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PEOPLE FOR PUBLI C TRANSPORT

People for Public Transport (PPT) is an organisation devoted to the
i nproverrent and pronotion of public transport in South Australia,
especially in the Adelaide region. As such our focus is urban, but we are
in synpathy with groups seeking to expand the role of rail outside as well
as within urban areas. W are also aware that interstate and intrastate
country rail lines pass within cities, and so can inpact on urban road
traffic and urban rail services.

W have chosen to present our submission within the paraneters of the
Energing Issues listed in the Information and |ssues booklet and discuss
some of the points nmentioned under headi ngs of the issues raised.

1 EFFECTI VE AND EFFI Cl ENT USE OF RAI L

Should responsibility for the admnistration and operation of
interstate rail networks rest with the Comonwealth Governnent,
State/ Territory Governnments or other parties in the future?

The Commonweal th shoul d have an over-riding authority, through a Nationa
Track Authority, to ensure safety and adequate upkeep of interstate rail
networks. This, can, however, be nediated through other bodies, eg State
CGovernments or private owners, although we prefer the Commobnwealth to own
the track. It is inportant that the interests of non-interstate users
sharing the sanme corridor be represented. The standardisation of the
Adel ai de Mel bourne line, while basically desirable, had the unfortunate
effect of closing three stations on the suburban [ine to Belair. This was
not an inevitable outcone, and the source of blane is not certain. The
standardi sation of one line in the double track nmeant the suburban trains
had to run on a single track, with four passing |oops. The nunber of | oops
was consi dered inadequate for running a service stopping at all stations
as before. This may or may not have been the case, but the result was
three closed stations, with considerable commuter anger, and the closing
of platfornms on the side of the line where the standard gauge ran. It is
not clear whether State or Commonwealth authorities were to blanme, or
whether it was a case of poor negotiation between them but the result was
undesirabl e fromthe point of view of urban public transport.

Should responsibility for the admnistration and operation of
intrastate rail networks rest with the Comonwealth Governnent,
State/ Territory Governnments or other parties in the future?
W prefer the administration of these lines to be primarily in the hands
of the State Covernnment, except in the case of privately owned Iines.
These would mainly be short lines owned by industries or snmall scale
tourist ventures.

If the operator of a privately owned line wanted to close it, the State
CGover nment shoul d have the option of buying it if it is in the interest of
the State to keep it open. The State Governnent should have the right to
inspect any privately owned lines for safety purposes, and the
Conmonweal th should be able to exercise this right, should it be
considered that the State CGovernnent is failing in its duty to maintain
safety standards. This Commonwealth right should also apply to State
Government owned lines. State Governments should be able to obtain
Commonweal th funding to help maintain, open and reopen intrastate |ines,
should a need be proved. Were private operators run trains on the |ines,
track access fees should nornmally be sufficient to keep existing lines in
good condition, but Commonwealth help may be needed for upgradi ng, gauge
changes, extensions and new | i nes.



Li ai son between Commonweal th, State, and private operators, if any, should
be mai ntai ned where interstate and intrastate carriers use the sanme |ines,
and where the lines are linked, or potentially linked (eg join or alnost
join).

Should governments nmmintain or acquire transport corridors,
particularly in urban areas, where |and asset val ues may be high?

Yes. It is inportant to maintain or acquire corridors for rail, to ensure
the benefits of rail transport: reduced greenhouse em ssions and genera
air pollution, reduced traffic congestion, les transport accident traunmm,
nore efficient long haul transport of goods.

There is pressure fromsonme quarters to build urban freeways, which woul d
involve the use of nore land than building railways along the sane
corridors, as road transport involves use of many vehicles instead of one

train - goods or passenger. The retention or acquisition of land for
freeways woul d be nore expensive than for rail because of greater wi dth of
corridor, entrances and exits, etc. Light rail can be built wthin

exi sting roads, although a dedicated corridor is often preferable.

