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Executive Summary 

Understanding the true value of rail in Australia requires that the benefits from 
rail transport which are not captured in prices and which accrue to the 
community at large are identified and quantified.  In this report some of these 
social, environment and economic impacts of rail transport are identified and 
quantified.   

The analysis indicates that, for passenger journeys, every trip made on rail 
rather than road can reduce costs to society by between $3 and $8.50, 
depending on the city.  For freight the savings are estimated to be around 95 
cents for every tonne kilometre (this translates to around $150 for a normal 
container transported between Melbourne and Brisbane).   

These estimates are based on congestion, accident and carbon emission costs 
and so benefits from social inclusion, reduced infrastructure maintenance 
costs and fuel security could also be added. 

The situation today 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ 
dramatically over the last half century as a result of population growth.  Our major cities 
have expanded and their centres have grown denser.  Demand for passenger and freight 
transport services have steadily grown, both within and between urban centres.  The 
pressure on transport infrastructure is set to progressively intensify over the coming years 
ŀǎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ forecast 30.5 million by 2030 (ABS 2008).  In this 
environment, decisions must be made about how much and where to invest in transport 
infrastructure.  These decisions must be informed by the true value of rail or the wrong 
investments will be made. 

Historically, much of the increased demand for transport services has been met by road.  
For example, the share of interstate, non-bulk freight met by road transport has risen from 
around 22% in 1970 to around 70% today, while that met by rail has fallen from around 
45% to under 30% over the same period (BTE 1999 and Port Jackson Partners 2005).  
Similar trends can be observed in passenger services within cities. 

Indeed, Australia is now the most intensive user of road freight in the world1 and has the 
least energy efficient road passenger transport among members of the International Energy 
!ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ό5C!¢ нллу ŀƴŘ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǘŀǎƪ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ нлмлύΦ 

These trends cannot continue if our freight systems are to be managed efficiently and our 
passenger networks are to not be overburdened by congestion as populations grow. 

In order to meet the land transport challenges confronting the nation, a suite of 
complementary measures will be needed; involving: 

                                                             
1
 When measured on a tonne-kilometre per person basis. 



The true value of rail 

ii Deloitte Access Economics  

 effectively integrating investment in transport infrastructure in all metropolitan 
strategies;  

 reforming pricing to encourage efficient choices between different transport modes; 
and  

 taking a long-term view of the benefits that accrue from investment in core transport 
infrastructure.  

Policy-makers have been engaged in developing elements in each of these three areas for 
action but progress has been slow.  Congestion, carbon emissions and inefficiencies in 
supply chains have continued to worsen.  A greater sense of urgency is required.   

As is evident from international experience, an increased use of rail will be vital to meeting 
these challenges as the population, and population densities, increase.  Rail provides many 
benefits over road transport which are not incorporated into costs and prices.  These 
benefits include: 

 improved land use and urban densification; 

 lower carbon emissions; 

 reduced congestion; 

 fewer accidents; 

 removing barriers to social inclusion; 

 improving land values; and 

 enhanced energy security. 

Rail is already price competitive with road in some areas of the transport network, 
particularly freight, and would become more competitive with improved infrastructure 
and/or suitable pricing signals.  These benefits should grow as the population increases and 
rail infrastructure can be more fully utilised allowing the infrastructure costs to be spread 
between more users.   

Benefits of rail 

A key part of ensuring correct investment decisions are made is to recognise the true value 
of rail.  This report provides evidence on the level of the benefits not captured in prices or 
costs that arise from shifting passengers or freight from road to rail. The benefits identified 
are:  

 Passenger transport:  

ω Road travel produces more than 40% more carbon pollution than rail travel per 
passenger kilometre. 

ω Road transport generates almost eight times the amount of accident costs as 
rail transport does. 

ω In the longer term, high speed rail provides the potential to alleviate pressures 
that will emerge to move people between major cities and along east coast 
ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎ ŀǎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀtion grows. 

 Urban passenger transport: 

ω An additional commuter journey by rail reduces congestion costs alone by 
between around $2 and $7. 
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ω For every passenger journey ƳŀŘŜ ƻƴ Ǌŀƛƭ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǊƻŀŘ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ 
largest cities, between $3 and $8.50 can be saved in congestion, safety and 
carbon emission costs. 

ω In Sydney, for example, if rail absorbed 30% of the forecast increase in urban 
travel then congestion, safety and carbon emission costs could be reduced by 
around $1 billion a year by 2025. 

 Interstate freight transport: 

ω Heavy vehicle road freight users do not face the full maintenance costs that 
they cause.  Under-recovery of these costs has been estimated at between 
$7,000 and $10,500 per truck each year (Productivity Commission 2006 and 
NTC 2006).  The National Transport Commission (NTC) has recommended 
changes which seek to address this issue. 

ω Freight moved between Melbourne and Brisbane by rail instead of road 
reduces carbon costs by around $56 per container and reduces accident costs 
by around $92 per container. 

ω Along the North-South freight corridor, for example, if rail was to achieve a 
40% share of the market then savings, in terms of carbon pollution and 
accidents, would currently be around $300m a year or $630m a year by 2030. 

 Freight transport within urban centres: 

ω Along with the use of the mass transit of people, a greater use of rail for freight 
within, especially, Sydney and Melbourne will be needed to alleviate the 
increasing congestion on road networks.  Environmental and safety benefits 
would also accrue.   

ω The NSW and Victorian Governments have recognised the need to develop 
more effective rail freight services within their cities and have set targets 
accordingly.  These goals aim to ease congestion on arterial roads and improve 
use of existing rail infrastructure and port land.  

These costs have tangible effects on the ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴΩǎ and the economy.  
Congestion eats away at leisure time and reduces economic productivity as workers and 
goods take longer to reach their destination and cost more to transport.  Carbon pollution 
creates social costs to be borne by future generations who will face the duel costs of a 
changed climate and the need to reduce emissions.  In addition to deaths caused by vehicle 
accidents, injuries create ongoing effects in terms of pain, reduced ability to work and the 
need for care.   

Investing in infrastructure 

The costs in terms of congestion, carbon emissions and safety that have been outlined 
above will increase in coming years.  Increases in congestion costs are set to outpace the 
increase in either the size of the economy, the size of our cities or the size of our 
population.  Policy makers are, therefore, faced with difficult decisions.  Investment which 
recognises the value of rail could lead to significant benefits for Australia but these 
investments are large and can be administratively difficult. 

For example, to meet the needs of this growing population, there is a choice between 
investing in mass transit now or building road or rail networks through already developed 
urban areas in the future.  The high cost of retro-fitting road networks is already reflected 
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in {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ M4 East expansion, which is expected to amount to more than $500 million per 
km (NRMA 2011).  In contrast, Brisbane is looking to invest in Cross River Rail to prepare for 
a denser population.  

There are currently some key bottlenecks holding back the efficient use of rail in Australia.  
Freight movements between Melbourne and Brisbane are constrained by congestion in 
northern Sydney.  The North Sydney Freight Corridor would go a long way to addressing 
this issue.  Fixing this key point of infrastructure is estimated to cost around $4.4 billion 
today.  A number of other projects on this route such as modern intermodal facilities in 
Sydney and Melbourne and many minor adjustments to the track might also be needed.   

These investments are costly but will help drive a modal shift towards rail freight which 
creates benefits from reduced carbon pollution and accidents.  If rail was to achieve a 40% 
market share then by 2030 the savings from accidents and carbon pollution could be worth 
well over $600 million a year. 

The key choke point for freight is intimately linked with Sydney's metropolitan network.  
The metropolitan network is currently constrained by capacity through the city.  Expanding 
capacity in the city, through the Western Express project, would currently cost around $4.5 
billion.  Again, there are large savings in carbon pollution, accident and congestion costs 
which work to offset the initial infrastructure investment.  If a congestion charge and 
carbon tax were introduced, this could result in around 150 million extra rail journeys a 
year.  All these extra passengers would reduce carbon pollution, congestion and accident 
costs on the roads by around $1.2 billion a year. 

Projects to relieve current bottlenecks should be put through a rigorous cost benefit 
analysis before being committed to and the full benefits of rail should be included in this 
analysis. 

The policy challenge 

Rail has a central role to play in meeting this transport challenge; it can provide mass 
transport and links across cities, reducing congestion, accidents and pollution.  It can also 
play a key role in transporting freight efficiently between and through population centres.  
Rail, therefore, should be a focus of policymakers when considering how best to support 
and accommodate future transport and economic growth. 

Investment in rail should be made through a mix of public, private and public-private 
partnership (PPP) funding.  No matter which method of funding is used investment should 
be made in a coordinated manner with reference to longer term transportation goals and 
incorporating the full costs of different modes of transport. 

The most prominent involvement of State governments has been in metropolitan rail.  
State governments, through their metropolitan plans, therefore have an essential role to 
play in ensuring investments in rail infrastructure are made which keep pace with their 
growing cities and capture the full range of benefits that rail offers (including social 
inclusion, reduced congestion, reduced road accidents and reduced pollution).  Rail will play 
a key role under any reasonable transport plan. 
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In addition to making investments in rail, state governments can also focus on addressing 
existing inefficiencies in the pricing of road transport. First through ensuring that heavy 
freight vehicles cover the costs they impose and then by moving towards mass-distance 
pricing. 

The Australian Government, by being less focused on the operation and maintenance of rail 
networks themselves, can take on a coordination and leadership role as well as their central 
funding role.  Leadership can be made through continued investigation of new rail 
developments and planning strategies which place an emphasis on rail. 

In terms of funding, ideally, the benefits of rail (such as reducing congestion, carbon 
emissions and accidents) would be directly internalised using policy options such as carbon 
pricing, congestion charges and accurate vehicle registration fees.  This is a long term goal, 
however, and, in the shorter term, a second best approach is for the Australian 
Government to take into account the full benefits of rail when considering which 
investments to support. 

Funding from the Australian Government is also important in overcoming myopic 
investments.  Given the past pattern of transport investment in Australia it is often the case 
that an incremental investment in road seems more appealing than an investment in rail.  
Following along this path will only lock Australia in more closely with road transport and will 
miss the opportunities presented by making use rail transport. 

A series of bold and innovative policy options should be considered. Over the very short 
term, the CRRP process should be strongly pursued and supported with a goal of more 
closely tying truck operating costs to the actual costs they create. 

In the medium term, allocating some of the funds from a carbon tax to the development of 
public transport networks could present a particularly appealing policy. 

In the longer term, introducing congestion charginƎ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ levying a 
per tonne charge on road freight transport within cities should be seen as overall policy 
goals.   

Effective action along these lines would result in very large gains to the national economy.  
Indeed, the potential gains would result in improvements in national productivity of a scale 
that would compare favourably with some of the major microeconomic reforms delivered 
over the past few decades.   

Deloitte Access Economics 
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1 The policy setting 

The increasing demand for transport associated with the expansion of our 
major cities has been predominantly met by building roads.  Governments 
have played a key role in guiding these investment choices.  With a movement 
towards integrated planning of transport investments across modes and 
jurisdictions supported by a number of key policy documents, there is an 
opportunity for a fresh approach to investment planning. 

To make appropriate policy decisions, decision makers must take into account 
all the costs for each different transport mode. 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ Ƙŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ 
dramatically over the last half century as a result of population growth.  Our major cities 
have expanded, leading to greater demand for the transport of both passengers and 
freight, within and between cities.  The expansion of our cities reflects a change in land use, 
from a relatively dense hub-and-spoke configuration, to a low density suburban sprawl, 
supported by an expanding road network (BTRE 2007).  Over the last few decades, this 
increasing transport need has typically been met by investment in roads, with little relative 
investment in rail (see Chart 1.1 below).   

Chart 1.1: Value of major transport infrastructure engineering construction, $ million 
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Source: BTRE (2009c) 
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DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ƎǳƛŘƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ 
transport infrastructure.  Looking ahead, it will continue to play a coordinating role for 
infrastructure development because, while many transport operators are private entities or 
government corporations, the planning of cities and major infrastructure investments 
remain, largely, the purview of government, as doeǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ 
environment.    

A program of microeconomic reform in the 1990s, as part of the National Competition 
Policy Review, led to changes in the operating environment of the transport industry.  For 
example, restructuring occurred in the rail industry, where below and above rail 
infrastructure was vertically separated and a number of rail access regimes were created 
(Everett 2006).  It is arguable that in the decades since, however, reform and investment in 
infrastructure have stagnated.  That attention is now shifting back, with freight and 
transport policy both firmly in the spotlight (BCA 2009).   

In the freight sector, government policy towards freight transport has recently shifted 
towards an integrated planning model, in contrast to the previous parallel planning model 
where transport modes were planned separately and state and territory regulations did not 
align.  The Australian Government and the Council of Australian Governments ό/h!DύΩǎ 
reform agenda has been a driving force behind this shift.  Several steps have already been 
taken towards an approach to transport policy that is integrated across jurisdictions and 
across modes, some recent highlights include: 

 The release of a draft National Land Freight Strategy (Infrastructure Australia 2011) 

 The National Ports Strategy (Infrastructure Australia 2010a) 

 The Road Reform Plan (ATC 2009) 

 A report commissioned by the National Transport Commission (NTC) looking at the 
development of an inter-modal supply chain (Booz & Company 2009)   

 A Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) recommending the implementation of a 
national framework for the regulation, registration and licensing of heavy vehicles 
(Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local 
Government 2009) 

 A RIS recommending the creation of a national safety investigator across all transport 
modes (NTC 2009) 

 Dedicated transport infrastructure spending, with the creation of Building Australian 
Fund and the Nation Building Program, both under the jurisdiction of Infrastructure 
Australia 

¢ƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ Ǌŀƛƭ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 
renewed efforts for the integration of rail into the Port of Melbourne and Port Botany and 
planning for investments into intermodal terminals. 

Similarly, there has been increased attention on urban transport planning at both a Federal 
and State level.  Recent examples include: 

 Initial Federal movement into urban infrastructure planning, with the development 
of a Major Cities Unit within Infrastructure Australia. 

