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1. INTRODUCTION 
Capacity is at the heart of rail operations, driving rail operational efficiency and impacting rail’s 
competitiveness with other modes of transport. ARTC is committed to continuous improvement 
including in its management of capacity.   

This consultation paper is the first step in a process with an objective of delivering a material 
improvement in capacity management on the Interstate Network.  ARTC are aware there are 
conflicting stakeholder views on the appropriateness of certain approaches to capacity management. 
Building on submissions in the last undertaking process, responses to this paper will assist ARTC in 
better understanding customer views. The views expressed in response to this paper will be 
instrumental in ARTC’s design of capacity management improvements. 

This paper also meets ARTC’s commitment in its submission to the Interstate Access Undertaking 
(IAU) Draft Decision to publish a guidance paper within the first 12 months of the new IAU, outlining 
its approach to the management of network capacity.1 

The ACCC in its final decision on the IAU stated that ARTC should seek and consider:  

“…views from stakeholders in drafting the guidance paper on the opportunities for Operators 
and non-Operators to seek, manage, resume or transfer capacity on the Interstate network. 
The paper should focus on where there is an information gap, including discussion of risk 
allocation, insurance requirements, ways to optimise capacity and provide greater 
transparency around path availability and utilisation, including in relation to ad hoc paths.”2 

. To best progress these complex issues, ARTC seeks genuine and considered feedback from 
stakeholders and as such this paper has been developed as a discussion paper highlighting options 
and specifically seeking stakeholder feedback on alternative approaches.  

Practical available capacity is impacted by network performance (for example possession windows, 
TSRs, faults etc) and above rail operators’ performance. Allowing for the reality of variability from the 
timetable due to above rail performance (such as late presentation) consumes capacity, as does 
dealing with above rail incidents including rolling stock failures such as screwed journals. 

Investments by both above rail and below rail operators can increase capacity. Below rail investments 
in track infrastructure, be it double tracking, loops, crossing lanes, or crossovers increase network 
capacity. In addition, investments in technology by both below and above rail operators, for example 
train control systems such as ETCS, can create additional capacity without track investments. 
Similarly, investment in new and more efficient rolling stock or redesign of consists can deliver 
greater capacity on an individual service. There is detailed work going on in these areas, for example 
ARTC’s Network Investment Program3 and work being undertaken by ARTC in conjunction with the 
NTC and other network owners regarding the implementation of modern signalling systems.4  

Under the IAU,5 ARTC must develop an annual Rail Network Supply Chain Optimisation Strategy 
(RNSCOS) which must cover, amongst other issues: 

 
1 ARTC, Submission to Draft Decision – ARTC’s Proposed 2024 IAU, 6 September 2024, p1. 
2 ACCC, Final Decision ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Rail Network Access Undertaking, 6 December 2024, Additional 
Recommendation 7, p31. 
3 For details on the NIPI see https://proj.artc.com.au/network-investment-program/ Accessed 18/09/25 
4 See for example https://www.ntc.gov.au/transport-reform/national-rail-action-plan. Accessed 17/6/25. 
5 ARTC, 2024 Access Undertaking Interstate Rail Network, 28 November 2024, Clause 6.1. 

https://proj.artc.com.au/network-investment-program/
https://www.ntc.gov.au/transport-reform/national-rail-action-plan
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• a representation of the network and its current capabilities;  
• projections of the interstate rail task (including intermodal, steel, grain, minerals, general 

freight, and passenger);  
• current network performance; and  
• options for additional capacity enhancements to meet the projections of the rail task.  

To be most productive, avoid duplication, and honour ACCC’s intent, this paper focuses on non-price 
mechanisms for capacity management. It does not address issues of network or above rail operators’ 
performance or above and below rail investments, both of which have the ability to increase 
available capacity but are dealt with in the RNSCOS and so outside the scope of this paper. 

