears to be favoured by NSWF in this section] would increase from 9 to 17 the number of properties 
that will be impacted by noise and vibration as they lie within 100 metres of the corridor.   

 
Further, compared with the 2017 Concept Alignment, Option 204 shows an increase of 6% in the area 
with ecological “high impact”, an increase of 13 in the number of level crossings (with consequent 
safety risk increases) and an increase in the number of road crossings from 60 to 68. 
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Question Source Response 

Chapter 5 of the October 
Report provides a summary 
profile of the various options 
considered by the Workshop 
for the Narromine to Curban 
options (options 101 to 107) 
and Kenebri to Narrabri 
options (option 401 to 409).   
 
However, there is no 
comparable analysis of the 
options between Curban and 
Gwabegar (options 201 to 
207).  Can you please explain 
the reason why these are not 
included in the report, or why 
they were potentially not 
considered? 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 

A significant amount of comparative data is publicly available via Appendix B to the Report of the MCA 
Workshop held on 27 October 2016.   

 
It is important to reiterate that of the Options 201 – 205, the option most likely to help meet the Inland 
Rail Service Offering (Option 201 because of the shorter distance compared with Options 202 – 205) 
still added 16 minutes to transit time.   
 
A subsequent Option 206 (a compromise by going only as far as Gulargambone on the Coonamble 
line) was assessed and discounted in the December 2016 MCA workshop on the basis it combined a 
marginally negative MCA score (-0.4) with added cost and increased transit time. 

 
The logic applied during the relevant MCA workshops was that, recognising that 97 property owners 
would be impacted who would not be impacted if Options 201 - 206 were adopted, going further along 
the line towards Coonamble would not deliver benefits significant enough to offset the resultant time 
and cost penalties as well as other issues such as increased flooding risks.   

 
Inland Rail stands by the logic applied in the October 2016 MCA workshop and the consequent 
recommendations. 
 

Referencing the observation 
above, NSW Farmers notes 
the summary and workshop 
outcomes on page 28 of the 
October Report, which state 
that the ‘Summary of options 
for further investigation’ 
between Curban and Kenebri 
include the 2016 concept 
alignment and option 206 
(Coonamble line to 
Gulargambone).  Without the 
additional information which 
seeks to justify the exclusions 
of the options 201 to 205, how 
has this decision been 
reached and how is it justified?  
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 

A significant amount of comparative data is publicly available via Appendix B to the Report of the MCA 
Workshop held on 27 October 2016.   

 
It is important to reiterate that of the Options 201 – 205, the option most likely to help meet the Inland 
Rail Service Offering (Option 201 because of the shorter distance compared with Options 202 – 205) 
still added 16 minutes to transit time.  A subsequent Option 206 (a compromise by going only as far as 
Gulargambone on the Coonamble line) was assessed and discounted in the December 2016 MCA 
workshop on the basis it combined a marginally negative MCA score (-0.4) with added cost and 
increased transit time. 

 
The logic applied during the relevant MCA workshops was that, recognising that 97 property owners 
would be impacted who would not be impacted if Options 201 - 206 were adopted, going further along 
the line towards Coonamble would not deliver benefits significant enough to offset the resultant time 
and cost penalties as well as other issues such as increased flooding risks that potentially impact the 
reliability targets in the Inland Rail Service Offering.   

 
Inland Rail stands by the logic applied in the October 2016 MCA workshop and the consequent 
recommendations. 
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Question Source Response 

NSW Farmers notes that no 
MCA score was given to 
options 201 through 205 in the 
October Report, and the 
December Report simply says 
that: 
“A number of additional 
options were considered at the 
MCA workshop held on 27 
October.  Options that 
continued along the 
Coonamble line to Combara or 
Coonamble and then headed 
east were discounted due to 
their additional length, 
increased transit time, poor 
geotechnical conditions, lack 
of suitable materials for railway 
construction and poor 
drainage.” 
Given no MCA score was 
attributed to these options in 
the October report, how can 
the ARTC justify this statement 
noting that no consideration 
was given to the fact that all of 
the options (except 201) 
potentially affected fewer 
landholders than the concept 
alignment? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A significant amount of comparative data is publicly available via Appendix B to the Report of the MCA 
Workshop held on 27 October 2016.   