 ! 5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ tŀǇŜǊ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ aŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ нлос όb{² 
Planning 2009) 
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 ! Ŏŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ aр ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ όw¢! 
2009a) 

 The Victorian Transport Plan (Department of Transport 2008) 

 A draft Integrated Transport Plan for South East Queensland (Department of 
Transport and Main Roads 2010) 

 An Infrastructure Plan and Program for South East Queensland (Department of 
Infrastructure and Planning 2010) 

 ! ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴǘƻ ΨtƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΣ Ƨƻōǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳǘƛƴƎ Ŧƭƻǿǎ ƛƴ 
tŜǊǘƘΩ ό.L¢w9 нлмлōύΦ 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ forecast to increase to 30.5 million by 2030 (ABS 2008).  As such, 
both the population and freight task are likewise forecast to continue growing in the 
decades to come.  The policy shift towards an integrated planning model bodes well for the 
task ahead, as it has been found that multiple regulatory systems are inherently unstable 
(BTRE 2006).  A more populous Australia will inevitably further change the landscape of our 
cities and infrastructure requirements.  This will require significant investment in transport 
infrastructure for the efficient movement of more people and more goods.  A focus on 
ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇort infrastructure is integral to continuing to build on the 
productivity gains that began with economic reform and competition policy in earlier 
decades (BCA 2009).  Efficient transport is a key input to the production of goods and 
services in Australia and, as such, designing the right transport policy for both freight and 
passengers is integral to achieving future productivity growth.  Without addressing 
efficiency and capacity constraints, there will be significant negative implications for the 
national economy (IPA and PWC 2009). 

This begs the question; how best to grow as a nation?  To sufficiently answer this question, 
it is important to understand the full implications of different investment choices.  The 
question then becomes what is the best approach to the provision of funding of 
infrastructure, services and pricing to ensure that the most efficient modal mix is achieved. 

Policy architecture that lends itself to the efficient development of the transport sector 
must ensure that stakeholders take into account all the costs for each different transport 
mode.  Hence, one important consideration for transport planning decisions is an 
appreciation of the externalities associated with each mode.  It is not the only 
consideration, but a failure to include it in the decision making process will likely lead to an 
outcome with a distortionary effect.   

This report seeks to outline the potential advantages of investment in rail and its potential 
to best meet the challenges of a growing population and freight task.  Issues affecting the 
policy decision making process are discussed further in this report.  Background is given in 
Section 2, the current state of road and rail in Australia, including their economic 
characteristics, is discussed in Section 3, transportation costs are addressed in Section 4 and 
other considerations are discussed in Section 6.  Finally, implications for public policy are 
addressed in Section 7. 
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2 Transport background 

Rail is well suited to meeting the needs of Australia's future population growth 
whether this be as mass transit in Australia's increasingly large and dense 
cities, interstate passenger transport or freight transport (both within and 
between cities). 

Rail presents benefits of enabling increased density, reducing congestion and 
accidents, being less fossil fuel dependent and negating the need for 
investment in airport and road expansions. 

Rail has been held back by historical underinvestment, especially when 
compared to other modes of transport, which has led to an unnecessary 
reputation of poor performance.  With sufficient infrastructure rail could 
significantly increase its share of the transport task. 

!ǎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ Ǌŀƛƭ ǿƛƭƭ 
likewise grow.  A more populous country is better able to tap into the efficiencies and 
benefits of rail, as its advantages lie in mass transportation, whether that be of people or of 
goods. 

For the transport of passengers, rail has particular advantages at an intra-city, or metro, 
level.  Australia has, for a long time, had a highly urbanised population and a growing 
population is likely to result in larger, denser cities.  Investment in passenger rail networks 
ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ƻƴŜ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘΦ   

¢ƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ōȅ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ 
are already sprawling suburbs.  As a result, cities accommodating larger populations will 
inevitably become denser.  This increased density and increased numbers of people make 
investment in rail an attractive option.  Rail is able to move people in mass, resulting in a 
more efficient use of capital and transport corridors, and a reduction in congestion.  Other 
notable benefits accrue from increased safety, partly as a result of reduced congestion.  
Environmental benefits are also derived from the economies of scale achieved through the 
mass transit of people and because rail is a less fossil fuel-dependent mode of transport 
than road. 

Rail also potentially offers advantages for the transport of passengers at an inter-city level.  
In addition to the population growth of major cities, regional centres are also growing and 
sizeable population corridors are beginning to take shape.  This trend is particularly strong 
along the East coast of Australia between Sydney and Brisbane, but is also becoming 
apparent to the South of Perth and around Melbourne.   

With sufficient population density and with more nodes along potential routes in the 
future, the option of a very fast train (VFT) for passenger transport along the east coast of 
Australia may be increasingly attractive.  The BITRE reports that, as a general rule, a viable 
high speed train line should connect cities with over one million residents that are at 
around three hours apart, and requires 6 to 12 million passengers a year (BITRE 2010c).  In 
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a similar manner to intra-city metro services, inter-city rail has potential advantages for 
addressing congestion and environmental issues.   

The most important transport mode in this space is currently air.  However, in the future, a 
reliance on air transport among a larger population may lead to congestion problems at 
airports.  Air travel also has higher negative environmental costs than both rail and road 
(BITRE 2010), as well as fuel security concerns, both of which may reduce its relative appeal 
over time.  Research in this area asserts that an east coast high speed rail corridor achieving 
speeds of 350km/h could compete with air travel (IPA and AECOM 2010). 
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Case study: Rail passenger transport in America 

¢ƘƻǎŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƭŀǊƎŜ ǊŀƛƭΩ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ 
social and environmental benefits from their public transport system relative 
ǘƻ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǎƳŀƭƭ ǊŀƛƭΩ ƻǊ ŀ Ψōǳǎ ƻƴƭȅΩ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ 

A large, well-established rail public transport system is found to significantly 
increase per capita public transport use through two mechanisms.  First, with 
access to rail transportation, more people choose to commute by public 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ōȅ ŎŀǊ όŀƭǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴŀǊȅ ǊƛŘŜǊǎΩύΣ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
vehicle mileage.  Secondly, people change their car ownership patterns, 
thereby reducing levels of car ownership. 

Through a higher per capita use of public transport, these large rail systems are 
ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭȅ ǎƛȊŜŘ ΨǎƳŀƭƭ ǊŀƛƭΩ 
ŀƴŘ Ψōǳǎ ƻƴƭȅΩ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƭŜǎǎ traffic congestion and lower traffic 
death rates, as well as lower consumer expenditure on transport and higher 
public transport service cost recovery.  Chart Box.1 below shows that American 
cities with large rail transport systems have far lower congestion costs than 
cities of comparable size with a small rail or bus only transport system. 

Chart Box.1: Estimated congestion cost in American cities 

 

 Source: Litman (201) 

New York, Boston, San Francisco and Chicago are examples of American cities 
with successful established rail transport systems.  However, Portland has a 
relatively new rail system and has achieved similar outcomes in 
neighbourhoods with access to rail transport, such as increasing public 
transport patronage and a reduction of private car use.  This suggests that new 
rail systems can affect transport and land use patterns at a fast enough rate to 
be considered worthwhile investments. 

Source: Litman (2010) 
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.ȅ нлнлΣ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ǘŀǎƪ ƛǎ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ǘƻ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ƛƴ ǎƛȊŜ όt²/ ŀƴŘ Lt! нллфύΦ  [ƛƪe for 
the movement of passengers, rail has advantages for the movement of large quantities of 
goods.  Rail has a particular advantage over very long distances moving from point to point 
where economies of scale can be achieved (BITRE 2009d) but can also play a key role over 
shorter distances, particularly within cities where rail offers ways to manage congestion 
and staffing concerns.  For example, rail already performs very well in the movement of 
freight between the West and East coasts of Australia.  As !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǎ ŀƴŘ 
the freight task between major population centres also grows, rail may be the most 
efficient transport mode for the movement of goods between cities.  Like in the case of 
metro passenger transport, it offers benefits in terms of congestion, safety, health and 
environmental costs.   

It is arguable that historical under-investment in capital along rail corridors in east coast 
hubs and along the North-South corridor between Melbourne and Brisbane has affected 
line haul performance and limited the demand for rail services along these tracks.  With 
increased capital investment, it is estimated that rail could increase its modal share.  Some 
estimates place the potential for rail share to be between 30 and 40% for freight 
movements between Melbourne and Sydney, and up to 80% for freight movements 
between Melbourne and Brisbane (Booz & Co 2009).   

The US, particularly along the West coast with the Alameda Corridor and in the mid-West, 
provides a best practice example for the use of rail for the movement of freight.  Figure 2.1 
shows the main rail corridors in the US and the average daily patronage of each route.  
Long-distance routes along East-West corridors receive the highest number of trains per 
day, while the populous West coast supports high-speed rail corridors.   

An OECD (2006) study finds that the US has a fairly balanced modal share for freight, with 
rail taking on the highest share at 39%, followed by road at 31% and pipelines/inland 
navigation/short-sea shipping at between 7 and 8%.  This is relative to both Europe and 
Japan, where rail does not hold a significant modal share and road and short-sea shipping 
dominate.  In Japan 41% of the freight task is undertaken by short-sea shipping and 55% by 
road.  In the EU-15 countries 44% is done by road and 39% by short-sea shipping.  Given its 
geographic similarities and similar requirement to navigate a federal system, this bodes 
well for the potential of rail to take on a similar role for the movement of freight in 
Australia. 
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Figure 2.1: Freight Rail Movements in the United States of America 

 
Source: The Economist (2010) 

Moving forward, rail may also play a greater role in connecting regional and metro areas to 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǇƻǊǘǎΦ  wŀƛƭ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ the transport of many bulk commodities to 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǇƻǊǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇƻǊǘΦ  CǳǊǘƘŜǊƳƻǊŜΣ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ǇƻǊǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŦƭŀƎƎŜŘ ŀ 
Ǝƻŀƭ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǊŀƛƭΩǎ ƳƻŘŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǇƻǊǘ ǘǊŀŘŜǎ, particularly in 
containerised exports (Sydney Ports Corporation 2008; Port of Melbourne Corporation 
нллфŀΤ tƻǊǘ ƻŦ IŀǎǘƛƴƎǎ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ нллфύΦ  !ƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŀƛƭΩǎ ƳƻŘŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŀǎƪ 
would aim to relieve road congestion, improve port land use and improve linkages with the 
interstate rail freight network (BITRE 2009d).  Booz & Co (2009) predict that in the absence 
of landside logistics reform to better favour rail, an additional 1.3 million truck trips will 
occur each year adding to the congestion problems for ports. 

A better understanding of the potential benefits of rail is important when considering 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ǌŀƛƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
in the certain areas of the transport network where its benefits are clearest has the 
potential to efficienǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƳŜŜǘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ 
transport tasks. 
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3 The state of transport in 
Australia 

The potential role for rail in Australia should be compared to its current state.  
There are extensive road and rail networks both within and between 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ  ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ  The 
share of interstate non-bulk freight met by road transportation has risen from 
around 22% in 1970 to around 70% today, while the share met by rail has 
fallen from around 45% to under 30% over the same period (BTE 1999 and Port 
Jackson Partners 2005).  In an environment where the total transport task has 
been growing, rail, although showing recent gains, has been largely confined to 
areas such as the transport of bulk minerals, very long freight hauls and for 
Ƴŀǎǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ  

Part of the explanation for this outcome is the different infrastructure 
investments made in both networks.  Historical trends have shown greater 
investment by government in road than rail infrastructure.  Given the 
economics of infrastructure networks, such as the increasing returns to scale 
due to network effects and high fixed costs, these past supply decisions have 
driven current demand outcomes.  

3.1 Road in Australia 

Transport in Australia is highly reliant on its road network, which is vast.  In 2007 Australia 
had a total 815,074 kms of roads (BITRE 2009c).  Australia is the most intensive user of road 
freight in the world on a tonne-kilometre per person basis (DFAT 2008) while a survey of 
members of the international energy association has also shown that Australia has the least 
energy efficient road passenger transport and one of the lowest levels of new passenger 
ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ ŦǳŜƭ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ όtǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǘŀǎƪ Ǝroup on energy efficiency 2010). 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǊŜƭƛŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ decades; both for 
the movement of passengers and of freight (see Chart 3.1 and Chart 3.2).  In terms of the 
freight task, in 1970-71 road moved 19% of goods, measured in tonne-kms and by 2006-07 
this had increased to 36%.  Total passenger-kms travelled by passenger cars increased by 
256% over the same timeframe; ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ŎŀǊǎΩ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘotal passenger travel 
did not increase.  The steady role of passenger road travel, as a proportion of total 
passenger travel, is due to the rise of air passenger travel, which has increased its 
passenger kms almost ten-fold over this time and is the only transport mode to have 
increased its share of passenger travel from 1970-71 to 2006-07. 
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Chart 3.1: Total domestic freight task by transport mode, billion tonne-kms 
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Source: BITRE (2009c) 

Chart 3.2: Total passenger travel by transport mode, billion passenger-kms 
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Source: BITRE (2009c) 
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Most road infrastructure in Australia is provided by government, with all three levels of 
government contributing in different ways.  State, territory and local governments have 
ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǾŜǊ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊmer responsible for 
major roads and the latter responsible for smaller local roads.  The Australian government 
is responsible for funding of the interstate highway network (formerly known as Auslink), 
shown in Figure 3.1.  The Australian government also has some influence over the 
governance of roads, through its distribution of funding and through its role in negotiating 
COAG reforms. 

!ǘ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ŜŀŎƘ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ 
responsible for distributing funding for roads, registration and licensing of vehicles, 
managing road networks and for transport safety.  Local councils are responsible for 
managing local roads. 