We seek operators’ good faith feedback in writing to this paper by 30 October 2025. ARTC’s 
Interstate Network Rail Access Forum will include an opportunity to discuss key themes emerging 
from industry feedback on this discussion paper and seek an agreed way forward.  

Please send all feedback to jlawrence@artc.com.au 

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 describes current capacity management including: 
o outlining the key capacity management related terms in the IAU and TAA; 
o summarising capacity information currently provided by ARTC;  
o new entrant access; and 
o analysing path cancellations on the interstate network over the past five years; 

• Section 3 summarises stakeholders’ views on capacity management expressed during the 
IAU consultation process; 

 
• Section 4 discusses each of the ideas for change proposed by stakeholders and includes 

questions for stakeholders to assists in assessing and where relevant progressing these ideas; 
and 

• Section 5 outlines next steps.  

mailto:jlawrence@artc.com.au
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2. EXISTING CAPACITY MANAGEMENT 
ARTC has the incentive to maximise use of its network through effective and efficient capacity 
management. This incentive comes both through commercial incentives and alignment with ARTC’s 
corporate charter.  

ARTC’s corporate charter is to:6 
• Provide seamless and efficient access to users of the interstate rail network.  
• Pursue a growth strategy for interstate rail through improved efficiency and competitiveness.  
• Improve interstate rail infrastructure through better asset management and coordination of 

capital investment.  
• Encourage uniformity in access, technical, operating, and safe working procedures.  
• Operate the business on commercially sound principles. 

Two limbs of ARTC’s charter require efficient capacity management, namely seamless and efficient 
access, and pursuit of a growth strategy. 

The final limb of the charter also requires the business be run on commercially sound principles. 
Increasing usage, in a materially fixed costs business, will improve ARTC’s financial position.  

ARTC is not vertically integrated and thus there is no incentive for ARTC to discriminate against any 
above rail operator in capacity allocation. 

ARTC’s capacity management approach is to proactively work with applicants to see, subject to 
capacity constraints,  if access requests can be accommodated. We appreciate Aurizon’s comments in 
its submission acknowledging ARTC’s approach:7 

”At the outset, Aurizon would like to highlight its appreciation of the constructive 
engagement and assistance provided by ARTC in our recent introduction of inter-city 
containerised freight services across the interstate network. … Throughout this process, ARTC 
has been unfailingly constructive in its dealings with us, and has been proactive in helping 
identify solutions to issues as they arose.“ 

ARTC’s incentives are aligned with maximising use of its network, however, this does not mean that 
there are no improvements that can be made to capacity management, and these are explored in 
this paper. Against this backdrop, it is important to recognise changes to the capacity management 
framework can be zero sum in that they will not increase usage of the network but will advantage 
some above rail operators over others.  

ARTC’s approach to capacity management is impacted by both the IAU and the Track Access 
Agreement (TAA). Section 2.1 outlines the key parts of the IAU and TAA that influence capacity 
management. Section 2.2 details the capacity information currently available to operators. Section 
2.3 discusses new entrant access and 2.4 provides an analysis of cancellations to scope the size of the 
problem raised by some stakeholders. 

 

 
6 ARTC’s Corporate Charter available here: https://www.artc.com.au/about/our-charter/, accessed 14/6/25. 
7 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p9. 
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2.1. CAPACITY MANAGEMENT IN IAU AND TAA 
There are a number of features of the IAU and TAA that are designed to facilitate effective capacity 
management. We briefly run through the key terms and obligations below. 

Capacity Analysis 
A capacity analysis will be undertaken by ARTC as part of the preparation of an indicative access 
proposal to identify whether there is sufficient available capacity to meet the access request.8 

Obligation to increase capacity 
ARTC will consent to the provision of additional capacity if the additional capacity is commercially 
viable or the applicant agrees to meet the cost of the additional capacity.9 The works must be 
technically feasible, compliant with ARTC standards and be safe. 