In urban areas, however, it is inportant to avoid or mnimse acquisitions
of residential property, because of the disruption and distress caused by
people losing their hones, even if conpensated. However, existing
corridors, including freeway corridors, should be retained if there is
reasonabl e |ikelihood of their being useful for heavy or light rail in the
next fifty years. Wiile not in use for rail they can be used for parkland,
with foot and bicycle paths. In heavily built up areas future railways
coul d be put underground.

Shoul d governments continue to invest in rail infrastructure? If so,
at which level of government should these investnent decisions be
made?

Both State and Federal Governments should continue to invest in rail
i nfrastructure. Maintaining a good railway network is wvital for
Australia's future, especially since early next century Australia will be
faced with rising oil prices and a need to reduce greenhouse enissions,
necessitating energy-efficient transport, such as rail. The level of
Governnment involved will depend on whether it is an wurban, country
intrastate or interstate line, but the Commonweal th should be prepared to
fund all three to sone extent, taking primary responsibility for the
interstate lines, and supplenenting state funds where necessary for
intrastate |ines.

How shoul d investnent in rail infrastructure be funded?

What pricing nmechani sns should be considered for adoption to provide
revenue for rail services?

The Governnent should fund rail infrastructure from general taxation
revenue, track access charges and fuel excise fromrail or a carbon tax.

In its submission to the House of Representatives Standing Commttee on
Conmuni cati ons, Transport and M croeconomc Reforns's Inquiry into Federa
Road Funding (p.58) the Australasian Railway Association (ARA),
calculating the environnmental costs of CO, emissions diesel fuel at 14.8c
litre, suggested a carbon tax at this rate (ARA subnission p 58).



Revenue on present efficiencies fromroad trucks and rail were cal cul ated
as follows:

ENVI RONVENT EXTERNALI TY

RQAD Cent s/ nt k
6-Axle Articul ated .51
8-Axle Articul ated .43
Doubl e Road Train . 30
RAI L

.15

(Based on Figure 7.4)

See al so PPT suppl enentary subm ssion to Inquiry into Federal Road Funding
(Vol 9, pp 2253, 2254).

Urban public transport <could also receive voluntary funding from
conmercial beneficiaries (shops at railway stations, businesses who have
| ess need of parking space because their workers arrive by train, light
rail) either at the infrastructure stage or to help run servi ces.

Sone infrastructure investnent could cone fromprivate conpanies, in which
case they should receive a portion of the track access charges, at |east
for a certain nunber of years.

Revenue for rail services can conme from track access charges, carbon
tax/fuel excise, fares and freight charges, paynents from comercia
beneficiaries and if needed subsidies fromgeneral taxation revenue.

Pricing should not be so high as to discourage custoners. This could |ead
to an increase in road freight and private car use, necessitating even
nore expensive investnent in roads.

Are definitions of rail transport comunity service obligations
(CSCs) appropriate to today's circunstances?

The concept of CSO needs to be redefined in the light of a conprehensive
transport policy taking into account economc, social and environnenta
factors. The concept that sone services are potentially profitable and
others (generally passenger) are not, ignores the indirect costs of not
having the service (externalities) and the social and environnenta
benefits of mmintaining or introduci ng apparently unprofitable services.

Econom ¢ Factors

Rel ati ve cost of building and upgrading rail and conpeting infrastructure

W do not have figures for the cost of building roads or rail, except that
we note that according to the National Transport Planning Taskforce
presentation by the National Rail Corporation (1994), the average
i nvestment per net tonne kilonetre per year 1986-1992 for road transport
was $0.013, while for the national rail network it was $0.005/yr/ NTK

However, it is generally cheaper to upgrade rail than road. It was
estimated that upgrading the Goul burn-Yass rail line to fast freight train
standard woul d have cost $95 million (1994 prices), about 20 per cent of
the cost of wupgrading the Hune H ghway between Goul burn and Yass with
bypasses (Rail and Urban Public Transport. Parlianentary Research Paper 12
p. 20)



Max M chell, of SAVMRON (Rail 2000 Conference and public neeting: Adelaide
1997) said $80 mllion spent to reduce the steepest grades with sone
real i gnment on the Adel ai de Mel bourne railway |ine between Mount Lofty and
Adel ai de would take 50 minutes off the rail freight journey. By contrast,
$138 nmillion was spent upgrading a short section of H ghway One, "The
Devil's El bow', near Adel ai de, mainly to prevent truck accidents
(PPT: Federal Road Funding Vol 9 p. 2255).