Figure 3.1: Auslink national road network 

 

Source: BITRE (2009c)  

Generally speaking, state and territory government make the largest funding contributions 
to Australian roads, followed by local governments and the Australian government, 
respectively (see Chart 3.3).  A limited proportion of road infrastructure is also provided by 
private sector transfers.  Private sector transfers refer to roads that are constructed by the 
private sector and are then transferred to local government, for example, roads in new 
housing developments (BITRE 2009d).  AccordinƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .L¢w9Ωǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎΣ ǊƻŀŘ 
related expenditure by all levels of Australian governments totalled $13.9 billion in 2007-
08, including transfers from the private sector. 
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Chart 3.3: Road-related expenditure by jurisdiction, $billion (2006-07 prices) 
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Source: BITRE (2009c) 

However, since 2008 the Australian Government has taken on a greater role in the funding 
of roads.  Major new programs for funding road infrastructure by the Australian 
government include: 

 The Nation Building Program, which distributes Australian Government funding for 
roads.  Funding under this program will average of $4.6 billion per year between 
2008-09 and 2013-14.  This is a significant increase in funding compared to the 
previous total federal spending level of $2.7 million in 2007-08 (BITRE 2009d). 

 The Building Australia Fund contributes to critical infrastructure projects, including 
road projects.  Funding is distributed based on an Infrastructure Priority List 
(Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2010a). 

 The Roads to Recovery program contributes federal funding to local councils and to 
state and territory government for local roads in unincorporated areas.  $1.75 billion 
will be distributed between 2009-10 and 2013-14 (Department of Infrastructure and 
Transport 2010b). 

 The Black Spots Program provides funding to high-risk road locations around 
Australia.  It will provide $59.5 million per year until 2013-14. 

The pricing of road use is generally managed by state and territory governments.  For 
passenger road transport, the price of road use consists of a vehicle registration fee, a 
license fee and toll charges for the use of privately constructed roadways.  In the first two 
cases, these are fixed cost compulsory fees where vehicle registration is an annual charge 
and the term of vehicle licenses varies.  Toll charges are marginal costs to road users, but 
are discretionary to the extent that they can be avoided.  
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For freight road transport, road use prices consist of charges to heavy vehicles, which in 
turn include a diesel fuel excise and heavy vehicle registration fees.  The diesel fuel excise is 
a marginal cost for heavy vehicle users and varies with the amount of fuel consumed and, 
therefore, with distance travelled.  It is charged at 38.14 cents per litre.  However, most 
heavy vehicles (those over 4.5 tonnes) are eligible for a fuel tax credit if they meet a 
minimum one of four environmental criteria under the Fuel Tax Act 2006.  Heavy vehicles 
meeting this condition receive a fuel tax credit of 18.51 cents per litre, leaving a net diesel 
fuel excise of 19.63 cents per litre (Productivity Commission 2006). 

The interstate registration of heavy vehicles is called the Federal Interstate Registration 
Scheme (FIRS) and provides national registration for heavy vehicles over 4.5 tonnes 
operating solely in interstate transport.  The National Transport Commission (NTC) 
recommends the level of interstate heavy vehicle registration charges.  These 
recommendations are then taken into account by the Australian Transport Council (ATC), 
an element of COAG, when it forms its decisions.  Over the past few years there has been a 
tendency for the ATC to not implement recommendations from the NTC, this was noted in 
ŀ нллф ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ b¢/ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘǎ άƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ Ƙŀǎ Ŧŀƭlen 
ǎƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘέ όb¢/ wŜǾƛŜǿ {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ нллфύΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 
State and Territory transport authorities administer these charges on behalf of the 
Australian government.  Each jurisdiction also administers registration of heavy vehicles 
that are registered to that State or Territory.  Both systems, individual State and Territory, 
and FIRS, have registration fees that vary by vehicle type.     

There has been debate in Australia recently about whether road freight has been subsidised 
relative to rail.  In 2006 the Productivity Commission released a report into Road and Rail 
Freight Infrastructure Pricing which found that there was no compelling case that heavy 
vehicles are subsidised relative to rail, there was some indication that there may be cross-
subsidisation within vehicle classes (Productivity Commission 2006).  The conclusions of this 
report should be tempered by the persistent data problems identified by the Productivity 
commission.  At various points in the report the lack of data for both road and rail 
infrastructure is highlighted as a problem which restrictŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ŧǳƭƭȅ 
analyse the issues: 

 ά! ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ 
approach [to the terms of ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜϐΦέ 

 άData on the expenditure within each jurisdiction that is attributable to heavy 
vehicles is needed to test this claim [of under-compensation to local government], 
but these data are not available.έ 

 ά5ata on State and Territory rail expenditure do not identify expenditure on capital 
works or new assets, nor are they comparable across jurisdictions due to significant 
differences in accounting policiesΦέ 

 άthere is considerable uncertainty about the accuracy of the road capital stock dataέ 

In addition, advocates of rail have argued that because heavy vehicle road user charges 
have been capped at CPI since 2002, and steep increases in road infrastructure investment 
have been made over this time, that road freight operators have been subsidised (CRC for 
Rail Innovation 2009).  The outcome of this debate is, as yet, unclear.   

Following on from the Productivity Commission report, over the past few years COAG has 
been proceeding along its road reform plan.  The COAG road reform plan (CRRP) has 
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focussed on the finding that prices for larger road vehicles were highly averaged and did 
not always reflect the distance travelled, vehicle mass and the maintenance costs of 
different road types.  This is a somewhat narrow target for reform and CRRP has explicitly 
stated that it does not intend to include social costs such as congestion, air pollution, 
greenhouse gas emissions and accidents in the pricing reform process (CRRP 2010). 

COAG is therefore interested in implementing a pricing structure which more closely 
reflects mass, distance and location.  One likely element of this would be to increase 
registration charges for larger heavy vehicles making long journeys (such as road trains or 
b-doubles) when compared to smaller heavy vehicles making shorter journeys.  These 
changes are currently expected to be implemented no earlier than 2014.  This variety of 
externality, cross subsidisation between road users, is further investigated later in this 
report. 

3.2 Rail in Australia 

Australia has an extensive, complex, rail network covering the major capital cities.  
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ Ǌŀƛƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ Ŏŀƴ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ōŜ ōǊƻƪŜƴ Řƻǿƴ ƛƴǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǎǘŀǘŜ ǊŀƛƭǿŀȅǎΣ 
intrastate railways and metropolitan passenger networks, some of the major links are 
shown in Figure 3.2 below. 
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Figure 3.2: Major rail links in Australia 

 
Source: BITRE 2009c 

Interstate railways join Perth to Adelaide; Adelaide to Melbourne, Sydney and Darwin and 
Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane along the east coast.  These interstate connections, all 
standard gauge, carry passengers and freight.   

Within states there are many different types of rail infrastructure including: 

 networks such as the Goonyella system in Queensland or the Hunter Valley Coal 
network in NSW which primarily connect mines to the port; 

 intercity rail networks such as that operated North of Brisbane by Queensland Rail 
(QR); 

 regional freight networks, often used to transport grain; and 

 private railways used to transport cane, timber and ore. 

Looking to metropolitan passenger networks, there are electrified heavy rail networks in 
Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane and Perth and a non-electrified network in Adelaide. 

The volume of freight moved by rail, measured in billion tonne kilometres has been growing 
strongly over recent years from around 136.9 billion tonne kilometres in 2000-01 to around 
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198.7 billion tonne kilometres in 2006-07, accounting for around 39% of total freight 
transported in 2006-07.  This is an average growth rate of around 5.8% a year.  Bulk 
transport has been growing faster than non-bulk transport, around 5.9% a year for bulk 
freight compared to 5.5% a year for non-bulk freight.  This compares to a growth rate in 
total road freight of around 4.5% a year over the same period and in costal shipping of 
around 3.1% a year (BITRE 2009c). 

Chart 3.4: Estimated rail freight task 
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Source: BITRE 2009c, Access Economics calculations 

Rail has not performed quite as well when measurements are made in millions of tonnes.  
Rail has grown at an average rate of 3.4% a year between 2003-04 and 2006-07 as 
ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǊƻŀŘΩǎ уΦп҈ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦ  .ȅ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘΣ Ǌŀƛƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 
makes up around 23% of the freight task.  The better performance of rail when measured in 
tonne kilometres, rather than just kilometres, indicates that rail has performed well in long 
haul markets (BITRE 2009c). 

As Chart 3.4 shows, bulk commodity transport currently makes up the majority of net tonne 
kilometres transported by rail.  In 2006-07, the latest year for which there are 
comprehensive statistics available, bulk transport made up around 87% of freight net tonne 
kilometres transported by rail (BITRE 2009c, BITRE 2010a).The major bulk commodities 
transported by rail in terms of tonnage are iron ore and coal which together make up 
around 75% of net tonne kilometres of bulk goods transported by rail (ACG 2008).  Bulk 
goods transported by rail are predominantly moved within, not between states (BITRE 
2010a). 

In terms of passenger transport, rail makes up a very small portion of passenger kilometres, 
around 3.8% in 2007-08 but has been growing at an average rate of around 3.8% a year 
since 2000-01, this is a faster growth rate than either road (1.1% a year) or bus transport 
(1.2% a year) since 2000-01 (BITRE 2009c). 
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In the past, many of the above rail networks were provided by government in an integrated 
fashion, having a single entity operate both the above rail services and below rail 
infrastructure.  With the focus on microeconomic reform throughout the last few decades 
there has been a consistent trend towards corporatisation and structural separation. 

Corporatisation involves the transformation of ownership structures to put greater 
emphasis on profitability and response to market signals rather than political factors.  An 
example of corporatisation has been the transformation of Victorian Railways, originally 
chaired by government commissioners, into V/Line. 

Structural separation involved splitting ownership of rail infrastructure from ownership of 
rail services.  The most prominent example of this was the establishment of the Australian 
Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) which now controls the interstate rail infrastructure (through 
either ownership, leasing or having the right to sell access) in Western Australia, South 
Australia, Victoria and NSW.  ARTC also operates the Hunter Valley network and will soon 
assume responsibility for the freight network within Sydney.  ARTC then provides open 
access to rail operators, such as Great Southern Rail or Pacific National, to operate rail 
services.  Access to rail infrastructure is normally covered by access arrangements overseen 
by competition regulators in order to prevent the infrastructure operator from misusing its 
monopoly position. 

The structural separation of rail operators and infrastructure providers has also encouraged 
specialisation among rail operators.  There are very few rail operators servicing multiple 
markets with specialisation clearly apparent between freight and passenger operators and 
even within these categories between luxury and budget passenger journeys and even 
somewhat between operators transporting intermodal and bulk freight. 

This specialisation has highlighted areas where rail has a comparative advantage over other 
forms of transport.  Rail has a clear cost advantage in high volume passenger markets, such 
as metropolitan areas, in transportation of bulk minerals and along longer hauls for freight.  
For example, rail is frequently used in transporting intermodal freight between Perth, 
Adelaide and Melbourne but is less frequently used to transport similar freight along the 
shorter routes between Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane.  This is mirrored in the transport 
of bulk grain where rail is generally preferred to road in Western Australia while road 
transport dominates in Victoria. 

Corporatisation and structural separation have significantly reduced the direct role of 
government in the provision of rail infrastructure.  A corporatised rail infrastructure 
provider, such as ARTC, must operate in a commercially viable manner and recover 
infrastructure costs from the users of its network. 

DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ǌŀƛƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǎƘƛŦǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
concerns to strategic concerns.  Governments have taken on the role of long term planning 
and vision setting for rail, such as the NSW ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ goal of 40% of freight from Port 
Botany being transported by rail.  Long term planning and strategy requires a focus by 
government on factors such as: 

 planning zoning and city growth in a way which makes efficient use of transport 
options; 

 securing rights-of-way for future rail developments; 
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 ensuring coordination in investments by different infrastructure providers; and 

 managing the interaction of parties along rail supply chains. 

Some of the areas where government still makes more direct interventions into rail 
including funding for large investments of national significance, overseen by Infrastructure 
Australia, and through competition policy.  Competition policy is normally enforced by 
regulation which aims to ensure open access to rail infrastructure at fair prices, an example 
of this is the regulation of ARTC by the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 
(ACCC).   

¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎŀǎŜǎ ƻŦ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎƛŘƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ 
metropolitan network received $1.9 billion in subsidies from the state government in 2007-
08 (IPART 2008).  A substantial portion of this, however, is used to subsidise concession 
ŦŀǊŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǎŜƴƛƻǊǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǎǎƛƻƴǎ ό¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ b{² нллоύΦ  ¢Ƙese 
subsidies may be justified in terms of the benefits generated by rail transport, which are 
analysed in section 4 of this report. 

hǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ Ǌŀƛƭ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎŜŘ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎƛƴƎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǘŀǎƪΦ  Lǘ 
currently excels over long hauls, in the transport of bulk minerals and for mass passenger 
transport.  Rail transport has been growing steadily and at a higher rate than other forms of 
transport over the past ten years.  This strong growth may reflect benefits coming from 
more commercially focussed, corporatised organisations.  The corporatisation of rail 
organisations in Australia presents an opportunity for government to focus on broader 
strategic goals of transport in Australia and to take into account the true value of rail when 
considering infrastructure investments. 

3.3 Economic characteristics of road and rail 
transport and infrastructure 

Turning from the state of transport as it currently stands in Australia and towards 
conceptual issues; there are a number of economic concepts which should be considered 
by decision makers when weighing up transport investments.  Primary among these are 
network effects, economies of scale and supply led demand. 

Transport networks 

Road and rail infrastructure can both be thought of as networks which connect geographic 
locations.  These networks connect the nodes of cities, homes and workplaces with the 
links of roads or railway track.   

There is a balance between competition and complementarity of rail and road networks.  In 
some cases the two networks are in direct competition with each other, an example is 
when a commuter deciding whether to drive to work or catch the train.  Another area of 
direct competition is in the movement of grain and other minor mineral commodities to 
Port (BITRE 2009d). 

However, even in cases where it appears as if the networks are in competition with each 
other, interstate transport for example, there is a degree of complementarity as containers 
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moved between cities using rail must still be delivered to its final destination by road (BITRE 
2009d).  Even in metro areas road and rail can act as complements with bus transport and 
train transport providing redundancy and resilience to failure of a single mode of transport 
on critical routes (Munger 2008). 