Allocation of contested capacity  
In the event of multiple applicants for the same path, the path will be granted to the applicant with 
whom ARTC can negotiate and execute an Access Agreement which, in the opinion of ARTC, is most 
favourable to it. ARTC would make such a decision based on the Access Agreement that represented 
the highest present value of future returns to ARTC after considering all risks associated with the 
Access Agreement.10 

No grandfathering of rights across agreements 
The Operator does not have any automatic or enforceable rights of renewal or extension of  
any Scheduled Train Paths under this Agreement.11 

Path Trading 
The TAA allows for trading of scheduled paths between operators.12 The trade is subject to the ARTC 
approval, the receiving operator being accredited and willing to accept the terms of the current TAA 
and a number of other terms including providing additional ARTC indemnities.  

Removal of paths for underutilisation 
ARTC has the right to remove any scheduled train path if the path is not used 7 or more times 
(whether consecutively or not) out of any 12 such services which are consecutively scheduled.13  

Review of path performance  
ARTC may review the stated and actual departure and arrival times of a Scheduled Train Path over 
the preceding continuous three month period. If they differ in material respects, the parties will 
negotiate in good faith to amend the Scheduled Train Path so that the Scheduled Train Path reflects, 
as closely as is reasonably practicable, the three month history.14 

 
8 ARTC, 2024 Access Undertaking Interstate Rail Network, 28 November 2024, Clause 5.1. 
9 ARTC, 2024 Access Undertaking Interstate Rail Network, 28 November 2024, Clause 6.3.  
10 ARTC, 2024 Access Undertaking Interstate Rail Network, 28 November 2024, Clause 5.2. 
11 ARTC, Track Access Agreement for Reference Services, 8 November 2024, Clause 2.9e. 
12 ARTC, Track Access Agreement for Reference Services, 8 November 2024, Clause 19.2.c. 
13 ARTC, Track Access Agreement for Reference Services, 8 November 2024, Clause 9.5a. 
14 ARTC, Track Access Agreement for Reference Services, 8 November 2024, Clause 9.6. 
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2.2. CAPACITY INFORMATION CURRENTLY PROVIDED TO 
OPERATORS 

Unlike the majority of rail infrastructure managers in Australia, ARTC publishes its timetable.15 An 
extract from the Master Train Plan is shown in Table 1. The timetable which is available for all ARTC 
corridors shows all scheduled train paths including the train number, maximum train length, the 
above rail operator, the commodity, and the path type. ARTC also publishes train graphs of 
committed capacity, shown in Figure 2, which includes the timetabled paths plus capacity that is 
contracted but not utilised. 

In addition to the Master Train Plan and committed capacity, access seekers are also provided with 
sectional run times and detailed network technical requirements (see Figure 1) including amongst 
other items train length limits, maximum axle loading, train heights and envelopes and wayside 
monitoring devices. 

All operators are able to view all trains on the network in real time via Train Tracker. The train 
number is included in this information, therefore identifying each operator.  

With this information an above rail operator can both analyse a competitor’s scheduled paths and 
also identify available capacity on the ARTC that could be utilised for new train paths.  

 
 

  

 
15 ARTC’s Master Train Plan available here: https://www.artc.com.au/customers/operations/mtp/,accessed 
12/6/25. 

https://www.artc.com.au/customers/operations/mtp/?doing_wp_cron=1749700195.6816940307617187500000
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Figure 1: Detailed Technical Network Information Excerpt16 

 

 

  

 
16 ARTC, Route Access Standard General Information, 29 October 2024. 
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Table 1: Master Train Plan Excerpt: Parkeston to Cook17 

 

 

 

 

 

 
17 ARTC, Master Train Plan 29/6/25 v1, available here: https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/MTP_2025-06-
29_SANTWA-500.pdf,accessed 12/6/25. 

https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/MTP_2025-06-29_SANTWA-500.pdf
https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/MTP_2025-06-29_SANTWA-500.pdf
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Figure 2: MTP Spencer Junction to Kalgoorlie18 

 

 

 