Philip Laird, in his supplenentary submission to the Inquiry into Federa
Road Funding says the BTCE study for the National Transport Planning
Taskforce (1995 p. 76) gives a benefit cost (BCR) ratio of 4.0 for limted
wor k between Adel aide and Mel bourne, and a BCR of 3.2 for an outlay on
this corridor of $170 nmillion, including $50 mllion to provide capability
for double stacked containers between Adelaide and Mlbourne (and
therefore to Perth since Adelaide Perth already has this capacity). He
says such work could easily be conbined with easing of grades and curves
on the eastern side of the Adelaide HIlls to reduce the need for banking
| oconotives for heavy west bound trains and to reduce transit tines and
freight costs for all Ml bourne-Adelaide trains (V.9, 2225).

Rel ati ve cost of Externalities from Road and Rai

G eenhouse em ssi ons

The economic effects of Geenhouse enissions cannot at present be
guantified, but are likely to be considerable. It has been postul ated that
the frequency of E Nno events is already increasing because of
greenhouse warm ng. This has obvious effects on agricultural productivity
and increases the risk of bush fire. The severity of the -current
di sastrous forest fires in Indonesia and Mal aysia has been increased by El
Ni no dryness, and with greenhouse warming increasing the frequency of E
Ni no events, such disasters may be repeated, in Australia and el sewhere.
Parts of northern Australia are currently suffering major bush fires.

Greenhouse warming would also tend to make tropical cyclones nore severe
and to occur in higher latitudes than before, leading to loss of life and
property and reduction in tourism especially along the Queensl and coast.

Carbon dioxide (CO) is the nobst significant contributor to the enhanced
greenhouse effect fromtransport. In conparing road and rail transport the
energy used per tonne kilometre of freight or per passenger kilonetre is
the nost significant factor, although the fuel used and the directness of
the route are also factors, favouring road slightly in the case of
intercapital freight.

The Bureau of Transport and Communi cati ons Economi cs Paper 1994 (BTCE 94)
states that rail is 83% as emissions-efficient as road for intercapital
freight. However , rail is being conmpared with highly efficient
intercapital trucks which may use a different fuel fromtrucks travelling
shorter distances.

Road di stances are given as 94%those of rail, but upgrading of rail track
coul d shorten rail distances (BTCE 94 p. 213).

BTCE 94 says that replacing 37.5% of intercapital trucking with rail
freight would reduce carbon dioxide enissions fromall Australian trucking
by 0.5% (Ch. 12, pp 207-218). However, Australian Transport and the
Envi ronment (Australian Bureau of Statistics [ABS] 4605.0, 1997) says that
the vast mmjority of rail freight is intrastate, alnost 94% of rai
freight being carried within Wstern Australia, Queensland and New South
Wal es. Much of this is taken to ports for export. (p. 31)



This indicates that savings fromtransfer of freight fromroad to rail nay
be much greater than that indicated by BTCE 94, although intrastate
trucking tends to involve lighter goods, such as foodstuffs, and train
traffic heavy raw materials (there is however room for increasing the
proportion of grain carried by rail).

Laird says that articulated trucks used nore than 2 500 litres of diese

and carried 89 Billion tonne kilometres for the 12 nonths ending 30
Sept enber 95, whereas rail used less than 550 million litres of diesel
plus sonme electricity for alnost 1000 billions tonne kil onetres of freight

in 1994-95. Laird says this nakes rail about 4 tinmes as energy efficient
as road. These findings have to be nodified slightly because of slightly
greater length of rail lines. BTCE 94 says rail is slightly | ess em ssion
efficient with regards to CO. (See above.) This may be due to use of coa
derived electricity for sonme trains, or because of nore efficient non-
di esel fuels used by sone trucks (eg LPG CNG. | have no information on
the latter. Notwithstanding we consider Laird's findings to be basically
val i d.