There are, of course, differences in the infrastructure for road and rail networks.  One key 
difference is that the interdependence of technology between road and rail infrastructure 
and the vehicles that operate on them is quite different.  For rail infrastructure, choices of 
gauge width, axle load and electrification have a significant influence on the types of 
locomotives and wagons run on track.  The choice of above-rail technology in turn has an 
influence on the performance and availability of infrastructure, poorly maintained wheels, 
for example, can cause serious damage to rails.  In contrast to rail, road infrastructure and 
vehicles are not so intimately linked.  

Increasing returns to scale 

Road and rail both show increasing returns to scale from network effects and from reduced 
average costs. 

As with other networks, the value of a transport network increases at an increasing pace 
with the number of nodes that are connected.  An additional train station not only 
increases the value to people near the station but also increases the value to consumers 
near all the other train stations, as they can now more easily travel to a new location. 

Transport also incurs large fixed costs.  For both road and rail there are extremely large 
fixed costs in the initial construction, or subsequent expansion, of infrastructure and then 
there are additional fixed costs for trucks, trailers, locomotives and rollingstock.  These 
fixed costs must be incurred before the first tonne of freight or the first passenger can be 
transported.   

As the volume of freight or number of passenger journeys increase, these large fixed costs 
can be shared between more users.  This causes the average cost per tonne or per 
passenger to decrease as volumes increase.  In this case rail transport is likely to have 
greater returns to scale than road transport as not only can the fixed infrastructure be used 
more efficiently at higher volumes but train lengths can also be increased.  This is in 
contrast to road transport where the number of trailers or seats per vehicles is essentially 
fixed. 

These two effects are also cumulative, a new connection in a rail or road network will raise 
the value of that network to all its users which will lead to more use of the network which 
will lead to reduced costs for all users. 

Supply-led demand and path dependence 

Both the network effects and the increasing returns to scale felt by transport users mean 
that current decisions about which mode of transport to select are strongly led by past 
decisions about the supply of infrastructure.   

A good example of supply led demand is comparing port infrastructure in Sydney and 
Melbourne.  In Melbourne some trains are loaded at a facility separate from the Port itself 
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while in Sydney rail is fully integrated into port activities.  This means that, in Melbourne, 
an intermediate step is often made where trucks move containers from the dock to the 
train.  This supply decision, about where to locate train tracks, has influenced different 
outcomes for rail transport in the two cities.  In Sydney around 20% of all containers are 
moved by rail while in Melbourne this is around 14% (SPC 2010, Port of Melbourne 
Corporation 2009b) 

In this case rail infrastructure is somewhat at a disadvantage to road infrastructure.  
Investments in road infrastructure can often be made in smaller increments than rail 
infrastructure.  Road infrastructure has the advantage of servicing smaller, more spread out 
units (cars and trucks) rather than larger, more concentrated users (rail operators) which 
require special additional infrastructure (such as intermodal terminals and or passenger 
stations) to actually make use of the infrastructure.  This makes organising and planning 
extensions of road infrastructure easier and less risky. 

Over time, decisions which select between relatively easy expansions of road infrastructure 
and relatively difficult and costly expansions of rail infrastructure may lead to over 
investment in roads.  Given the supply led demand situation that exists in transport, this 
may lead to overconsumption of road transport at the expense of rail transport. 

Capacity, congestion and network expansion 

Investment in transport infrastructure is not all about connecting new nodes but is often 
about ensuring capacity for existing connections.  This is particularly the case when 
congestion begins to arise. 

Road and rail transport experience congestion in different ways.  When trains consume rail 
infrastructure they consume a train path, a location and time pair which secures 
unencumbered movement through the rail network.  To ensure movement through the 
network, this train path must be mutually exclusive; no other train can consume that 
portion of track infrastructure.  Train paths are allocated by a central network planner. 

In contrast, planning for paths through the road network is completely decentralised.  Each 
vehicle operator decides when they are going to leave and how they are going to pass 
through the network.  This creates the possibility that certain roads will reach capacity and 
become congested. 

Trains, therefore, experience a different kind of congestion than road users.  Congestion for 
road users is experienced through increased travel times.  On rail networks congestion is 
experiences through planning problems for network coordinators.  In Australia it is most 
common for this planning problem to be managed by giving passenger rail priority, and 
sometimes excluding freight at certain times of the day.  Congestion for passengers is then 
managed by the network planner ensuring that sufficient infrastructure is available and 
creating a timetable which best achieves the transport task.  For freight services this 
congestion, caused by passenger transit during peak times, most often manifests as delays 
in entering the network or being held on a loop to allow a passenger train to pass. 

In Australia, in various geographic locations, rail and road are experiencing congestion ς 
bottlenecks and pinch points for rail and peak hour congestion on roads in metro areas.  In 
deciding how to best respond to this congestion, governments who still play the role of 
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strategic planners in rail and road, must weigh up the factors outlined above (network 
effects, economies of scale and supply led demand) to arrive at a vision for how they want 
Australian cities to function in the future. 

The following chapters of the report discuss and analyse specific phenomena that policy 
decision makers ought to consider when planning and facilitating investment. 
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4 Transport costs to society 

Both road and rail transport generate costs that are not taken into account in 
prices.  These costs, known as externalities, must be borne by society.  These 
costs should be taken into account in order to make correct investment 
decisions.   

Importantly, rail transport creates less of these external costs than does road 
transport. 

Modelling indicates that a passenger journey made by rail and not road 
transport can reduce costs relating to congestion, carbon pollution and 
accidents by around $3.11 in Brisbane or up to around $8.41 in Sydney.  On the 
freight side, moving from road to rail can decrease these costs by around $0.95 
for every tonne kilometre; this translates to around $150 for a single container 
transported between Melbourne and Brisbane. 

Road freight transport also creates costs for other road users as larger trucks 
tend to under-pay for access compared to the costs that they create.  Rail also 
generates benefits by allowing for greater social inclusion. 

¢ƘŜǎŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǘŀƴƎƛōƭŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
economy.  Congestion eats away at leisure time and reduces economic 
productivity as workers and goods take longer to reach their destination and 
cost more to transport.  Carbon pollution creates social costs to be borne by 
future generations who will face the duel costs of a changed climate and the 
need to reduce emissions.  In addition to deaths caused by vehicle accidents, 
injuries create ongoing effects in terms of pain, reduced ability to work and the 
need for care.   

Rail transport is used to move passengers and various types of freight.  In a number of 
markets rail has a strong comparative advantage.  Rail is the preferred transport mode for 
Ƴŀƴȅ ōǳƭƪ ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƴƎπŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƘŀǳƭŀƎŜ ǘŀǎƪǎ όƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΣ Ǌŀƛƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ 
are used almost solely for the transportation of minerals).  For other tasks such as 
ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ όŜΦƎΦ ƳŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘǊŀπǎǘŀǘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
freight tasks (e.g. containerised freight, intra-city freight and grain) rail faces strong 
competition from transport by road.   

Current decisions about choosing between road and rail transport are distorted because 
the price ǳǎŜǊǎΩ face does not reflect the true costs they create.  There are two reasons for 
this: 

 the existence of a number of costs that are not captured in prices which 
disproportionately advantage road transport (i.e. road transport is underpriced); and 

 the existence of pricing distortions because of cross subsidisation between different 
classes of road users. 
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The true value of rail includes the benefit of avoiding incurring these costs and must be 
considered when determining pricing and investment decisions if the right decision is going 
be made.  In addition, investment decisions should consider the long term ability to expand 
road and rail networks in terms of resource availability in order to ensure that the transport 
system evolves to suit both short term and long term needs.  For example, land and 
development constraints may prevent future expansions of important roads.   

4.1 Passenger  

The largest difference in costs imposed by road and rail that are not included in prices is 
through congestion.  Other major costs investigated in this paper are carbon emissions and 
costs related to accidents.   

4.1.1 Passenger - carbon emissions 

Carbon emitted from burning fuel to power road vehicles and trains imposes a cost on 
society through its impact on the atmosphere and climate.  Both road and rail generate 
costs from the emission of carbon but the true value of rail is in its relatively lower 
emissions per passenger journey than road.    

In Australia, passenger transport is mostly made by road.  In 2010, passengers travelled 
182.0 billion kilometres (km) by road compared to 13.6 billion km by rail (BITRE, 2009a).  
BITRE (2009a) estimated that 48.3 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent was emitted due to 
road vehicles transporting passengers.  Emissions from rail were less; only 14.8 million 
tonnes of CO2 equivalent.   

Adjusting for distance travelled and passengers carried, emissions from road users were 
0.16 kilograms of CO2 equivalent per passenger kilometre travelled.  In comparison, rail 
emissions were 0.11 kilograms of CO2 equivalent per passenger kilometre.  This means that 
every kilometre travelled by a passenger in a road vehicle rather than by rail resulted in an 
additional 0.05 kg of CO2 equivalent being emitted.  These calculations are set out in Table 
4.1.  

Table 4.1:  Carbon emissions from passenger transport, 2006 

 Total emissions Total distance travelled Emissions/km travelled 

 Million tonnes of CO2 
equivalent 

Billions of passenger km kilograms of CO2 equivalent 
per passenger km 

Road    

Cars 46.6 287.5 0.16 

Buses 1.4 21.9 0.06 

Motorcycles 0.3 2.1 0.13 

Total 48.3 311.5 0.16 

Rail(a)       

Total 1.5
(b)

 13.6
(c)

 0.11 

Difference       

     0.05 
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Notes: (a) Estimate includes emission from power generation for electric rail.  (b) Sum of electric and non-
electric.  (c) Sum of passenger km for urban heavy, non-urban and urban light.  
Source: BITRE (2009a) and Access Economics calculations.  

Road travel produces more than 40% more carbon pollution than rail travel for 
each kilometre travelled by a passenger. 

Converting carbon emissions into a dollar savings is difficult because there is currently no 
price on carbon emissions.  Since the cost imposed on society will occur in the future and is 
highly uncertain it is difficult to determine the potential size of the cost.  In this report a 
price of $26.70 per tonne of CO2 equivalent is used.  This price is based on the price that 
was proposed for the beginning of the CPRS-5 in 2010 (converted from 2005 dollars to 2010 
dollars using consumer price inflation) (Treasury, 2008).  This price reflects the expected 
cost of carbon required to induce a certain reduction in emissions rather than the expected 
net present value of future social costs. 

At a carbon cost of $26.70 per tonne, every kilometre of transport moved from road to rail 
transport results in a reduction in negative carbon pollution costs of 0.12 cents. 

This reduction can be put in context by looking at average commute distances in some of 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ  5ŀǘŀ ƻƴ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜ ƭŜƴƎǘƘǎ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ 
information from a number of sources has been drawn together to give estimates of 
average travel distances.  Table 4.2, below, shows the potential reduction in carbon costs if 
the average trip being made by car was moved onto rail. 

Table 4.2: Carbon pollution costs per commuter trip  

City Average trip (km) Potential cost saving (cents) 

Sydney 16.8 2.1 

Melbourne 17.8 2.2 

Brisbane 15.3 1.9 

Perth 17.0 2.1 
Note: average trip distances were available for Sydney and Brisbane (Sanderson 2010; Xu and Milthorpe 2010) 
while average straight line distances were available for Sydney, Melbourne and Perth (BITRE 2010b).  The ratio 
between the two measures for Sydney was used to estimate actual travel distances in Melbourne and Perth. 

Every additional rail journey reduces carbon emission costs by around 2 cents. 

These results are based on the current energy mix used to power road and rail transport.  In 
Australia rail transport is predominantly powered by diesel fuel and electricity.  The 
electricity is most often generated from coal fired power plants.  The emissions from rail 
transport could therefore be reduced significantly by increased electrification of rail 
networks and substitution into less emissions intensive sources of electricity. 

These results indicate that if 1000 commuters switched the mode of transport for their 
daily commute from road to rail, this would reduce costs from carbon emissions by roughly 
between $10,000 and $11,000 a year (depending on the city). 
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The assumed carbon price of $26.70 a tonne is not necessarily representative of the price 
that would emerge under a carbon trading scheme.  As there are currently ongoing 
negotiations over the mechanics of an emissions reduction scheme, it is difficult to 
accurately estimate the carbon price that may emerge.  A range of other carbon prices are 
considered in Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3: Carbon emissions costs at different carbon prices 

Carbon price ($/tonne) 
Emissions cost 

(c/passenger km) 

10 0.05 

26.7 0.12 

50 0.23 

75 0.35 

100 0.46 

4.1.2 Passenger - congestion 

!ǎ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ƻƴ ŀǊǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǊƻŀŘǎ mounts, avoiding 
congestion is likely to be the largest benefit to be gained from transporting passengers by 
rail rather than road.   

Congestion occurs when infrastructure is being used above capacity τ the amount of use 
that allows free flow of traffic.  This tends to be more of an issue on roads rather than rail 
and is more likely to occur in densely populated areas.   

Once roads reach their capacity, each additional user imposes a cost on existing road users 
in terms of increasing their travel time, uncertainty about travel time, fuel usage, and 
reducing the amenity of driving.  Congestion also increases fuel consumption, air pollution 
and green house gas emissions, all of which impose a cost on society.  Congestion is, at its 
heart, caused by a combination of an underpricing of access to roads at peak times and 
places and an undersupply of the infrastructure necessary to accommodate demand.  A 
direct approach to managing congestion could be to introduce peak period pricing; this 
would force road users to face the true cost of their decisions. 

Rail is much less subject to congestion.  While increased numbers of rail users can cause 
over-crowding on trains, which reduces the amenity of the trip for the passenger, this does 
not impose the other costs that occur as a result of road congestion.  The centralised 
scheduling of train services makes it easier to avoid congestion on the train lines τ 
although increasing the number of services operating will make this coordination more 
difficult and could increase the risk or severity of a delay.  