 
18 ARTC Customer Commitment Chart available here: https://www.artc.com.au/committed-capacity/, accessed 12/6/25. 

https://www.artc.com.au/committed-capacity/
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2.3. ACCESS FOR NEW ENTRANTS TO THE MARKET 
Starting the access process 
ARTC welcomes new entrants to the rail industry. Potential rail operators are encouraged to engage 
with the ARTC Commercial and Customer team (Contact Details - ARTC) who will work collaboratively 
with businesses to access the ARTC interstate network. The first formal step involves submitting an 
access application under the framework of the Interstate Access Undertaking (IAU) and the Track 
Access Agreement (TAA). ARTC then undertakes a capacity analysis to determine whether the 
requested train paths can be accommodated. If capacity is not immediately available, ARTC may 
explore options to create additional capacity—either through commercially viable infrastructure 
upgrades or by agreement with the applicant. This process is designed to be collaborative, with ARTC 
working constructively to identify workable solutions that align with both network capability and 
operator needs. 

Information and tools to support planning 
As discussed in more detail in section 2.2 above, ARTC provides a comprehensive suite of publicly 
available tools to support access seekers in understanding the network. These include the Master 
Train Plan (MTP), committed capacity diagrams, sectional run times, and detailed technical 
specifications. Real-time train tracking is also available to operators, offering visibility of all services 
operating on the network. While ARTC does not offer a standardised list of available train paths for 
booking, it encourages early engagement so that tailored solutions can be developed based on 
specific service requirements such as origin, destination, rolling stock, and terminal access. 

A collaborative approach to capacity allocation 
Rather than relying on generic path availability, ARTC takes a collaborative approach to capacity 
allocation. This includes working directly with access seekers to identify suitable paths and, where 
possible, adjusting existing schedules to accommodate new services. As a non-vertically integrated 
infrastructure manager, ARTC is committed to providing fair and efficient access to all operators. New 
entrants are encouraged to engage early in the process to ensure that all operational and commercial 
considerations are addressed, including coordination with adjoining networks and terminal 
operators. ARTC’s objectives and incentives are to maximise network usage. ARTC is happy to engage 
with new entrants prior to the formal step of them submitting an access application and will guide 
new entrants through ARTC’s processes. 

 

2.4. UTILISATION AND CAPACITY LOSS 
ARTC recognises that above rail operators’ end customers drive their demand for paths, and the 
variability and predictability of this demand will drive the need for path cancellations. The 
characteristics of this end user demand varies significantly between types of freight. For example, 
interstate intermodal customers require regular, timely delivery of freight which requires schedule 
certainty and predictability. Intermodal origin and destination pairs are fixed. Contrast this with grain 
whose end customer demand will vary due to seasons, weather conditions, and also world grain 
market prices and conditions. Grain customers want to ensure that their grain is available at the port 
for timely loading onto the contracted vessels to ensure they are able to take advantage of prevailing 
grain prices. Grain origin and destination pairs will vary, for example, due to changes in regional 

https://www.artc.com.au/contact/
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production in a given harvest. Thus above rail operators moving grain will require flexibility in pathing 
and the ability to cancel paths as end demand dictates. 

The rate of cancellation of timetabled paths over the last five years by freight types is shown in 
Figure 3. As expected, given end customer demand, cancellations for grain services are the highest. 
Passenger and intermodal services have the lowest cancellation proportion.  Intermodal 
cancellations year to date 2025/26 are running at half the rate of 2024/25. This is a result of a 
concerted effort by ARTC and operators at the recent access agreement renegotiation to make the 
contracted paths reflect required usage. 

 

Figure 3: Proportion of timetabled paths cancelled by above rail operators  

 

 

3. STAKEHOLDER VIEWS 
A number of key stakeholders constructively engaged with the regulatory process which led to the 
approval of the latest IAU. A key theme in the engagement was ARTC’s capacity management and a 
number of suggestions for change were put forward. Unsurprisingly, in such a sensitive and complex 
area there was not a uniform view on the best way to manage capacity and stakeholders’ views were 
often conflicting. ARTC’s approach to capacity management in the IAU was an attempt to balance 
these often conflicting views and ARTC’s legitimate commercial interests. Outside the time 
constraints imposed by the IAU regulatory process, this paper will facilitate further discussion on the 
capacity issues to see if there are improvements that can be made that appropriately balance the 
conflicting views of stakeholders and ARTC’s commercial interests. 