BTCE 94 also identified reductions in public transport fares as a
significant method of reducing greenhouse enissions from urban transport
(4 per cent for a reduction of fares to 80 per cent of current |levels and
a ten per cent reduction in CO, em ssions from comuting and one per cent
fromnon-comuting travel) with net social benefit.) (Chapter 12)

Reduced public transport fares would increase patronage of public
transport. A very large proportion of the social benefits of over $8
billion by 2015 woul d be due to reduced urban traffic congestion, At
the maximum level of inplenentation assuned in chapter 15, a
cunulated total of about 26 mllion tonnes of CO equival ent
em ssions could be avoided. (BTCE 94 p. xl)

Land based urban public transport consists of heavy rail, light rail, and
buses. Al have a place in public transport. Rail in dedicated corridors
has the advantage of speed and not being subject to delays in road
traffic, although it nay sonetines be delayed by other trains. The
relative energy efficiency of all types of public transport is higher than
that of the private car, but exact figures differ fromsource to source

Ecol ogi cally Sustainable Developnments Wrking Goups: Final Report -
Transport (1991) gives negajoul es/ passenger-km as foll ows:

(Ur ban) Car
LCv

Bus
Train

PPRwn
o o ™ ©

whereas Mbility in a Oean Environment (1990) clains that trains are 8
times, trans 3 tines and buses twice as energy efficient as cars. There
are a nunber of factors to take into account, one being the nunber of
passengers per vehicle, conpared with the potential nunber of passengers.
Electrification affects figures differently, depending on the source of
the electricity, coal derived electricity, adding 30% to greenhouse
em ssions, natural gas derived reducing by 20% solar/wind electricity
havi ng no greenhouse em ssions except those involved in construction of
generating equi pnent (ABS 1997, p.152).



Urban rail has the capacity to carry light freight, reducing use of LCvs.
The San Diego Trolley Conpany acts as a public transport provider by day
and carries light freight at night (Fielding Report [SA Governnent,
19897]).

Urban light rail tends to be nore popular with commuters than buses, and
therefore has greater capacity to reduce car use.

Fut ure Fuel Costs

In considering costs of various nodes of transport the likely future cost
of oil, the current basis for nost of our transport fuel, needs to be
taken into account.

B J Fleay, in The Decline of the Age of Ql, testing predictions of the US
geol ogi st, MK Hubbert, paints an alarm ng scenario.

In 1950 Hubbert correctly predicted that oil and gas production in the
| ower 48 states of the USA would peak in 1973. Fleay bases his predictions
on Hubbert's theory, proved right in the USA case, that peak production
follows shortly after peak discovery and is followed by rapid decline in
production, as oil beconmes nore expensive to extract and the Energy Profit
Ratio (EPR) (the energy content of the fuel divided by the energy used in
its production) declines. Fleay predicts that production of oil wll peak
in the Arabian @Qulf region in about 2020 and in the rest of oil producing
regi ons in about 2005.

Australian oil production is expected to peak in 2000, then rapidly
decline. The Australasian region was not in a particularly favourable
region for the formation of oil at the tinme when nost oil was forned.

Fl eay argues that discoveries are declining and that giant oil fields are
di scovered first, so any renaining discoveries are likely to be of snal

fields or in places where oil is difficult and expensive to extract.
Declining Australian production of oil, followed by a world- wde
shortage, will mean an increasing inport bill for oil which has serious

econom c inplications for Australi a.
Own comment

While ultimately transport should be based on renewable fuels, in the
shorter termfuel econom es should be sought. Renewable fuels nmay prove to
be expensive, necessitating continued economies in transport. W believe
that Australia's transport dollar would be better spent in upgrading nore
fuel efficient nodes of transport, such as rail and wurban public
transport, rather than spending huge suns upgrading interstate highways
and buil di ng urban freeways. (PPT 1997)

Costs of Road Traumm

The cost of road accidents in 1993 was estimated AT $6.1 billion
(Transport and G eenhouse BTCE 94 (p.461) quoting BTCE 1994d). This
estimate is acknow edged as very rough. The health cost of air pollution
has been estinmated as between 0.005 and 0.12 cents per kilonetre travelled
(BTCE 94 p. 460) The difference stens largely fromdifferent estinates of
the cost of fatalities.