Determining the value of congestion costs is challenging.  This is because the level of 
congestions depends on features such as: 

 the origin and destination of commuter journeys; 

 the time of day that journeys are made; 

 the capacity and layout of the road network; 

 the placement of railway stations; 
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 the frequency of rail services; and 

 available alternatives such as buses, walking or cycling.   

These factors differ from city to city and over time.  As such, congestion costs are best dealt 
with using a model which simulates the transport network and its use in a particular area 
(such as a city). 

This report relies on a model, the Transport and Environmental Strategy Impact Simulator 
(TRESIS), developed at the Institute of Transport and Logistics Studies at the University of 
Sydney.  TRESIS combines information on the behavioural responses of individuals 
(gathered through experiments, surveys and data), road networks, public transport options 
and demographic information.  It contains a set of choice models for: 

 commuting τ includes choice of working hours, departure time, mode of transport 
and workplace location;  

 automobile choice τ type of vehicle and number of vehicles per household; 

 residential τ location and dwelling type; and 

 automobile use τ annual vehicle and kilometres travelled by the household and the 
spatial composition of this travel.  

This input is combined to create a model where households select their home and work 
locations as well as their transport decisions, including whether to own a car or not.  The 
model is more fully described in Appendix A.  TRESIS has been used to analyse diverse 
situations including the benefits that could flow from increased bus use in Melbourne 
(Stanley 2007), an improved road connection in north east Sydney (Hensher et al 2004) and 
ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƛŎƛƴƎ ƻƴ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ǊƻŀŘǎ όIŜƴǎƘŜǊ нллуύΦ 

One key advantage of TRESIS is that it allows modelling to be targeted to each major 
Australian city.  This report focuses on congestion costs for Sydney, Melbourne, Perth and 
Brisbane.  Each city is represented by a number of regions with each region having road, rail 
and bus links to other regions.  Sydney, for example, is made up of 14 regions, as is shown 
in Figure 4.1.  
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Figure 4.1: TRESIS regions in Sydney 

 
Source: TRESIS 

The key outputs from TRESIS that will be used to estimate the congestion costs are the total 
travel time and the number of journeys by bus, car and train.  TRESIS also provides 
information on carbon emissions. 

Following an approach used in papers developed for the NSW government (CRAI 2008, 
LECG 2009) congestion costs will be measured in terms of the increase in minutes of travel 
time and carbon emissions that an extra road user adds to all the existing road users.   

To take a stylised example, consider a situation where 100 road users currently make the 
same commute which takes them each 45 minutes.  If another road user is added the 
commute time might increase to 50 minutes each.  In this case the congestion cost created 
ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ р ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǊƻŀŘ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅ ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 
any of the travel time of the 101st road user.  The 101st ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǘƛƳŜ ƛǎ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ 
it is a cost taken into account and borne by that user.  The same basic approach can be used 
to look at the effect of congestion on carbon emissions (just replace minutes of travel time 
with kilograms of carbon emitted). 

As TRESIS models the behavioural response of individuals to factors such as travel time and 
cost, the effect of moving a person from road transport to rail transport can be mimicked 
by varying the cost of a train fare.  An increase in the train fare will drive some people away 
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from rail and towards road transport.  This will increase congestion on the roads and lead 
to an increase in total travel time and carbon emissions.2 

The output from this stage of the modelling was to establish a relationship between the 
number of train journeys and travel time.3  An example of this relationship is shown in 
Chart 4.1 below.  This figure shows a negative relationship between total travel time and 
the number of train journeys in Sydney in 2011, that is, each additional passenger journey 
that is moved from road to rail decreases total travel time by reducing the effect of 
congestion on other road users. 

Chart 4.1: Modelled relationship between rail journeys and total travel time in Sydney 
2011 
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Source: TRESIS, Access Economics 

The next step in the modelling is to extract the effect of moving a single person from road 
to rail transport.  As the impact of increasing (or decreasing) train fares by 10% moves a 
large number of commuters between modes, the effect of moving a single commuter must 
be drawn out.  This was done using regression analysis, described in detail in Appendix B.   

Making the necessary calculations for each of the cities we are considering gives the 
following results for average congestion externalities in the city: 

 

                                                             
2 This approach was used to establish a high level relationship between number of rail journeys and total travel 
time, not to identify the characteristics of specific users who would change travel decisions based on fare 
changes. 

3
 Total travel time includes travel time for ride-share for each person in car and all components of time of public 

transport users (Bain and Hensher 2008).  
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Table 4.4: Congestion costs, travel time 

City 
Change in travel time for existing 

road users (minutes) 

Sydney -22.5 

Melbourne -17.1 

Brisbane -5.9 

Perth -9.2 

Source: TRESIS, Access Economics estimates 

Every additional rail journey reduces time spent waiting in traffic by between 
around 6 and 23 minutes. 

These results mean that, for example, in Sydney, a single journey moved from road 
transport to rail transport reduces total travel time for existing road users by 22.5 minutes; 
each individual road user therefore only benefits by a fraction of a second.   

More intuitive comparisons could be made by considering actual real world passenger 
ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎΦ  CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛŦ ŀ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴƛŀƴΩǎ Řŀƛƭȅ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ȅŜŀǊ ǿŀǎ 
moved from road to rail that would result in a time saving of 5 days and 17 hours for other 
road users.  If this was extended to 1000 people, the time saving would be in the order of 
15 years and 8 months. 

These changes in travel time can also be used to calculate the effect on CO2 emissions.  The 
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) estimate that idling engines emit around 1.15 
kilograms of CO2 per hour (RTA 2009).  This rate of emissions can be applied to the amount 
of extra time spent in congested traffic to give the results are in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.5: Congestion costs, carbon emissions 

City 
Change in CO2 emissions for 

existing road users (kg) 

Sydney -0.4 

Melbourne -0.3 

Brisbane -0.1 

Perth -0.2 

The next step in estimating the costs of congestion is to bring the measurements from 
disparate figures of minutes and kilograms of CO2 into a comparable dollar value. 

For travel time, a certain percentage of the wage is normally used to calculate a dollar value 
for time spent travelling.  A paper reviewing a wide range of research indicates a range of 
percentages have been used in various papers (BTE 1982).  Although now rather old, the 
estimates established in this paper have been frequently used and have formed the basis of 
previous, recent studies of transport externalities in Australia such as CRAI (2008) and LECG 
(2009).  Drawing on the 98 references in the paper which are not assumed values, the 
following results are obtained: 
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Table 4.6: Ranges for value of travel time as percent of wage 

 Mean Median Standard deviation 

Business 83.8% 76% 62.7% 

Commuter 43.5% 35% 25.8% 

Average 63.65% 55.5%  

Source: BTE 1982 

The average of the above medians is then applied to the wage to obtain dollar values for 
the cost of congestion.  This approach has been used in previous studies of transport 
externalities in Australia such as CRAI (2008) and LECG (2009). 

Data from the ABS indicates the average weekly earnings in each Australian state; this is set 
out in Table 4.7.  Earnings in Western Australia are higher than in other cities due to the 
influence of mining on the local economy.  It is reasonable to use this higher than average 
figure as it remains a genuine reflection of the opportunity cost of time, and hence 
congestion, in Western Australia. 

Table 4.7: Average weekly earnings around Australia, August 2010 

City 
Average weekly 

earnings 
Average hourly 

earnings 
Value of travel time 

(per hour) 

Sydney 1347.10 33.68 18.69 

Melbourne 1305.00 32.63 18.11 

Brisbane 1335.30 33.38 18.53 

Perth 1503.70 37.59 20.86 

For carbon emissions, as described above, a cost per tonne of CO2 of $26.70 can be 
attributed based on modelling by Treasury (2008). 

This then allows the conversion of travel time from minutes to dollars and carbon emissions 
from kilograms to dollars.  The different components of the congestion costs can then be 
added together to give an estimate of the total congestion costs, this is set out in Table 4.8 
below. 

Table 4.8: Congestion costs per journey, dollars (2010) 

City Travel time ($) 
Carbon emissions 

(cents) 
Total ($) 

Sydney 7.00 1.15 7.01 

Melbourne 5.17 0.88 5.18 

Brisbane 1.83 0.30 1.84 

Perth 3.19 0.47 3.20 
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Every additional rail journey reduces congestion costs by between $1.80 and 
$7.01. 

These results indicate that if 1000 commuters switched their mode of transport from road 
to rail, this would reduce costs from congestion by between around $959,000 and 
$3,700,000 a year (depending on the city). 

There are other options for the value of time that could be used to calculate a dollar value 
for congestion costs.  Table 4.9 sets out a sensitivity analysis for the value of time, in the 
above analysis 55% of average hourly earnings was used, but this percentage can be varied. 

Table 4.9: Congestion cost sensitivity analysis, dollars (2010)  

 Value of time, percentage of average hourly wage 

City 25% 33% 55% 66% 75% 100% 

Sydney 3.16 4.17 7.01 8.33 9.47 12.62 

Melbourne 2.34 3.08 5.18 6.16 7.00 9.33 

Brisbane 0.83 1.09 1.84 2.18 2.48 3.31 

Perth 1.44 1.90 3.20 3.80 4.32 5.76 

4.1.3 Passenger - accidents 

Accidents impose a significant cost on society in terms of Medical care, disability care, 
support services and the cost of emergency services.  These costs are predominantly 
publically provided and so accidents create costs borne by the community at large.  There 
are also losses in productivity from death or disablement, quality of life and damage to 
property.  Some of these costs are included in costs faced by those making transport 
decisions.  This is done through insurance and road user charges.  However, much of the 
cost of an accident is borne by society and the people involved in the accident.   

Many costs associated with accidents are similar for road and rail (such as the cost of a loss 
of life) while others, such as property costs, differ substantially.  The costs of rail and road 
accidents are taken from estimates made by the BITRE (formally the BTRE) for 1999 and 
2006 respectively.  The methodologies differ because less detailed data is available on rail 
accidents.4  

It is assumed in this report that the cost of road and rail accidents have grown in line with 
the CPI between 1999 and 2010.  This has been done because of the lack of publicly 
available data on accident cost changes.5  Although many of the accident costs for road and 
rail transport are similar, there are many more road accidents each year than there are rail 
accidents.  In 2006, there were 1,602 fatalities, 31,204 injuries and 438,700 accidents 

                                                             
4 The BITRE may have developed its methodology in the period between these reports.  Changes made between 
the costing of road accidents in 1996 and 2006 account for around 1% of total 2006 costs (BITRE, 2009b).  

5 This is unlikely to be a problematic assumption as it is the relative accident costs between road and rail which 
are of most interest and, as similar treatments are required for both road and rail accidents, it is unlikely that 
the cost relativity has changed significantly.   
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involving property damage on roads (BITRE, 2009b).  In 2006, there were only 38 rail 
fatalities and 135 injuries Australia wide (ATSB, 2010). 

Table 4.10: Number of accidents by severity for road and rail 

 Road (2006) Rail (1999) Rail (2006) 

Fatalities(a) (number of people) 1,602 48 38 

Injuries(a)  (number of people) 31,204    170(b) 135 

Property damage only (number of crashes) 438,700 214 NA 

Note: (a) Suicides are excluded for road (2006) and rail (1999), unknown for rail (2006) injury (b) This number is 
atypical due to 57 minor injuries that occurred in the Glenbrook accident in 1999.   
Source: Access Economics calculations and ATSB (2010).  

The total social cost of road accidents in 2006 was $17.85 billion (BITRE, 2009b).  Rail 
accidents cost $143 million in 1999 (BTRE, 2003).  Of the road accidents, passenger vehicle 
crashes made up around $17.2 billion.  Rail costs were not split by passenger and freight.  
Laird (2005) suggests a 30% share for freight, which would imply an accident cost of around 
$100.1 million for rail passenger transport.   

The cost per passenger km travelled in 2006 was 8.4 cents for road and in 1999 was 0.87 
cents for rail (Table 4.11).  Converted to 2010 dollars using CPI inflation the cost per km for 
road was 9.38 cents and for rail was 1.20 cents.  Road transport therefore generates 8.19 
cents extra in accident costs per km than rail.  

Table 4.11: Accident costs from passenger travel  

Unit Road Rail 

Total cost ($ million) 17,249 100 

km travelled (billion) 205.7 11.51 

Cost per km (cents) 8.4 0.87 

Cost per km (cents) in 2010 9.38 1.20 

Difference (cents per km)  8.19 

Note: These figures are based on 2006 for road and 1999 for rail.  
Source: Access Economics calculations.  

Road transport generates almost eight times more accident costs than rail 
transport. 

The reduction in accident costs can be highlighted by looking at average commute distances 
ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ  Table 4.2, below, shows the potential reduction in 
accident costs if the average commuter trip being made by car was moved onto rail. 
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Table 4.12: Accident costs per trip 

City Average trip (km) Potential cost saving ($) 

Sydney 16.8 1.38 

Melbourne 17.8 1.46 

Brisbane 15.3 1.25 

Perth 17.0 1.39 

Every additional rail journey reduces accident costs by between $1.25 and 
$1.46. 

These results indicate that if 1000 commuters switched their mode of transport road to rail, 
this would reduce costs from accidents by between around $650,000 and $760,000 a year 
(depending on the city). 

A recent study (Tooth 2011) makes use of a similar approach to estimating accident costs to 
that used by BITRE but updates the value of statistical life (VSL).  The VSL used reflects 
recent research which identified a VSL in Australia of around $6 million (Hensher et al 
2009).  This estimate is far higher than the $2.4 million used by BITRE in its analysis.  
Incorporating this estimate of ±{[ ƛƴǘƻ .L¢w9Ωǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ an estimate of road 
accident costs of around $28 billion in 2006.   

Unfortunately these updated calculations do not provide enough detailed information to 
update the BITRE estimates for the purposes of this paper.  Rough calculations indicate that 
the revised difference in passenger accident costs based on these updated figures would be 
around 12.8 cents per kilometer; a 56% increase above the BITRE based estimates.  This 
gives an indication of the sensitivity of the above results to the VSL. 