In this section we pull out key themes from stakeholders’ comments in relation to capacity in the IAU 
consultation process, highlighting areas of common concern and difference.  

Increased Information Sharing 
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Aurizon,19 Pacific National,20 and ROG21 all called for an increase in capacity information sharing by 
ARTC. The information referenced included capacity availability in the timetable and shorter term 
information on train operations including cancellation of scheduled paths. The operators argued that 
this information would allow better longer term planning but also could allow rail operators to use 
cancelled capacity on the network at short notice. Pacific National went as far as recommending the 
IAU should include the obligation to publish available train paths allowing operators to book them 
online.22 

More interventionist management of “underutilisation” 

Aurizon,23 supported by ROG,24 made the case that ARTC should ensure that premium paths have 
high utilisation and reliability. Non-premium paths can be used to provide a more flexible option for 
non-time sensitive, overflow or seasonal services. This would reflect the most efficient allocation of 
paths, with limited premium path capacity being allocated to their most valued use. Aurizon defined 
premium paths, not a concept currently used in the IAU, as those with an efficient transit time 
combined with a late evening departure and an early morning arrival with suitable connection to 
other RIMs and available terminal slots.25 

Aurizon argued there are a range of mechanisms that can be used to incentivise the use of premium 
paths for high utilisation and high reliability services, including pricing and non-pricing approaches. 
Its recommendations focused on non-pricing approaches particularly around path resumption rights. 
Aurizon shared its view that ARTC’s required path utilisation threshold to avoid resumption is low 
compared to Arc (75% utilisation over 6 months), Sydney Trains (70% over a month) and Aurizon 
(75% over 6 months).26 Aurizon recommended strengthening path resumption provisions to require 
either at least 50% utilisation over 3 months or at least 75% utilisation over 6 months, with a path 
only measured as 'utilised' where used for a train service of at least 50% of its usual length/weight.27 

Paths should follow above rail customer contracts for bulk traffics 

Aurizon argued28 that there is a need for a mechanism in the IAU to allow bulk paths to be able to 
follow above rail customer contracts, ie when a bulk customer changes above rail operator then the 
paths for this bulk traffic should transfer to the new above rail operator. It argued that given the 
limited volume of non-grain bulk traffics on the interstate network, complex tripartite arrangements 
(used by Queensland Rail) or split contracting models (as used in the Hunter Valley) are not required. 
Aurizon also argued that the approach in the IAU of allowing end customers to hold access rights is 
unattractive to end customers due to contractual complexity. Aurizon argued for a ‘tap on the 

 
19 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p17-18. 
20 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p25. 
21 Rail Operators Group, Submission to the ACCC on ARTC 2024 Draft Interstate Access Undertaking, 28 
February 2024, p8. 
22 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p25. 
23 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p9. 
24 Rail Operators Group, Submission to the ACCC on ARTC 2024 Draft Interstate Access undertaking, 28 
February 2024, p8. 
25 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p9. 
26 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p16. 
27 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p17. 
28 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p18-20. 
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shoulder’ provision allowing end customers to request that ARTC transfer specific paths to a 
different rail operator from a defined date.  

Coordination with adjoining networks 

ROG29 argued that there is no efficient process for creating optimised pathing for new or varied 
services across the interstate network. Operators need to work with each network owner to identify 
how paths can be scheduled around that network’s existing train plan. ROG recommended ARTC take 
the lead in co-ordinating with adjoining RIMs to identify available (origin-destination) train paths, 
including efficient network connections, suitable for an operator’s needs. To deliver these paths ARTC 
will need to have increased rights under the IAU and access agreements to modify existing 
schedules. 