Esti mates published by Action for Public Transport (August 1996) are $6
billion for road accidents, $4 billion for road congestion and at |east $1
billion for noise and air pollution. (PPT Vol 3, p.615 - date anended from
May to August)

Wiile rail accidents also occur, the rate of fatalities and injuries
associated with all rail transport and road based urban public transport
is considerably |lower than for road transport.

Are environnental considerations inportant? If so, should these
consi derations be part of a national strategy for rail?

Yes, environnental considerations are inportant. There is no point in a
country being affluent if the population does not have the capacity to
enjoy that affluence. dean air, clean waterways and the natura
envi ronnent rank al ongsi de consuner goods as inportant elenents in quality
of life. While we are not advocating starvation in a pristine environnent,
we consider the enphasis on increasing nomnal wealth at the expense of
the environnment is msguided.

Air pollution fromtransport is a major factor in public health. Anything
that reduces it inproves public well being and reduces health costs.

Utimately the econony depends on the environnment, not vice versa. For
i nstance, agriculture depends on soil and climate and fisheries depend on
clean waterways and sustainable fishing practices. Tourism is highly
susceptible to environmental factors. (See also above on CSCGs -
Externalities, G eenhouse).

I's consistency (or standardisation) across rail networks inportant?
(For exanple in areas such as communication systens, pricing
practices, operating rules and safety standards.)

Consistency is inportant in relation to safety standards. |f comrunication
systens were consistent it would help different adjoining networks to
conmuni cate with each other. Similar operating rules would nmake it easier
for workers transferring from one system to another, and might inprove
safety by reducing possible confusion as to practices in the case of
transferred workers and adjoining systens. Gauge standardisation of

systens adjoining standard gauge rail is desirable where freight or
passengers are likely to transfer. Pricing standardisation is not
i mportant.

ACCESS AND UTI LI SATI ON OF THE RAI L NETWORK

What are the costs of wunderutilisation of rail and which parties
carry these costs?

The costs of underutilisation of rail lie in urban road congestion, higher
greenhouse em ssions, increased accidents on country roads with truck
i nvol verrent, and hi gher road buil di ng costs.

Urban Road Congestion

If existing urban rail corridors are underutilised, traffic congestion and
use of the private car is higher than it need be, leading to higher
greenhouse enissions, wurban air pollution, etc (see above). It s
i nportant to have accessible and frequent train and tram services, wth
stations at suitable places and rail feeder services, in order to make
good use of existing networks.



I nvol venent of trucks in road crashes (from PPT Vol 9, p. 2256, quoting
ARA submi ssion to Road Funding | nquiry)

Accident statistics show that heavy vehicles are over-represented
in road fatalities. Truck-involved crashes contribute 18% of road
deaths overall, of which 80% are road users other than the truck
driver. Heavy vehicles ... constitute less than 4% of all registered
vehicles and account for about 71/2% [seven and a half] of vehicle
kilometres travelled. Involvenent rates for articulated vehicles are
hi gher than the average for all heavy

vehi cl es (ARA submission to Road Funding Inquiry p.53).

Road Buil di ng Costs

Failure to utilise existing networks leads to increased building and
upgradi ng of roads. See above on relative costs of upgrading rail and
road.

A railed public transport systemis al nbst as cheap per kilonetre to build
and equip as the projected cost of a freeway. (Conpare $220 mllion for 33
km for a electric railway in Perth [including trains] with the projected
cost of $112 mllion for a 21 km Expressway in Adelaide, for which the
government will not be collecting fare revenue.) (PPT 1995 based on
Newnan) .