4.1.4 Passenger - social inclusion 

Social inclusion involves the lowering of barriers which make it difficult for people to 
participate fully in society.  Social exclusion is usually measured from five different angles: 

 Employment status: whether a person is or is not in a job 

 Political activity: whether a person is engaged in any committees or groups 

 Social support: whether a person can access help from friends, family or neighbours 

 Participation: whether a person can participate in any hobbies, events, or organised 
recreational activities 

Mobility is a key aspect of social inclusion as, without it, individuals are likely to have 
difficulty finding work, travelling to places of education, accessing health services, buying 
affordable groceries or even participating in social activities.  That is, without mobility a 
person will have difficulty doing well on any of the measures of social exclusion. 

More extensive rail networks that provide more frequent services have the ability to 
enhance social inclusion.  For an individual, travel by rail does not require the large fixed 
costs of vehicle ownership, registration, insurance and licensing that travel by road does.  
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The availability of rail transport options may therefore increase the mobility of those 
unable to afford the large fixed costs of cars.   

The role for rail here is further enhanced by its ability to move relatively quickly over long 
distances.  The recent Infrastructure Australia report, State of Australian Cities 2010, found 
social inequality to be most significant in large metropolitan areas.  The role for rail is 
further illustrated by a joint study funded by the University of Western Sydney and the 
Western Sydney Community Forum (2006) which found that widening the diversity of rail 
network coverage, improving accessibility and network effects was seen as a means of 
improving social benefit and productivity. 

Until recently, there has been little focus on quantifying the value of social inclusion in 
Australia.  This has reflected the difficulty in estimating the value from significantly 
expanded transport services.  A forthcoming paper has attempted to address this lack of 
research by estimating the willingness to pay for additional trips that enhance mobility and 
improve social inclusion (Stanley et al 2011). 

The approach is based on a series of face-to-face interviews across Melbourne with 443 
adults.  Selection of participants was designed to ensure representative geographic 
coverage and variability in access to transport, income and age.  The results of the survey 
indicated that those at higher risk of social exclusion made fewer journeys per day.  The 
results of the survey can be used to calculate willingness to pay for trips; this depends on 
ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ   

At the average level of household income, the willingness to pay for an additional journey, 
among those included in the survey, is up to $19.30.  This valuation declines as income 
increases.  This is because higher income individuals tend to already make a large number 
of trips while lower income individuals make a small number of trips and so stand to benefit 
significantly from increased mobility. 

This estimate, based on willingness to pay, can be compared to other sources, based on 
costs of transport, which indicate an implied value of $7.07 for an additional car trip and 
$9.56 for a public transport journey (Department of Infrastructure 2005; Australian 
Transport Council 2006), a difference of $2.49 between private and public transport. 

4.1.5 Passenger - other 

An important issue to consider is that in major cities it is difficult to expand the road 
network due to land constraints.  These constraints apply both when attempting to retrofit 
existing roads to higher volumes and when expanding the road network into new areas (as 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ŎƛǘƛŜǎύΦ   

As such, rail is potentially more valuable on a transport per land area used basis.  This 
aspect of rail transport could be looked at in two ways: 

 For a given amount of land, the number of people or volume of freight that can be 
carried by rail transport is likely to be higher than what could be carried by road 
transport. 

 For a given transport task, the amount of land required when using rail transport is 
smaller than the amount of land required when using road transport. 
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Some attempts have been made in past papers to estimate this value.  A rail transport 
system, operating efficiently, may use around 1.25m2 of land per person per kilometre 
travelled while a highway may use up to 20m2 per person per kilometre travelled (ARA 2000 
in ACF 2009). 

This potential land use benefit arising from the use of rail transport is often taken into 
account in current prices, as the land must be paid for.  However, additional benefits arise 
from other potential uses of the land.  Land that could be freed up by relying more heavily 
on rail transport could be put to other uses such as housing, industry, warehouses, or for 
community and recreation areas.  All of these uses may create additional benefits. 

4.1.6 Summary on passenger transport 

Costs created by passenger travel but not included in prices come from a number of 
different areas including: carbon emissions, congestion, accidents, social inclusion, land use 
and from funding arrangements. 

Some of these are amenable to quantification in dollar terms and some are even 
comparable to one another, this allows for the calculation of a total costs, shown in Table 
4.13. 

Table 4.13: Total costs per average commuter trip (2010$) 

City Carbon emissions  Congestion Accidents Total  

Sydney 0.02 7.01 1.38 8.41 

Melbourne 0.02 5.18 1.46 6.66 

Brisbane 0.02 1.84 1.25 3.11 

Perth 0.02 3.20 1.39 4.61 

Each passenger journey made by rail instead of road reduces congestion, 
accident and carbon costs by around $6.45 in total.6 

4.2 Freight 

The focus of this report, and the calculations below, is on interstate freight transport.  This 
is a key, and growing, market for freight transport in Australia.  Having said this, the role of 
intra-city and inter-regional rail transport should not be overlooked.  Inter-regional 
transport shows the same benefits outlined below, but simply on a smaller scale.  Intra-city 
rail transport is somewhat different, offering opportunities to relieve congestion, as was 
analysed above, in addition to the carbon and accident benefits estimated below. 

The largest cost associated with freight that is not covered in prices is the difference in 
infrastructure maintenance costs.  Rail lines used for freight are required to earn a return, 
while roads are publically owned and can operate at a loss.  The public ownership of roads 
makes it difficult to accurately price the share of the damage inflicted and the share of 

                                                             
6
 Using a weighted average based on population 
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common costs (construction and services such as street lights) that should be attributed to 
each vehicle.   

Similar to passenger services, there are also differences in carbon emissions and accident 
costs.  However, congestion is less of a problem as freight routes tend to bypass city 
centres.  

4.2.1 Freight - carbon emissions 

Rail plays a larger role in freight transport than it does in passenger transport, accounting 
for over half of land based freight, when measured in tonne kilometres.  In 2010, 249 billion 
tonne kilometres were transported by freight trains and 207.4 billion by road vehicles.  
Despite the similarity in total distance travelled, road transport emits ten times as much 
CO2 equivalent as rail transport (30.4 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent for road compared 
with 3.1 for rail).  The difference in road and rail carbon emissions from freight transport 
per tonne km travelled is 0.13 kilograms of CO2 equivalent per tonne kilometre (see Table 
4.14).   

Table 4.14:  Carbon emissions from freight, 2010 

 Total emissions 
Total vehicle distance 

travelled 
Emissions/tonne km 

travelled 

 Million tonnes of 
CO2 equivalent 

Billion tonne km kilograms of CO2 equivalent per 
tonne km 

Road    

Light commercial 
vehicles 

12.5 8.2 1.53 

Rigid trucks 7.1 36.9 0.19 

Articulated trucks 10.8 162.3 0.07 

Total 30.4 207.4 0.15 

Rail(a)    

Total 3.1 249.0 0.01 

Difference       

     0.13 

Notes: (a) Estimate includes emission from power generation for electric rail.  (b) Sum of electric and non-
electric.  (c) Sum of tonne billion km for ancillary freight, hire and reward bulk and hire and reward non-bulk.   
Source: BITRE (2009a) and Access Economics calculations. 

Road freight produces more than ten times as much carbon pollution as rail 
freight per tonne kilometre. 

As with the analysis of carbon emissions for passenger transport, these emission figures can 
be converted to dollar figures by applying a carbon price.  A price of $26.70 per tonne of 
CO2 equivalent is chosen based on the price that was proposed for the beginning of the 
CPRS-5 in 2010 (converted from 2005 dollars to 2010 dollars using consumer price inflation) 
(Treasury, 2008). 
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Every tonne kilometre of freight moved from road to rail results in a reduction 
in carbon pollution costs of around 0.36 cents. 

These results are based on the current energy mix used to power road and rail transport.  In 
Australia rail transport is predominantly powered by diesel fuel and electricity, freight 
transport relying heavily on diesel.  The emissions from rail transport could therefore be 
reduced by increased electrification of rail networks and substitution into less emissions 
intensive sources of electricity. 
 
To put this figure into context we can look at the overall effect if a single container, 
weighing around 9 tonnes and being transported between some Australian cities, was 
moved by rail transport instead of road transport.  The total costs saved for various city 
combinations are given in Table 4.15. 

Table 4.15: Example carbon costs for intercity freight ($) 

 Sydney Melbourne Brisbane 

Sydney    

Melbourne 27.83   

Brisbane 30.08 55.81  

Perth 127.85 110.24 142.23 

Note: distances are taken from BITRE (2009c) and using an assumed 9 tonne container of freight. 

The assumed carbon price of $26.70 a tonne is not necessarily representative of the price 
that would emerge under a carbon trading scheme.  As there are currently ongoing 
negotiations over the mechanics of an emissions reduction scheme, it is difficult to 
accurately estimate the carbon price that may emerge.  A range of other carbon prices are 
considered in Table 4.16. 

Table 4.16: Carbon emissions costs at different carbon prices 

Carbon price ($/tonne) cost (c/tkm) 

10 0.13 

26.7 0.36 

50 0.67 

75 1.00 

100 1.34 
 

4.2.2 Freight - accidents 

Following the same approach as set out for passenger transport related accidents (see 
section 4.1.3) the accident cost for freight transport was 0.58 cents per tonne km in 2006 
for road and 0.04 cents per tonne km for rail in 1999.  In 2010 prices this would be 0.65 
cents for road and 0.06 cents for rail.  This means that the accident cost associated with 
road freight transport is ten times that for rail freight transport on a per tonne km basis.  
These calculations are set out in Table 4.17. 
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Table 4.17: Accident costs from freight transport 

Unit Road Rail 

Total cost ($ million) 999.2 100.1 

Tonnes km (billion) 173.30 106.2 

Cost per tonne km (cents) 0.58 0.04 

Cost per tonne km (cents) in 2010 0.65 0.06 

Externality (cents per tonne km)  0.59 

Note: These figures are based on 2006 for road and 1999 

Every tonne kilometre of freight moved from road to rail results in a reduction 
in accident costs of around 0.59 cents. 

To put this figure into context we can look at the overall effect if a single container, 
weighing around 9 tonnes and being transported between some Australian cities, was 
moved by rail transport instead of road transport.  The total accident cost saved for various 
city combinations is given in Table 4.18. 

Table 4.18: Example accident costs for intercity freight ($) 

 Sydney Melbourne Brisbane 

Sydney    

Melbourne 45.83   

Brisbane 49.54 91.92  

Perth 210.54 181.55 234.22 

Note: distances are taken from BITRE (2009c) 

As discussed above, a recent study (Tooth 2011) makes use of new estimates of the value of 
ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ƭƛŦŜ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ǘƻ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ .L¢w9Ωǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘ Ŏƻǎǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎΦ  Unfortunately 
these updated calculations do not provide enough detailed information to update the BITRE 
estimates for the purposes of this paper.  Rough calculations indicate that the revised 
difference in freight accident costs based on these updated figures would be around 0.82 
cents per kilometer; a 39% increase above the BITRE based estimates.  This gives an 
indication of the sensitivity of the above results to the VSL. 

4.2.3 Freight - infrastructure maintenance 

Heavy vehicles, the transporters of freight, are required to pay both a registration fee and a 
fuel excise to help recover the cost of damages made to the road, if this fee accurately 
reflected the costs created by each vehicle type then prices would reflect costs and there 
would be no advantage for road or rail transport.  When prices depart from costs, this can 
distort transport decisions.   

In practice prices faced by individual users do not necessarily reflect their actual damage.  
For example, the Productivity Commission (2006) found that B-Doubles under recover the 
costs that they generate when compared to other classes of trucks.  This cost is being borne 
by the smaller rigid and articulated trucks.  As such, the price signal sent to operators may 
not be correct, distorting the choice between using rail or road to transport freight.   
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The fact that it is the largest road vehicles which receive the cross subsidisation from 
smaller vehicles is critical as it is these larger vehicles which are the closest substitutes for 
rail transport. 

The current basis for calculating heavy vehicle charges is to apportion the expected 
expenditure on roads.  This is based on the average of seven years of budget data and is 
updated annually.  This total cost is then apportioned across vehicle classes based on 
average:  

 vehicle kilometres travelled; 

 Equivalent Standard Axle kilometres travelled, which is a measure of deep pavement 
wear; 

 Passenger Car Unit kilometres travelled, which is a measure of relative road space 
requirements based on the size of the vehicle; 

 Average Gross Mass kilometres travelled, which is a measure of the mass impacts on 
the road pavement in general; and 

 Heavy vehicle kilometres travelled, which is a measure of the relative amount of 
heavy vehicle travel. 

The principle of this pricing system is that, on average, each class of heavy vehicle pays its 
own share of allocated road expenditure, minimising under and over-recovery.  This only 
ensures that costs are recovered on average in each vehicle class and so the pricing 
structure might not be the most efficient possible. 

Another difficulty with the current pricing structure is that it is based on current 
expenditure needs, not future needs.  Heavy vehicles today are paying for road damage 
that occurred in the past rather than paying to repair the damage they are causing today.  
Since heavy vehicle use has been growing steadily, road charges today are not sufficiently 
ƘƛƎƘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ǊƻŀŘ ǳǎŜΦ  

There are different estimates of the precise level of this cross subsidisation.  The 
Productivity Commission estimated that on a per truck basis, under-recovery was in the 
order of $7000 a year (Productivity Commission 2006) while the NTC has estimated a value 
of around $10,500 (NTC 2006).  The NTC has made recommendations for pricing reforms 
which would address some of these issues, but this is an ongoing issue as the COAG Road 
Reform Plan is currently conducting a review process which will identify ways to address 
the current cross-subsidisation but have not, as yet, calculated a dollar figure for its level. 

4.2.4 Summary on freight transport 

The carbon pollution and accident costs quantified above lend themselves to adding 
together to give a total cost, Table 4.19. 