Revised approach to ad hoc pathing 

Stakeholders recognised the importance of ad hoc paths in providing much needed flexibility for 
seasonal and variable traffics.30 Concern was raised around the availability and reliability of ad hoc 
paths.31 There were no concrete suggestions on how to address the concerns around ad hoc paths 
over and above the information sharing points described above. The ACCC noted that:32  

If there is sufficient capacity to support peak demand, it appears that the concerns about ad 
hoc pathing would be minimal. Given stakeholders are concerned that there does not appear 
to be sufficient capacity at peak times, then the suggestions for optimisation of the existing 
infrastructure should be considered alongside the INDS and other optimisation strategies… 

 

 

Allocating capacity when there are multiple applicants 

Pacific National made the case for a revised process for allocating capacity when there are multiple 
applicants, stating the current IAU approach which focuses on return to ARTC is too narrow.33 Pacific 
National suggested that capacity allocation should be based on economic efficiency and relevant 
social objectives such as increasing rail freight mode share to reduce road accidents and emissions. 

  

 
29 Rail Operators Group, Submission to the ACCC on ARTC 2024 Draft Interstate Access Undertaking, 28 
February 2024, p6. 
30 See for example Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access 
Undertaking, 23 February 2024, p25. 
31 GrainCorp, Response to ACCC’s draft decision: ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 11 September 
2024, p4. 
32 ACCC, Draft Decision, Australian Rail Track Corporation’s 2024 Interstate Rail Network Access Undertaking, 26 
July 2024, p82. 
33 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p27. 
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Other issues, insurance & risk 

In the ACCC’s Final Decision34 when seeking the development of this paper, insurance and risk 
allocation issues were specifically highlighted. ARTC is unaware of specific capacity management 
related issues surrounding insurance and risk allocation that were raised by operators during the IAU. 
ARTC welcomes feedback on any concerns that stakeholders have on these issues.  

 

4. ASSESSMENT OF CAPACITY MANAGEMENT 
PROPOSALS 

This section discusses each of the ideas for change proposed by stakeholders (discussed in section 3) 
and includes questions for stakeholders to assist in assessing and, where relevant, progressing these 
ideas. 

4.1. INCREASED INFORMATION SHARING 
Aurizon,35 Pacific National,36 and ROG37 all called for an increase in capacity information sharing by 
ARTC. The information referenced included information on capacity availability in the timetable and 
shorter term information on train operations including cancellation of scheduled paths. 

To better understand the benefits and costs of providing further capacity information, it is useful to 
distinguish between three types of information, namely:  

• capacity available on the network in order to acquire new scheduled or ad hoc paths; 
• short term capacity availability including cancelled paths (be they scheduled or ad hoc) in 

order that other operators could potentially use these paths; and 
• path utilisation performance (cancellations and, if the path is used, volume/weight utilisation 

metrics). 

Stakeholder’s comments in the IAU consultation process refer to all three types of information. We 
discuss each in turn. 

 
 
 

 
34 ACCC, Final Decision ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Rail Network Access Undertaking, 6 December 2024, Additional 
Recommendation 7, p31. 
35 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p18. 
36 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p25. 
37 Rail Operators Group, Submission to the ACCC on ARTC 2024 Draft Interstate Access Undertaking, 28 
February 2024, p8. 

Q1: Are there any other key stakeholder concerns around capacity management that are not 
covered in the above discussion? 

Q2: Are there any insurance or risk allocation issues specifically related to capacity 
management that stakeholders believe need to be addressed? 
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Available capacity  
As noted in section 3, there is detailed information available to access seekers to assess available 
network capacity including identifying specific available paths, namely: 

• the Master Train Plan; 
• sectional run times; 
• committed capacity diagrams; and  
• detailed network technical requirements. 

 
ARTC shares more information publicly than any other network provider in Australia. 