 
It is important to reiterate that of the Options 201 – 205, the option most likely to help meet the Inland 
Rail Service Offering (Option 201 because of the shorter distance compared with Options 202 – 205) 
still added 16 minutes to transit time.  A subsequent Option 206 (a compromise by going only as far as 
Gulargambone on the Coonamble line) was assessed and discounted in the December 2016 MCA 
workshop on the basis it combined a marginally negative MCA score (-0.4) with added cost and 
increased transit time. 

 
The logic applied during the relevant MCA workshops was that, recognising that property owners 
would be impacted whereas they would not be if Options 201 - 206 were adopted, going further along 
the line towards Coonamble would not deliver benefits significant enough to offset the resultant 
significant time and cost penalties as well as other issues such as increased flooding risks.   

 
Inland Rail stands by the logic applied in the October 2016 MCA workshop and the consequent 
recommendations. 

 
As noted previously, the key driver for study area selection in the Narromine to Narrabri greenfield 
section was to identify opportunities for gaining time against the 24-hour Service Offering transit time 
between Melbourne and Brisbane, not losing it.  The options to go closer to Coonamble (Options 201 
– 205) all involved added time and cost to varying degrees. 

 
Inland Rail acknowledges that the study area decided upon (based on the 2017 Concept Alignment) 
will impact 97 landowners whose properties are not currently traversed by rail.  However, taking Inland 
Rail to, or via, Coonamble would significantly increase the level of impact on 80 landowners currently 
impacted minimally by the existing Coonamble line and train operations and whose level of impact 
would not change from present levels as a result of Inland Rail adopting the 2017 Concept Alignment. 

 
Compared with the 2017 Concept Alignment, Option 204 that goes close to Coonamble [which 
appears to be favoured by NSWF in this section] would increase from 9 to 17 the number of properties 
that will be impacted by noise and vibration as they lie within 100 metres of the corridor.   

 
Further, compared with the 2017 Concept Alignment, Option 204 shows an increase of 6% in the area 
with ecological “high impact”, an increase of 13 in the number of level crossings (with consequent 
safety risk increases) and an increase in the number of road crossings from 60 to 68. 
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Question Source Response 

…ctd. 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 

It is important to reiterate that the MCA process is just one element in determining route selection.  
This is set out in the publicly available Process to Refine the Route fact sheet.  Critical to decision-
making are the ability of a route to help (not negatively impact) meet the Service Offering time frame 
of less than 24 hours between Melbourne and Brisbane, constructability, cost, safety, reliability and 
interoperability.  MCA workshop outcomes are one factor in decision-making, not the sole 
determinant. 

 
 

With respect to the Curban to 
Gwabegar options, the 
December Report states: 
“The two options were 
presented at the community 
information sessions held in 
November 2016 and in general 
the alternative option via 
Gulargambone received 
favourable support as it made 
use of the existing rail and 
road infrastructure corridors, 
thus reducing impacts on 
agricultural land.” 
Based on the evidence in the 
October Report (which was not 
included in the December 
Report, or the May 2017 MCA 
report which was released in 
December 2017), the affected 
communities want to see 
impacts on landholders 
minimised as much as 
possible.  Why, therefore, 
were options 201 to 205 not 
considered with an MCA score 
to give consistency across the 
reports?  
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 

A significant amount of comparative data is publicly available via Appendix B to the Report of the MCA 
Workshop held on 27 October 2016.  As noted previously, the key driver for study area selection in the 
Narromine to Narrabri greenfield section was to identify opportunities for gaining time, not losing it.    
The option to go via the Pilliga State Forest provided Inland Rail with the opportunity to positively 
address landowner concerns re property impacts AND gain time (c.12 minutes based on 81kph 
average speed) AND save cost (c.$74.7 million).   