A light rail systemin Sydney under construction in 1996, with a projected
length of 15.9 km (if extension went ahead) had a total projected cost
bel ow $100 nmillion, less than a tenth of the cost of the Mo East and the
Eastern Distributor of the same |length of route. (Newvan and Zhukov: 1996)

Is it necessary for freight routes to include dedicated rail line in
high use nmetropolitan areas. If not, how should the conpetitive
needs between freight and passenger service be managed.

If there are mmjor delays to commuter services or freight, or safety
considerations, this seens to be the best solution. Avoidance of delays
would nmake rail nore conpetitive as a freight carrier and increase
passenger nunbers.

How should rail be integrated with other transport networks to
increase utilisation of rail networks?

Ur ban Rai
Feeder buses and coordination with |inking buses, trans and trains.
Rural Passenger

Linking with other rail, buses. Wiile city stations should be in centra
city, in a case |like Adelaide, where interstate passenger services do not
end in the central city, there should be good public transport services,
preferably rail, between passenger termnal and central city. There should
be simlar |inks between passenger rail stations and airports.

Fr ei ght

Transference between node: eg road/rail, rail/sea should be made easy. The
closing of the bogie exchange at Dry Creek, near Adel aide, where country
broad gauge neets standard gauge, resulted in transfer of 55 000 tonnes of
export grain (bound for Port Adelaide or Quter Harbour) from rail to
road. (PPT Vol. 3, p. 613)



Is there a role for governnents in facilitating increased
i ntegration between different nodes of transport?

Since the governnment owns railway lines, ports, etc, there is obviously a
role available for governnent. However, the Governnment should also |iaise
with private transport providers (eg transport conpani es who nay use rail)
to facilitate integration. Federal and State Governnents should have an
over-riding transport policy which seeks integration of transport nodes
and easy |inks between them

To what extent should use of land surrounding rail facilities be
integrated with rail networks?

There is value in siting shopping centres, other businesses, government
agenci es, schools, child-care centres etc near railway stations and public
transport interchanges, as this increases conveni ence and public transport
use. Schools and child care centres should be far enough away for children
not to be affected by transport enissions and noise but wthin easy
wal ki ng distance (eg not nore than a few hundred netres) of trains. Far
enough away may in sone cases be very close, and the alternative, car
em ssions, has to be bal anced against this. Mediumto high density housing
can also be sited near railway stations.

As far as possible factories and ports etc should be adjacent to rail way
facilities. Sidings to factories could be reintroduced.

| NVESTMENT AND OMNNERSHI P ARRANGEMENTS
Are existing levels of investnent in rail appropriate?

No. They are too low, considering the capacity of rail to reduce
greenhouse, and also the tourist potential of rail. Mney is being wasted
on expensive road upgrading when upgrading rail would be cheaper. Mre
noney needs to be spent on rail, but |less than would be needed to upgrade
roads to accommodat e expanded road freight and car based urban comuters.
(See above under CSOs Relative cost of building and upgrading rail and
conpeting infrastructure.)

What obj ectives should be used when determining public investnent in
rail?

Are the objectives of private and public investnents in rai
conpati bl e?

If the objective of private and public investnents in rail are not
conpati bl e, how may the conpeting interests be best served?

CGovernments should take into account all costs and benefits: direct costs
and benefits, and environnental and social externalities, future trends
including 21st Century oil prices. |If the investnent is needed
CGovernments should be prepared to make it, although private investnent
should not be refused, provided it does not hanper future government
pol i cy maki ng.

There have been cases where private enterprise made a publicly run service
nore viable, for instance, when Wst Coast Rail, took over the publicly
run passenger service to Geelong. However, any private investnent nust
i nclude guarantees to nmaintain the service unless the Governnment decides
to the contrary, and public interest must prevail over private profit.
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Should broader policy objectives be pursued through conditions
attached to the use of public rail by private operators?

Yes. |If necessary to pursue these objectives.
END
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