With this information, access seekers will be able to identify potential paths that would meet their 
needs. For potential new entrants who do not have experience as a rail operator and may lack the 
knowledge to effectively interpret the information, relevant expertise is readily available in the 
market. 

As previously noted, developing an effective path is complex, like completing a jigsaw, or more 
accurately, creating the jigsaw pieces and then completing a jigsaw. To have a usable rail path an 
operator will need terminal capacity at both ends of the path as well as compatible access paths on 
all relevant networks and compliant rolling stock and available crew.  

As suggested by Pacific National,38 it is possible for ARTC to develop available paths and include them 
in the timetable. However, these paths would be generic and ARTC would have to assume specific 
origins and destinations, border times and rolling stock capability. It is very unlikely that the generic 
assumptions used by ARTC would meet the actual needs of an access seeker. Access seekers, 
knowing the details of their requirements including exact origin and destination, entry, exit and 
border time requirements and train configuration are best placed to assess potential paths. ARTC 
believes there is immense value in having a discussion with potential entrants. This allows all factors 
to be considered including flexibility in paths that ARTC may be able to deliver that would not be 
captured by just assessing generic example spare capacity. 

Given these factors, it is unclear what benefit there would be to this effort of creating generic paths, 
given they will unlikely match access seekers requirements and as a result could provide a misleading 
view of capacity. 

Pacific National went as far as recommending the IAU should include the obligation to publish 
available train paths allowing operators to book them online.39 ARTC’s view is that it this would lead 
to extremely poor outcomes and, in particular, limit operator’s pathing options. ARTC is able to offer 
flexibility when it understands an operator’s particular path requirements that cannot  be captured in 
simple generic available paths. For example, ARTC may be able to slightly adjust other trains that 
currently hold paths to free up specific capacity for a specific request. ARTC’s experience and 
knowledge of the network is extremely valuable to access seekers and ARTC believes that outcomes 

 
38 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p25. 
39 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p25. 
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are significantly improved by having a detailed discussions between operators and ARTC prior to path 
booking. 

 
Short term capacity availability  
Stakeholder feedback has suggested that information on short term capacity availability including 
cancelled paths (be they scheduled or ad hoc) could potentially allow these paths to be used by 
other operators.40 As noted above there is significant available information on path availability, the 
only information on available capacity that would not be included in this information is cancellation 
of paths. 

The logistics of successfully utilising another operator’s cancelled path can be challenging. In 
particular, the: 

• operator will need enough time to stand up a service, ie ensure that rolling stock and crew 
are available; 

• path may not be exactly what is required, ie the cancelled path may have different entry 
and/or exit points, different consist characteristics and therefore potentially different time to 
traverse the network; and 

• operator may need to line up terminal access and adjacent network access. 

Although there are practical limitations on whether this would facilitate additional usage of the 
network, ARTC is open to exploring options to facilitate information on cancelled paths if 
stakeholders are supportive. 

 

 
 
 
 

 
40 See for example Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access 
Undertaking, 23 February 2024, p25. 

Q5: How much notice would an operator need to stand up a service to take advantage of a 
cancellation? 

Q6: What is a typical timeframe you cancel a path? 

Q7: What types of path do you think are standardised enough to be able to be easily utilised 
by another operator?  

Q8: Do you have any concerns with other operators being provided information on services 
you cancel? 

Q9: Do you have any concerns with other operators being offered your cancelled paths? 

Q3: Is there any other information that above rail operators believe is required for them to 
identity available capacity ? What is that information and how is it useful? 

Q4: Do you agree with ARTC’s analysis of the value of publishing generic path availability?  
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Knowledge of network performance and usage including cancellations 
Aurizon41 argued that transparency of information on the overall performance of operators, 
compared to schedule, is an important tool in promoting understanding of the reasons for poor 
network performance and utilisation, and the opportunities for improvement. They request ARTC 
provide operators real time data on the actual operation of all train services compared to a schedule. 

This request is effectively tangential to capacity management in that much of the data is related to 
network and above rail performance and not capacity per se. 