 
The options to go closer to Coonamble (Options 201 – 205) all involved added time and cost to 
varying degrees. Inland Rail acknowledges that the study area decided upon (based on the 2016 
Concept Alignment) will impact 97 landowners whose properties are not currently traversed by rail.  
However, offsetting this is that upgrading of the Coonamble line would significantly increase the level 
of impact on 80 landowners currently impacted minimally by the line and train operations and whose 
level of impact would not change from present levels with the adoption of the 2016 Concept 
Alignment. 

 
Compared with the 2016 Concept Alignment, Option 204 that goes close to Coonamble [which 
appears to be favoured by NSWF in this section] would increase from 9 to 17 the number of properties 
that will be impacted by noise and vibration as they lie within 100 metres of the corridor.  Further, 
compared with the 2016 Concept Alignment, Option 204 shows an increase of 6% in the area with 
ecological “high impact”, an increase of 13 in the number of level crossings (with consequent safety 
risk increases) and an increase in the number of road crossings from 60 to 68. 

 
It is important to reiterate that the MCA process is just one element in determining route selection.  
This is set out in the publicly available Process to Refine the Route fact sheet.  Critical to decision-
making are the ability of a route to help (not negatively impact) meet the Service Offering time frame 
of less than 24-hours transit between Melbourne and Brisbane, constructability, cost, safety, reliability 
and interoperability.  MCA workshop outcomes are one factor in decision-making, not the sole 
determinant. 

 
Inland Rail stands by the logic applied in the October 2016 MCA workshop and the consequent 
recommendations.  
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Question Source Response 

Until the release of the 
additional MCA data, done so 
as a result of the persistent 
lobbying of the community and 
NSW Farmers, the 
communities of western New 
South Wales believed that the 
IRAS option of travelling via 
Coonamble remained a real 
possibility.  When, in 
December 2017, the May 2017 
MCA report was released 
showing that it was not 
considered, the community 
expressed its concern.  Now, 
with the release of the October 
Report it is clear that options 
were considered but 
discounted without, it would 
seem, the same rigour as 
other options.  How can the 
ARTC justify this situation? 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 13 
March 2018 

The Narromine to Narrabri and NSW/QLD Border to Gowrie greenfield sections offer the best 
opportunities to realise much needed time gains and support the overall Inland Rail Service Offering. 
On the current Inland Rail train modelling, total transit time between Melbourne and Brisbane for an 
Express Freighter is 23:22:22 heading M – B and 23:29:26 heading B – M.  This provides 
exceptionally little ‘head room’ vis-à-vis the Inland Rail Service Offering target of less than 24-hours 
transit between Melbourne and Brisbane.  

 
As noted previously, the key driver for study area selection in the Narromine to Narrabri greenfield 
section was to identify opportunities for gaining time against the target of a less than 24-hour Service 
Offering transit time between Melbourne and Brisbane, not losing it. Estimates considered at the 27 
October 2016 MCA workshop show going closest to Coonamble (Route Options 204 and 205) would 
increase construction costs by $47.9 million while at the same time increasing transit time by c.17-18 
minutes.   These are considered significant disadvantages when compared with the Concept 
Alignment. 

 
All the options that considered using part of the Coonamble line (Options 201 – 205) involved added 
time and cost to varying degrees when compared with the Concept Alignment. Inland Rail 
acknowledges that the study area decided upon (based on the 2017 Concept Alignment) will impact 
97 landowners whose properties are not currently traversed by rail.  However, upgrading of the 
Coonamble line would significantly increase the level of impact on 80 landowners currently impacted 
minimally by the line and train operations and whose level of impact would not change from present 
levels with the adoption of the 2017 Concept Alignment. 

 
It is important to reiterate that the MCA process is just one element in determining route selection.  
This is set out in the publicly available Process to Refine the Route fact sheet.  Critical to decision-
making are the ability of a route to help meet (not negatively impact) the Service Offering, 
constructability, cost, safety, reliability and interoperability.  MCA workshop outcomes are one factor in 
decision-making, not the sole determinant. 