Table 4.19: Total freight costs 

Type Cost (c/tkm) 

Carbon emissions 0.36 

Accidents 0.59 

Total 0.95 
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This per tonne kilometre measure can be put into context by considering some of 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƛǘȅ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅǎ 

Table 4.20: Example total costs for intercity freight ($) 

 Sydney Melbourne Brisbane 

Sydney    

Melbourne 73.65   

Brisbane 79.63 147.73  

Perth 338.39 291.79 376.45 

Note: distances are taken from BITRE (2009c) 
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5 Impact of modal shift and 
investment in rail 

To achieve the potential benefits of rail identified above, investment will be 
needed.  Two good examples of current bottlenecks can be found in Sydney.  
For freight transport along the North-South corridor, there is currently a 
bottleneck in Northern Sydney while for passenger transport within Sydney 
there is a bottleneck at key city stations. 

If rail was to take a 40% share in North-South freight movements there would, 
today, be a reduction in accident and carbon costs of around $300m a year.  
This is expected to grow to around $630m by 2030. 

On the passenger side, if rail was to absorb 30% of the forecast increase in 
transport demand in Sydney, this could create benefits of over $1 billion a year 
by 2025. 

This section will consider two main case studies where infrastructure investment is required 
to achieve the true value of rail: 

 Freight transport on the north-south corridor; and 

 Passenger transport in Sydney. 

These case studies have been selected as there are clear gains to be made, even in the 
short term, from specific infrastructure investments.  However, these are not the only 
investment options in Australia, Cross River Rail in Brisbane, an inland freight route and a 
very fast passenger train are other possibilities each with different investments and 
timeframes. 

5.1 The north-south corridor 

5.1.1 The corridor today 

The north-south transport corridor connects Melbourne to Brisbane via Sydney.  It is one of 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƪŜȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊǎΦ Lƴ нллс-07, trade along this corridor in goods originating 
from these states accounted for around 30% of the total domestic non-bulk freight task 
(BITRE 2010a).  Of this, rail made up well under 15% and likely in the region of 9-12% (BITRE 
2009c and BTRE 2006).  As a percentage of the market, rail tended to perform best on the 
northbound NSW to Brisbane leg of the journey (BITRE 2010a). 
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Figure 5.1: The north-south corridor 

 
Note: Percentages are the share of total modal freight task, measured in tonne kilometres. 

Source: BITRE 2009d 

In terms of the infrastructure used by road along this journey, trucks will take alternative 
routes if they are travelling between Melbourne or Brisbane and Sydney or if they are 
travelling between Melbourne and Brisbane.  The Melbourne to Brisbane route runs inland 
along the Hume, Goulburn Valley, Newell, Cunningham, Leichhardt, Gore and Warrego 
Highways.  The Sydney to Melbourne corridor runs via the Hume Highway, more toward the 
coast, while the Sydney to Brisbane corridor runs mainly along the Pacific or New England 
Highways (Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2007a, 2007b, 2007c).  Of course, 
there are variations possible.  The road infrastructure is able to accommodate B-Doubles 
along its entirety and road trains along sections of the Newell Highway (Department of 
Infrastructure and Transport 2007c).   

The inland corridor is generally not affected by capacity constraints at the moment, 
excepting congestion when passing through population centres and areas where speeds are 
affected due to steep climbs (Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2007c).  The 
more coastal routes, servicing Sydney, are more heavily affected by congestion than the 
inland route.  This is mostly in areas of population such as around Albury/Wadonga, 
between Sydney and Newcastle and between the Gold Coast and Brisbane but also includes 
infrastructure constraints such as bridges around Scone and Maitland (Department of 
Infrastructure and Transport 2007a, 2007b). 
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The heavy use of road transport along this corridor leads to heavy vehicles making up a high 
proportion of total traffic on many legs of the journey.  The proportion often exceeds 30 
per cent for lengths of the corridor between Jerilderie and Forbes as well as between 
Narrabri and Toowoomba (Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2007c).  . 

In terms of rail infrastructure, a single line runs between Melbourne and Sydney and 
another between Sydney and Brisbane, the Sydney metropolitan network links these two 
interstate lines.   

Between Melbourne and Sydney, the track generally runs in parallel with the Hume 
highway but deviates through Wagga Wagga.  On the Sydney to Brisbane leg the track 
generally follows the Pacific Highway but deviates inland via Maitland, Taree, Grafton and 
Casino (Department of Infrastructure and Transport 2007c).  The interstate track is owned 
(or leased) by the ARTC while the Sydney metropolitan network is owned and operated by 
RailCorp. 

Some sections of the track still maintain the original alignment set out for steam trains.  
These sections include tight curves and steep grades (particularly between Macarthur and 
Goulburn and between the Hunter Valley and Grafton) as well as being only a single track in 
places.  This legacy infrastructure can be compared to the highways servicing the same 
routes which have seen significant re-alignment to reduce curves and climbs as well as the 
introduction of multiple lanes. 

At the moment, the critical constraint on the North-South rail corridor is the Sydney 
metropolitan network.  This arises from the fact that interstate freight trains must share the 
metropolitan network with passenger trains.  Passenger and freight trains move at different 
speeds and have different stopping patterns.  Passenger trains are given preference over 
freight trains on the network; this effect is most clear during peak periods in the Sydney 
network, roughly from 6:00 to 9:30 in the morning and from 4:00 to 6:00 in the evening, 
where there are virtually no freight train movements on the network.7 

A freight train journeying from Melbourne to Brisbane via Sydney must enter the RailCorp 
network, pass through the southern part of the network to arrive at an intermodal terminal 
then navigate through the northern section of the metropolitan network.  An example of a 
typical run from Melbourne to Sydney would be a train that leaves Dynon in Melbourne at 
around 3pm to arrive in Sydney at around 3am the following morning.  The train then 
enters an intermodal terminal to exchange containers, before heading off at around 
5:30am.  This train can pass northward through the passenger network as it is heading 
against the flow of the peak traffic. 

5.1.2 The need for and benefits of investment in rail 

Investment in rail infrastructure could, generally, be motivated by two factors: increasing 
capacity or improving service standards.  In the case where capacity is currently 
constrained, investment becomes a pressing issue which requires addressing if volumes are 
to be allowed to grow. 

                                                             
7
 Some counter-peak movements are possible such as moving north from Hornsby.  



The true value of rail 

49 Deloitte Access Economics  

On the north-south rail corridor, capacity is generally constrained by the need to mix 
passenger and freight trains which move at different speeds and have different stopping 
patterns.  Issues raised by the presence of passenger trains can either be managed by 
segregation of freight from passenger traffic or by enabling more flexible management of 
traffic by incorporating loops which allow for holding and passing.  Loops to allow holding 
and passing help manage the different speeds at which passenger and freight trains move. 

The Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL), running between Macarthur and Sefton, is due to 
be completed sometime in the next two years and will effectively allow for complete 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ǘǊŀƛƴǎ ƛƴ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘΦ   

¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {{C[ ƭŜŀǾŜǎ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ōƻǘǘƭŜƴŜŎƪ ŦƻǊ trains looking to 
traverse the metropolitan network.  The main north line currently has capacity for around 
16 freight trains each day in each direction.  Of these there is capacity for seven in the 
period from 5:00am to 10pm.  This period is a key time as it allows trains to arrive in 
Brisbane at a time which end ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ desire.  There is currently only space for one extra 
train in either direction during this core period.  Demand forecasting by Transport NSW 
indicates that this single remaining path will probably be consumed by 2013 (Department 
of Transport 2010a).  For example, if a single large customer, such as Woolworths, was to 
shift its interstate transport from road to rail (a distinct possibility), it would be difficult to 
meet the extra demand given the current network constraint in north Sydney.  The 
Melbourne to Sydney leg of the journey could be accommodated with current 
infrastructure but the Sydney to Brisbane leg could not be accommodated in an efficient 
manner leading to undesirable arrival and departure times from the major cities. 

The problems with the line heading north out of Sydney are partially related to the lack of 
places where freight trains can be held to allow passenger trains to pass.  The different 
speeds at which the two train types travel make this a necessity.  The lack of these facilities 
has been driven by increases in train length (ARTC 2008).  Increases in the length of trains in 
recent years have grown ahead of increases in the number of long loops in the RailCorp 
network which can accommodate these trains.  For example, there is a long loop available 
at Cowan but nothing further until Broadmeadow, much further north. 

In addition to the need to invest to maintain capacity for natural growth in transport 
volumes, there are also large benefits to investing in rail.  As identified earlier in the report, 
moving a single tkm of freight from road to rail transport reduces negative carbon and 
accident costs by around one cent.  Given that the Melbourne to Sydney journey is around 
863km and Sydney to Brisbane is around 933km, this implies that a single tonne of freight 
moved by rail instead of road could reduce carbon emission and accident costs by around 
$16.50-$17, depending on the route taken. 

Using BITRE estimates of current freight volumes on the corridor, rail is already contributing 
around $92m of benefits each year.  Looking at forecast freight volumes, which only see 
ƳƻŘŜǎǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŀƛƭΩǎ ƳƻŘŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜΣ ōȅ нлол Ǌŀƛƭ ƛǎ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϷннтƳ 
ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ Řƻƭlars.  Some more scenarios are provided in the table below. 
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Table 5.1: Potential yearly rail benefits on the north-south corridor ($m) 

Year Base case 
20% rail modal 

share 
30% rail modal 

share 
40% rail modal 

share 

2011 92.0 148.9 223.3 297.8 

2020 159.3 233.5 350.2 466.9 

2030 226.6 314.6 472.0 629.3 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ 
ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ  ¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ-south corridor infrastructure faces an immediate capacity 
constrain in the north of Sydney and ongoing constraints in the years beyond.  The 
investments required to allow growth in rail, both natural and in the event of a modal shift, 
are outlined below.   

These investments are large in both scale and dollars but should be compared to 
investments which attempt to expand the existing road network in populated areas.  It is 
these urban areas which constrain road capacity along the same route.  Retrofitting a major 
urban highway is an extremely costly exercise, as exemplified by the M5 and M4 expansions 
in Sydney.  These major investments could also start Australia down a path towards more 
reliance on rail and break away from the current situation where past investment in road 
infrastructure has determined current preferences for road transport. 

5.1.3 Required investments 

The initial investment required to free up capacity on the north-south corridor is to 
establish the northern Sydney freight corridor (NSFC).  A project outline for the NSFC has 
recently been made by Transport NSW (2010a).  The proposed NSFC is not a separate 
freight line but is, instead, a series of augmentations to the existing shared network which 
would allow passenger and freight trains to interoperate more freely and would therefore 
create additional freight train paths.  The proposed NSFC would operate in three stages, 
initially increasing the daily number of train paths from 16 to 26 in both directions while 
stage two would increase this to at least 33 paths in both directions.  Stage three would 
transition towards a dedicated freight line 

The NSFC is forecast to cost around $1.2bn for stage one, $3.4bn for stage two and $3.2bn 
for stage three, for a total of around $7.8bn.  This expenditure would be spread over the 
next 12 years and so, in present value terms the capital cost is around $5.2bn.  Of this, 
$0.8bn has already been allocated under the Nation Building program.  This leaves an 
unfunded capital cost of around $4.4bn in present value terms. 

Another infrastructure investment likely to be required is that of intermodal terminals in 
Sydney and Melbourne.  In Sydney, the most likely candidate is for a terminal at Moorebank 
(ARTC 2008).  This terminal has recently been estimated to have a capital cost of around 
$700m but would likely be privately funded.  In Melbourne, a new intermodal terminal 
would likely be located to the west of the city.  Both of these new terminals would be 
located closer to the current industrial centres of the cities, as compared to the older 
terminals at Chullora and Dynon which are now not at the industrial heart of the city, and 
could also be configured to allow for double stacking. 
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The introduction of double stacking on the north-south corridor would likely follow on from 
the introduction of double stacking on the east-west corridor.  Allowing double stacking on 
the east-west corridor would require significant works on the stretch of track from 
Cootamundra to Sydney, estimated to be around $214m.  Introduction of double stacking 
on the north-south corridor could, potentially, follow on from this initial investment by 
making incremental investments to the track between Cootamundra and Melbourne, 
estimated at around $107m (ARTC 2008). 

A number of other projects including deviations, passing lanes and duplications are also 
considered necessary by ARTC in order to meet demand growth that would occur in the 
presence of a modal shift to rail.  These other projects could amount to around $2.4bn in 
the period to 2020 (ARTC 2008). 

A somewhat separate, but interconnected, issue is the treatment of freight within Sydney.  
These two issues are interconnected as internal freight takes up train paths which could be 
dedicated to interstate freight.  Key issues here are the potential expansion of Port Kembla, 
which could lead to more trains travelling into Sydney.  This could be offset by 
improvements to the Illawarra line, or potentially by re-construction of the Maldon-
Dombarton line.  The Maldon-Dombarton line was partially completed in the 1980s and 
would currently cost around $0.55bn to complete (Connell Hatch 2009).  Other potential 
future freight issues within the Sydney network are the movement of coal from a new coal 
mine at Warnervale to Port Waratah, possibly costing around $150m, and the movement of 
thermal coal to the power stations at Lake Macquarie. 

5.2 {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ 

5.2.1 The network today 

{ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ƳŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IǳƴǘŜǊ ǎƻǳǘƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ IƛƎƘƭŀƴŘǎ 
and west to the Blue Mountains.  The Sydney metropolitan network is highly complex, 
connecting 307 stations and averaging around one million passenger trips each weekday.  
Some of the complexity of the Sydney network arises from the fact that it combines a 
metro-style system, which serves underground stations at frequencies up to 20 trains per 
hour in the city, with a suburban rail system.  This means that the same trains and track 
must fulfill dual purposes.  This complexity is increased as trains serving different routes 
share common infrastructure and so delays on one route can easily spread across the 
network. 

During the one hour peak of morning travel around 100,000 people are transported by train 
in Sydney, a single train operating on the RailCorp network moves around 875 people on 
average (on some routes an average train can moves up to 1280 people).   