 
Inland Rail stands by the logic applied in the October 2016 MCA workshop and the consequent 
recommendations. 
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Question Source Response 

Slide 6 refers to a ‘Concept 
Assessment’ being undertaken 
in 2013.  Has this report ever 
been made publicly available?  
If not, why not?  Further, while 
the slide points to community 
consultation we remain 
uncertain why the community’s 
feedback about the utilisation 
of existing infrastructure and 
property boundaries has not 
received greater weighting in 
the consideration of alignment 
options? 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 5 April 
2018 

Feasibility Assessment Reports (‘FARs’) and Concept Assessment Reports (‘CARs’) are internal 
working documents used by Inland Rail to help refine the Inland Rail programme and assist decision-
making.   The purpose of such documents is to assist Inland Rail get to the point where there is 
sufficiently detailed or useful information that can be provided to the public and aid in public dialogue 
about issues. 

 
The FARs and CARs documents are preparatory internal working documents and as such are not 
public.  The CARs, and in some cases the FARs, were documents that helped inform MCA 
workshops, but they were only one such input, others including community views, local council 
feedback, and additional technical and constructability considerations.  The subsequent MCA 
Workshops Reports from 2016 and 2017 that helped inform decision-making around the final 
determined study area have been made public.  

 
Inland Rail considers the relative MCA category weightings (and the sub-criteria with the 7 main 
categories) to be appropriate and indeed capable of informing, and changing, preferred alignments 
where there is an overall benefit in doing so. 

 
As an example, within the Narromine to Narrabri section of Inland Rail the decision to go via the Pilliga 
State Forest as opposed to the 2016 Concept Alignment was driven by community consultation that 
heavily focused on reducing impacts to private properties.   
 
The decision to amend the 2016 Concept Alignment in the area between Barradine and Narrabri was 
possible, and desirable, because it offered the opportunity to combine reduced property impacts AND 
a time saving of c.12 minutes AND a cost saving of $74.7 million.  
 
It should be noted that in this instance the community focus on reducing private property impacts 
corresponded with significant advantages vis-a-vis the Inland Rail Service Offering, providing a 
genuine ‘win-win’ outcome for both landowners and Inland Rail.    
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Question Source Response 

At any stage has the ARTC 
considered whether a slight 
increase in the travel time of 
the route would result in fewer 
affected landholders?  If so, 
when was this considered and 
by whom?  Was this 
information made available to 
Government and, if not, why 
not? 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 5 April 
2018 

Inland Rail is being designed to achieve an overall Service Offering, a key plank of which is reliability 
in delivering a Melbourne – Brisbane freight connection in less than 24 hours.  The two long 
‘greenfield’ sections of Inland Rail [Narromine to Narrabri and NSW/QLD Border to Gowrie greenfield 
sections that together total 531kms with 443kms of new track] offer the best opportunities to realise 
much needed time gains and support the overall Inland Rail Service Offering. 
 
Decisions made on individual route sections (and portions of routes) cannot be taken in isolation of the 
need to achieve the overall Service Offering. That said, the issues of transit time and property impacts 
should not be considered as an either/or proposition as both are factors that are taken into 
consideration and which, along with a range of other factors such as ecological impacts and cost, 
contribute to the overall decision-making about a preferred study area or preferred final rail corridor. 

 
Estimates considered at the 27 October 2016 MCA workshop show going via Coonamble (Route 
Option Options 204 and 205) would increase construction costs by $47.9 million while at the same 
time having a cumulative impact on transit time of c.17-18 minutes.   Based on the 81kph estimated 
avg. train speed used to inform the October 2016 MCA workshop the time gain from going via the 
Pilliga State Forest is c.12 minutes. 
 
The 2017 Concept alignment impacts 183 landowners between Narromine and Narrabri which is only 
4 more than the 179 landowners impacted by the route for this section proposed by NSW Farmers. 
 
Inland Rail is predicated on being able to achieve a Service Offering that ensures freight is moved via 
rail between Melbourne and Brisbane in less than 24 hours, at a cost comparable to or better than 
road, with a 98% reliability and is available when the market demands.  It is based on getting freight 
between Melbourne and Brisbane efficiently and offers the opportunity, by 2050, to reduce total truck 
movements on our roads by 200,000 p.a.   

 
Achievement of the Inland Rail Service Offering requires a rail line that is as flat and straight and fast 
as possible.  The Australian Government has determined that, to build upon the investment made by 
previous generations in rail infrastructure, Inland Rail will make use of existing rail corridors where it 
makes sense to do so and where doing so enhances the ability of Inland Rail to meet the Service 
Offering.  It will necessarily also include building Inland Rail within new ‘greenfield’ sections; indeed, it 
is impossible to avoid doing so as is acknowledged by the NSW Farmers in its proposed route 
between Narromine and Narrabri.  
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Question Source Response 

Slide 9 breaks the Narromine 
to Narrabri project into 
sections, claiming time and 
cost savings of a route via the 
Pilliga State Forest and 
suggesting there are cost and 
time delays of alternatives.  
However, it is not clear what 
the alternatives ‘Via Dubbo’ 
and ‘Via Coonamble’ actually 
mean – we would appreciate 
clarification about what these 
time and cost impacts actually 
represent.  Further, while there 
are cost and time savings of 
travelling via the Pilliga, why 
are these not used to offset 
other options in this part of the 
project?  This was a key 
question in my letter of 13 
March which I do not consider 
this response adequately 
addresses or responds to. 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 5 April 
2018 

Via Coonamble means Route Options 204 and 205 as outlined in the October 2016 MCA workshop.  
Via Dubbo means connecting from Narromine to the existing Dubbo – Coonamble line at/near Dubbo.   

 
Inland Rail is being designed to achieve an overall Service Offering, a key plank of which is reliability 
in delivering a Melbourne – Brisbane freight connection in less than 24 hours.  Decisions made on 
individual route sections (and portions of routes) cannot be taken in isolation of the need to achieve 
the overall Service Offering. 

 
Estimates considered at the 27 October 2016 MCA workshop show Route Options 204 and 205 that 
go closest to or via Coonamble would increase construction costs by $47.9 million while at the same 
time having a cumulative impact on transit time of c.17-18 minutes.    
 
Based on the 81kph estimated avg. train speed used to inform the October 2016 MCA workshop the 
time gain from going via the Pilliga State Forest is c.12 minutes and the time loss of going via 
Coonamble is c.17 - 18 minutes for a gross time differential of c.29 – 30 minutes if the option of going 
via the Pilliga State Forest was not available to use in the 2017 Concept Alignment).   

 
On the current Inland Rail train modelling, total transit time between Melbourne and Brisbane for an 
Express Freighter is 23:22:22 heading M – B and 23:29:26 heading B – M.  This currently provides 
exceptionally little ‘head room’ vis-à-vis the less than 24-hour Inland Rail Service Offering target transit 
time between Melbourne and Brisbane.   
 
The Narromine to Narrabri and NSW/QLD Border to Gowrie greenfield sections (totalling 531kms with 
443kms of new track build required) offer the best opportunities to realise much needed time gains 
and support the overall Inland Rail Service Offering. 

 
Inland Rail does not consider sections of the program in isolation from others.  Accordingly, Inland Rail 
does not accept a priori the assumption by NSWF that any ‘gift back of time’ (in part or in full) arising 
from the savings afforded by going via the Pilliga State Forest should necessarily apply only in the 
Narromine to Narrabri section of Inland Rail rather than potentially be utilised to potentially avoid 
impacted landowners elsewhere in greenfield sections along the inland Rail route. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Inland Rail responses to NSWF questions (Updated 23 October 2018)     Page 20 of 26 
 

Question Source Response 

Given the 2015 Business Case 
you referenced simply points 
to estimates of benefits to 
regions, can the ARTC outline 
in greater detail the actual 
economic benefits directly 
attributable to the local 
communities along the 
Narromine to Narrabri 
corridor?  In particular, noting 
the ARTC-preferred-route 
option bypasses existing grain 
receival and intermodal 
facilities, can the ARTC outline 
how these bypassed 
communities will actually 
benefit?   
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 29 
May 2018 

Inland Rail is not ‘by-passing’ any facility.  On the contrary, Inland Rail will potentially enhance the 
utility and productivity of many facilities as Inland Rail provides a high capacity ‘spine’ that regional 
and branch rail lines connect into.   
 