5.2.2 The need for and benefits of investment in rail 

The Sydney passenger network is a radial network, spreading out from the key city stations 
of Central, Town Hall. Wynyard and North Sydney.  It is these stations, and the flow of 
passengers towards the city, which currently constrains capacity.  Capacity through the CBD 
theoretically allows for the passage of 20 trains an hour.  Currently the number of paths 
used ranges from 14 to 19 and is constrained by factors such as the mix of stopping 
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patterns, congestion at key junctions and rollingstock availability.  There is an additional 
line which terminates at Central Station, theoretically capable of carrying 24 trains an hour, 
but which does not enter the city itself and so currently only carries up to 14 trains an hour. 

The rail clearways program seeks to obtain the full 20 trains per hour capacity through the 
six lines at Town Hall station.  This program is essentially aimed at getting the most out of 
the existing available infrastructure.  The extra capacity delivered by the rail clearways 
program will require extra rollingstock.  Although there is currently a program to acquire 
extra carriages, which will also allow all suburban trains to be built up to eight cars long, 
there will not be sufficient rollingstock to fully utilise the available capacity. 

The city stations themselves are also constrained by their ability to physically accommodate 
passengers and move passengers into and out of trains.  The mix of suburban style 
carriages and multiple destinations being serviced from single platforms do not allow for 
the complete clearing of platforms or the efficient unloading and reloading of trains.  This 
constraint reflects the fact that the major city stations were designed and constructed in 
the 1920s and 30s and that redevelopment is difficult due to the need to also redevelop 
surrounding areas of the city to accommodate larger stations. 

Putting these two effects together, the Sydney metropolitan network is currently 
constrained by capacity, both in terms of rail paths and platform space, in the city itself. 

Even though the network is currently approaching capacity, there would be large benefits 
to be gained from inducing a further shift towards rail.  Modelling using TRESIS, further 
discussed in Appendix A, indicates that if a congestion charge and a carbon tax were 
introduced the number of passengers travelling via rail could immediately increase by 
around 146 million journeys a year or by up to 212 million journeys a year by 2025.  This 
would represent an almost doubling of passenger journeys compared to the base case for 
2025.   

Using the costs estimated earlier, this modal shift would lead to around a $1.2 billion a year 
reduction in costs in 2011 or almost $25bn in the period to 2025.  These savings in 
accidents, carbon emissions and congestion costs would also have to be added to the 
revenue raised for government from a carbon tax and a congestion charge. 

Using the current average number of passengers per train, this modal shift caused by 
policies that align prices and costs, would require an extra 95 trains to be running per hour 
of the peak, on average.  This number of trains would not be able to be accommodated 
given the current available infrastructure. 

Instead of looking at the effect on modal choice that would result from a radical policy shift, 
we could also consider how the Sydney metropolitan network might expand under natural 
growth conditions.  Considering the increase in population and other key variables that 
might occur within Sydney by 2015, in the absence of any policy interventions, TRESIS 
provides the following estimates: 
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Table 5.2: Change in key transport indicators in Sydney from 2010 to 2025 

Indicator Change by 2025 

Population 767,240 

Annual rail passenger journeys 27,417,000 

Annual road vehicle journeys 491,525,000 

Vehicle Kilometres 5,343,500,000 

CO2 emissions (tonnes) 105,930 

Average car journey length (metres) 140 

In this base case, it is clear that road transport plays a dominant role in accommodating the 
increased number of journeys demanded.  If rail was to play a larger role in accommodating 
this increase then there would be significant benefits.  Estimates of these benefits are given 
in Table 5.3.  This table gives scenarios where the base case of only 5% of additional trips 
being serviced by rail increases to 10%, 20% and 30%. 

Table 5.3: Cost savings from increased rail usage in Sydney in 2025 ($2010 million) 

 Base Case Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 

Road/rail share of extra 
journeys 

95/5 90/10 80/20 70/30 

     

Accident costs saved 0 25.6 77.4 129.1 

Congestion costs saved 0 179.8 542.7 905.5 

CO2 emissions costs saved 0 0.6 1.9 3.1 

Total 0 206.1 622.0 1,037.8 

Different infrastructure investments would be required by these different levels of rail 
modal share.  The precise cost of the investments would depend on how intensely different 
parts of Sydney experience the modal shift.  However, as the average journey length for 
cars is forecast to increase by 2025 this indicates that there is likely to be strong growth in 
outer lying areas of Sydney (such as the north-west and south-west growth regions).  This 
indicates the potential need for extensions of motorways into these new areas.  Extensions 
of train networks into these areas are considered in the following section. 

5.2.3 Required investments 

Planning for investment in commuter rail should be made in an integrated way.  That is, rail 
planning should align with bus and light rail planning.  Bus and light rail can work as 
complements to rail travel by providing a feed in mechanism or by providing redundancy 
and overflow ability.  Having said this, there are a number of stand-alone infrastructure 
investments that need to be made in rail in order to accommodate natural growth in 
passenger numbers and any modal shift that could be induced. 

The most immediate infrastructure investment that is required, and is currently planned 
ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ƳŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǇƭŀƴΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 
Express project.  The main element of this project is the construction of the City Relief Line 
which will extend a new line, and new platforms, from Redfern to Wynyard (these are key 
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city stations).  This new line will enable to full utilisation of an existing line which currently 
terminates at Central.  The project will also allow the introduction of 10 and 12 car trains 
along the western line.  Overall the project will increase the total number of available seats 
on the western line by 5000 per hour during the peak, an almost 60% increase in capacity.  
This could provide for around 19 million extra passenger journeys per year.   

The Western express project is currently estimated to cost around $4.5bn (NSW 
Government 2010).  If fully utilised at around 19 million journeys a year this would imply a 
benefit of around $161m a year or around 3.6% of the initial cost each year. 

The other main project which is covered in the metropolitan transport plan is the 
northwest rail links.  The northwest rail link would involve the construction of 23km of rail 
ŀƴŘ с ƴŜǿ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ northwest; this would bring passengers onto the existing 
wŀƛƭ/ƻǊǇ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŀǘ 9ǇǇƛƴƎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭƛƴƪ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜǊǾŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ {ȅŘƴŜȅΩǎ ƪŜȅ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ 
areas.  Transport NSW estimates that currently only 7% of trips made by travelers who live 
in the northwest of Sydney are made public transport and that by 2021 road congestion in 
the area is expected to increase travel times by 50-70% (Transport NSW 2010b).   

To be fully effective, and to avoid the capacity choke point of the Harbour Bridge, an 
integrated approach to the northwest link and the Western Express project would need to 
be implemented. This would see a second rail harbour crossing linked to the existing North 
Shore and proposed North West corridor. 

The northwest rail link is estimated to cost around $3.8bn, excluding the second harbor 
crossing, and would allow for around 23.6 million passenger journeys per year (Transport 
NSW 2010b).  This level of patronage would generate around $200m a year in benefits, this 
equates to 5% of the construction costs each year. 

To accommodate the natural growth in Sydney, and rail transport, by 2030 it is envisioned 
that the RailCorp network would require the projects discussed above and would also 
include the South West Rail Link and the Parramatta to Epping Link.  However, in order to 
accommodate a modal shift leading to the doubling of rail volumes there would also likely 
have to be additional investments, these could include projects such as: 

 track amplifications throughout the network: 

ω north to Chatswood; and 

ω west to Strathfield, Granville and Parramatta.   

 Upgrading of Town Hall and Wynyard stations; 

 two additional rail lines into the city; and 

 grade separation at remaining flat junctions; 

In addition to these expansions there would also, likely, need to be increases in other public 
transport facilities, such as bus and light rail, consideration of the introduction of more 
metro style trains, improved interchange locations, adequate maintenance and stabling 
facilities and altered land use policy to employments centres in areas such as Parramatta, 
Penrith and Liverpool. 
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Case study: Light rail in Portland, Oregon 

The city of Portland, Oregon in the US is largely viewed to have implemented a 
ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ ƭƛƎƘǘ Ǌŀƛƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ŎƻǳǇƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊƘƻƻŘǎΩΦ  
The investment in light rail has successfully led to the take-up of rail transport 
by commuters, as rail ridership in Portland over the last decade has grown 
much more strongly than has bus ridership (shown in 0 below).  Residents 
living in these neighbourhoods have been found to own fewer cars, drive less 
and use public transport more than they otherwise would (Litman 2010).  
Specifically, 30% of residents moving into these neighbourhoods reduce their 
vehicle ownership, while 69% increase their use of public transport.  This trend 
Ƴŀȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ tƻǊǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ŎǳǊōƛƴƎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƭŀȅǎΦ  .ŜǘǿŜŜƴ мффу 
ŀƴŘ нллоΣ tƻǊǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊŜǿ ōȅ мп҈Σ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ 
delays did not increase (Litman 2010). 

Chart Box.2: Passenger kms travelled in Portland by bus and train, kms 
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Source: Trimet (2010), Access Economics calculations 

 

The introduction of metro style trains could be achieved on the existing RailCorp 
infrastructure, by the addition of new metro only lines or, most likely, by some combination 
of the two.  Metro trains may help to overcome problems of boarding and alighting trains 
as metro trains have more and larger doors but introduce other problems relating to 
increased rolling stock requirements, signalling needs and stabling facilities. 
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5.3 Elsewhere in Australia 

Although these two case studies have been selected, there are critical bottleneck and 
infrastructure projects all around Australia.   

At the top of the list is likely to be the Cross River Rail project in Brisbane.  This project 
would provide an alternate path for trains to cross the Brisbane River, currently trains 
running on the Gold Coast, Beenleigh, Cleveland, Ferny Grove, Airport and Doomben lines 
must travel across the Merivale Bridge.  This bottleneck presents a capacity constraint to 
the Brisbane network.  There is currently a detailed feasibility report being prepared but 
the recent natural disasters in Queensland have led to a delay in the project timeline. 

Other significant infrastructure projects, with longer time horizons for investment, would 
include: 

 An inland rail route between Melbourne and Brisbane.  This route would allow for 
faster movement of freight by creating a modern infrastructure and allowing for the 
problems raised by the Sydney network to be avoided. 

 ! ƘƛƎƘ ǎǇŜŜŘ Ǌŀƛƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ 
connect Brisbane, Melbourne, Sydney and Canberra as well as some regional cities in 
the area.  This network would reduce air and road congestion, allow for regional 
development, defer the construction of a second airport in Sydney and reduce costs 
arising from carbon pollution and accidents. 
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6 Other considerations 

Rail transport also has other benefits, not identified above. 

Rail transport can be powered by electricity generated by many different 
sources.  The use of electricity is a key advantage for rail as both domestic 
fossil fuels, such as natural gas and coal, or even renewable energy sources can 
be used to generate electricity 

This should be compared to Australia's current oil intensive approach to 
fuelling transport. Unleaded gasoline and diesel oil contributed 94% of road 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ нллу-09. Investment in rail transport would 
therefore provide some insurance against an increased scarcity, and price, of 
oil. 

An effective rail based passenger transport system can improve economic 
productivity and create wider benefits for the economy.  This is created 
through more efficient land use patterns (such as higher density and 
clustering) as well as enhanced land values. 

Future investment in the rail network has the potential to play a wider role in achieving 
long term government objectives.  It has the capacity to contribute towards social benefit, 
through society-level outcomes associated with a rail network, such as moving the 
economy towards a less oil-reliant logistics chain and through an increase in the value of 
land in proximity to future rail network investments.  These broader benefits should be 
additional considerations for government policy in decisions affecting modal choice and 
planning.   

6.1 Fuel security 

Planning for a less oil-dependent economy and future is a visible concern of the Australian 
Government.  This goes back to 2007 when the Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and 
Transport CommiǘǘŜŜ LƴǉǳƛǊȅ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ώǎƘƻǳƭŘϐ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƻƛƭ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜΩ όǉǳƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ [ŀƛǊŘ нллтύΦ  ¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
Resources, Energy and Tourism (DRET) is currently working on producing an Energy White 
Paper in ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƛƳ 
or reducing reliance on fossil fuel related greenhouse gas emissions.  DRET has also 
ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴǘƻ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ ƭƛǉǳƛŘ ŦǳŜƭ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ό!/L[ ¢ŀǎƳŀƴ нллуύ ŀƴŘ a National 
Energy Security Assessment (DRET 2009), noting that energy security is a priority of the 
government.   

A member of the board of Infrastructure Australia, Professor Peter Newman, has brought 
attention to the symbiotic relationship between urban planning and oil dependency, with a 
strong focus on the role of transport.  He has recently contributed to a Planning Institute of 
Australia study that recommends an overhaul of transport and urban policies to limit urban 
sprawl in the face of increased reliance on oil imports.  Professor Newman is also reported 
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ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ {ǘŀǘŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜ ŀ vǳŜŜƴǎƭŀƴŘ ƭŀǿ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ Ψƻƛƭ 
ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ǘŜǎǘΩ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ό²Ŝǎǘ нлмлύΦ 

The current transport task in Australia is oil intensive as most of the energy consumed in 
this industry is by road transport, which is dependent on fossil fuels for its energy.  Chart 
6.1 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΣ ǊƻŀŘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŘƻǳōƭŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ 
the last three decades.  It is also highly reliant on fossil fuels, with unleaded gasoline and 
ŘƛŜǎŜƭ ƻƛƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ фп҈ ƻŦ ǊƻŀŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ нллу-09.  In addition, 
there are next to no renewable energy sources available to power energy consumption for 
vehicles; in 2008-09 bio-fuels contributed a meagre 0.005% of total energy consumption for 
road transport.  

wŀƛƭΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ǎǘŜŀŘȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎ 
and its total energy consumption is on a much smaller scale than that of road.  In 2008-09, 
rail transport consumed only 4% of the amount of energy consumed by road.  Rail is also 
reliant on a more diverse range of fuels for its power, including electricity which 
contributed 20% of rail energy consumption in 2008-09.  The use of electricity is a key 
advantage for rail as both domestic fossil fuels, such as natural gas and coal, or even 
renewable energy sources can be used to generate electricity.  The use of electricity 
therefore makes rail transport far more resilient to fuel security concerns than road 
transport. 

Chart 6.1: Total road transport energy consumption by fuel type, energy units 

 
Source: ABARE (2009) 
















