People and regions are not losing anything they currently have – Inland Rail will drive added value 
and economic benefits, thus helping farmers and regional communities.  

 
Connectivity of Inland Rail with the existing ARTC and CRN networks is a fundamental driver of how 
Inland Rail will deliver regional economic benefits.  Producers and other businesses will be able to 
access Inland Rail from existing lines (and any new connections that may be constructed such as at 
Curban) providing greater flexibility for them to get products to market.  
 
Attached is a graphic that illustrates the connectivity of Inland Rail to existing CRN and other lines in 
NSW together with the current levels of produce and freight moved along those lines. 

 
With many of the NSW Government’s Fixing Country Rail projects either connecting into the Inland 
Rail line and national interstate rail network, or ARTC’s high tonnage Hunter Valley rail corridor, 
farmers are potentially set to realise significant savings.  

 
The NSW Government investment will help regional farmers, producers and agribusiness get the most 
out of those connections with longer, heavier trains capable of hauling more freight, more efficiently.  
Inland Rail will improve connections with regional and local rail and road networks and provide a 
cheaper, long distance transport network to road – farmers will reap end-to-end supply chain 
improvements when coupled with the Fixing Country Rail projects. This will help make farmers more 
competitive on the world stage.  
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Question Source Response 

In developing the estimated 
benefits to the region, can the 
ARTC advise whether 
consideration was given to: 
the value of product 
transported via existing 
intermodal facilities; 
the value of agricultural 
commodities already produced 
in the region; 
the benefits of post-
construction jobs to regional 
communities through which 
the line will pass through or 
adjacent to; 
the relative cost of upgrading 
existing infrastructure 
compared to the potential 
economic loss attributable to 
(potentially) reduced 
agricultural production on 
impacted farm businesses; 
and 
the flow-on consequences for 
road freight arising from the 
route selected, for example 
whether the location of the line 
would lead to increased or 
decreased movements of 
local/intra-regional road 
freight. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 29 
May 2018 

Yes, all these factors have been considered over time and to varying degrees.   
 

The 2006 North South Rail Corridor Study and the 2010 IRAS Study resulted in the ‘Far Western Sub 
Corridor’ being determined by the Australian Government (together with the Victoria, NSW and 
Queensland State Governments) as the preferred area within which Inland Rail should be developed.  
This decision was driven by considerations of time, cost and the generation of economic benefits 
including projected freight demand (which included agricultural products). 

 
The 2015 Inland Rail Business Case projects that Inland Rail will increase the total freight demand by 
an additional 1.2 million tonnes p.a. (from 16.7 mtpa to 17.9 mtpa) compared with projections without 
Inland Rail.  Between 2030 and 205 forecast freight demand will increase from 10.5 mtpa to 17.9 mtpa 
with the proportion of freight moved on Inland Rail that is agricultural product being 11% in 2030 and 
9% in 2050. 

 
The Australian Government has allocated $594 million for the acquisition of land required for Inland 
Rail, a proportion of which will be for acquisition of farm land on the basis of fair and agreed valuation 
(in the case of voluntary negotiated purchase) or determined value (if compulsorily acquired).  The 
costs of constructing Inland Rail have accounted for the ‘loss of productive farmland’. 

 
The Australian Government is leading the development of regional economic benefits strategies and 
working with Inland Rail to plan how regional areas and local communities can maximise the longer-
term benefits of Inland Rail.  The socio-economic benefits and impacts of developing Inland Rail in the 
Narromine to Narrabri section will be assessed as part of the project Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) and through such initiatives as Inland Rail’s Social Performance Plan, Local Industry 
Participation Plan, Indigenous Participation Plan and a commitment to utilise local contractors and 
suppliers wherever possible. Socio-economic and cost benefit analyses are not undertaken as part of 
concept assessments for infrastructure projects, nor would it be practical for that to be the case.  
Consideration of such matters within a formal project assessment process is entirely appropriate. 

 
An example of local benefits already flowing from Inland Rail are materials contract awards to Rocla 
and Ausrock Quarries, among others. 
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Question Source Response 

During the hearing, Senator 
McCarthy asks you:  

“In recommending a 
preferred route, has 
the ARTC considered 
whether the line is 
being built to take 
grain to the train or the 
train to the grain?” 

 
NSW Farmers would 
appreciate a response to 
Senator McCarthy’s question 
in the context of our earlier 
requests. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Letter to John 
Fullerton, 29 
May 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The 2006 North South Rail Corridor Study and the 2010 IRAS Study cumulatively ‘moved the train to 
where the grain is’ by recommending the ‘Far Western Sub Corridor’ as the preferred area within 
which Inland Rail should be developed rather than further towards the eastern seaboard.  This 
decision was driven by considerations of time, cost and the generation of economic benefits including 
projected freight demand (which included agricultural products). 

 
Connectivity of Inland Rail with the existing ARTC and CRN networks is a fundamental driver of how 
Inland Rail will deliver regional economic benefits.  Producers and other businesses will be able to 
access Inland Rail from existing lines (and any new connections that may be constructed such as at 
Curban) providing greater flexibility for them to get products to market.   

 
Attached is a graphic that illustrates the connectivity of Inland Rail to existing CRN and other lines in 
NSW together with the current levels of produce and freight moved along those lines. 
 
Inland Rail will deliver cost savings of up to $10/tonne to freight companies that should be realised by 
growers/producers as a result of competition between the freight companies.  Price charged is a key 
factor in maintaining market share for freight companies and any cost reductions can be expected to 
be passed on to customers in full or substantially so.  

 
However, the costs charged to farmers and producers, as to other freight customers, will be a matter 
for the freight companies to negotiate with their customers.  There should be no reason, however, that 
cost reductions occasioned from Inland Rail should not be passed on substantially or in full to end-
customers such as farmers and producers.  
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Inland Rail interconnectivity in New South Wales 
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N2N sketch – NSW Farmers proposed alignment 

 



Client:            ARTC,  Inland Rail

Project:         Narromine to Narrabri (N2N)

Title:   N2N MCA Data Comparison - 2015 Base Case_2017 Concept Alignment_NSWF Proposed Alignment

2015 Base Case
2017 Concept 

Alignment

NSWF:

Option 101

2015 Base Case &

2017 Concept Alignment

NSWF:

Option 204
2015 Base Case

2017 Concept Alignment

& NSWF  

(Option 403a/404a)

Total 

Base Case

Total 

2017 Concept Alignment

Total 

NSWF Alignment
Delta

Summary of

NSWF proposed alignment 

93.4 88.5 104.3 124.1 147.2 113 96.5 330.5 309.1 348 38.9 38.9km longer

86.2 88.5 60.6 105.3 81.6 80.5 96.5 272 290.3 238.7 -51.6 51.6km less greenfield

7.2 0 43.7 18.8 65.9 32.5 0 58.5 18.8 109.6 90.8 90.8km more brownfield

2 0 20 10 23 18 0 30 10 43 33 33 more existing crossings to traverse

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 No difference

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 No difference

1 0 5 0 3 0 0 1 0 8 8 8 more major structures impacted

2 4 4 1 4 0 0 3 5 8 3 5 more grade separations

0 0 0 2 4 1 0 3 2 4 2 2 more LX - Arterial Roads

10 8 4 4 2 2 0 16 12 6 -6 6 fewer Sub Arterial Roads

34 25 36 43 35 15 0 92 68 71 3 3 fewer local roads

Base 1.6 Similar No data available No data available Base Similar Not comparable due to lack of data

8% 0 42% 15% 45% 29% 0% 52% 15% 87% 72%
72% more existing track requiring flood 

upgradse

4 2 8 3 6 3 1 10 6 15 9 9 more interfaces with existing track

2 0 20 10 23 18 0 30 10 43 33 33 more brownfield crossings

48 37 64 60 68 53 56 161 153 188 35 35 more crossings overall

69 65 77 92 109 84 71 245 228 257 29 29min longer overall

4 2 8 3 6 3 1 10 6 15 9 9 more interfaces with existing track

8% 0% 42% 15% 45% 29% 0% 52% 15% 87% 72%
72% more existing track requiring flood 

upgradse

35% 12% Unknown 10% 16% 17% 4% 62% 26% Not comparable due to lack of data

1 0 10 9 17 12 1 22 10 28 18 18 more houses within 100m

33 24 40 40 37 39 47 112 111 124 13 13 more water crossings 

77 59 72 97 80 68 27 242 183 179 -4 4 less properties impacted

315 269 233 410 285 354 105 1079 784 623 -161 161ha less land impacted

Properties impacted

Brownfield: Number of existing LX's

Gwabegar - NarrabriNarromine - Curban

Brownfield:  Number of existing LX's

Brownfield (km)

Greenfield (km)

Total Track length (km)

Criteria

LX - Arterial Roads

Grade Separations (Primary Roads_

Brownfield:  Impacts to existing major structures

Brownfield:  Impacts to existing stations

Brownfield: Road underbridge

% of alignment with brownfield flooding requirement

Track length in designated flood plain (km)

Road safety interfaces

Local Roads or Track Crossing

Sub Arterial Roads
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Interfaces with existing lines / sidings / grain traffic
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Total Road Crossings

Number of water crossings (named, unnamed)

% of high impacts

Residences within 100m

Curban to Gwabegar Comparison
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Total Area Impacted (ha)

Ecological impacts (flora, fauna and habitats)

Noise and vibration impacts

Flooding and waterway impacts

Property impacts

Effect/ Impact on travel time

Effect on reliability and availability

Flood immunity/ hydrology

Impacts on existing road and rail networks

Distance

Operational safety
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N2N MCA Data Comparison - 2015 Base Case_2017 Concept Alignment_NSWF Proposed Alignment 

The requested MCA comparison table is attached which includes data from the following alignment options; 

• 2015 Base Case 

• 2017 Concept Alignment 

• NSW Farmers Proposed Alignment 

 
In each of the alignment options, three sections have been grouped together to enable a like for like comparison; 
 

1) Narromine to Curban 

2) Curban to Gwabegar 

3) Gwabegar to Narrabri 

 

From the sketch provided by NSW Farmers, ARTC has compared the following routes described below;  

1) Narromine to Curban 
2015 Base Case: Mostly greenfield line with an initial minor brownfield line west of Narromine running north to Curban 

ARTC: Full greenfield line to the east of Narromine running north to Curban (2017 Concept Alignment) 

NSWF: Initial greenfield line to the east of Narromine connecting to the brownfield Coonamble line running north through Gilgandra to Curban (Option 

101) 

 

2) Curban to Gwabegar  
2015 Base Case: Full greenfield line running north to Gwabegar   

ARTC: Same as the 2015 base case (2017 Concept Alignment) 

NSWF: Initial brownfield line via Coonamble then greenfield line running east to Gwabegar (Option 204). 

 

3) Gwabegar to Narrabri  
2015 Base Case: Greenfield line running north of the Pilliga State forest and back around to Narrabri.  

ARTC: Greenfield line running east to Narrabri via the Pilliga state forest (2017 Concept Alignment / Option 403a/404a). 

NSWF: Same as ARTC alignment, i.e. (2017 Concept Alignment / Option 403a/404a). 

A comparison of the 2017 Concept Alignment vs the NSW Farmers Proposed Alignment is shown in the f 