ARTC provides detailed network performance data to each above rail operator on a cadence that 
suits the operator but can be as often as weekly. The information provided includes: 

• detailed data on entry and exit time deviation from timetables, by corridor and train type; 
• delay data by service, including delay attribution (above and below and detailed cause, eg 

track fault, signalling etc); 
• healthy and unhealthy services; and 
• detailed data on any incidents. 

Network wide information by corridor is provided in ARTC KPI reports42 and lease performance 
reports.43. Data included in the reports covers: 

• healthy and unhealthy trains; 
• transit time delay by train type and corridor; 
• network availability; 
• track geometry (top, twist, line, and gauge); 
• large rail defects; 
• signal failures; 
• track condition (TQI); 
• TSRs; 
• rail defects; and 
• broken rails. 

Above rail operators pursue different business models, eg Pacific National is not a freight forwarder, 
other operators offer an integrated freight forwarder and rail operator model, eg SCT. There is 
legitimate concern from some operators around sharing of their detailed operational information 
with their competitors.  

 
41 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p18. 
42 See for example: https://www.artc.com.au/performance-indicators/reporting/,accessed 16/6/25. 
43 See for example: https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/NSW-Lease-Annual-Condition-Report-23-24.pdf and    
https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/Victorian-Interstate-Infrastructure-Lease-KPI-Report.pdf,accessed 16/6/25. 

https://www.artc.com.au/performance-indicators/reporting/
https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/NSW-Lease-Annual-Condition-Report-23-24.pdf
https://www.artc.com.au/uploads/Victorian-Interstate-Infrastructure-Lease-KPI-Report.pdf
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ARTC currently provides material performance information to operators. Some information (eg 
geometry, TQI and transit time fault allocation of the information currently provided) would not be 
available in real time. It is unclear what benefit an online real time information would provide 
operators over and above the information they already receive on a regular basis.  

 
Aurizon go on to say that: 

• if real time data is not available then ARTC should include a process for an access seeker to 
signal their desire to acquire a new or varied train path if it were able to be made available as 
a result of path rescheduling or resumption; and  

• where an access seeker has registered such an interest, ARTC should then provide the access 
seeker with data on recent past performance of operators against their scheduled paths, so 
that the access seeker can assess the extent to which ARTC’s opportunities for path 
resumption or schedule modification may assist it in securing its required path. 

In essence, what Aurizon is seeking is specific path information on a particular path, presumably so it 
can lobby ARTC if it believes there is an opportunity for path resumption that ARTC is not 
undertaking. 

As noted above, ARTC is not vertically integrated and has no incentives to favour one operator over 
another. Rather, ARTC’s interests are to maximise usage of the network. To ARTC it would seem an 
overreach for an operator get specific information about a competitor’s path performance, 
particularly on a path which is coveted. 

 

Knowledge of competitors’ path terms  

Q10: How would operators use real time performance information? 

Q11: What benefits are there to real time performance information over and above the 
regular reporting information already provided to operators. 

Q12: For what purpose would an operator use its competitor’s operational performance 
data?  

Q13: Do you have any concerns with other operators being provided information on your 
services performance? 

Q14: What are the pro and cons of Aurizon’s suggestion to introduce a register of interest in 
a train path without submitting an access application? 

Q15: Do stakeholders support the suggestion that after nominating interest a rail operator 
would be provided with information on a competitor’s path performance? 

Q16: Does this raise and confidentiality concerns? 
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An issue raised by the ACCC is that currently operators do not know the term of their competitors’ 
contracted paths and thus will not know when a path is up for contractual renewal. ARTC’s current 
approach is that this information is confidential, commercially sensitive information and as a result it 
is not made publicly available. 

 
Non Operators Contacting Paths 
ARTC is open to negotiating access with an applicant who is not an accredited above rail operator. 
The IAU notes44 that ARTC will negotiate access with an applicant which is not an accredited 
operator as long as the applicant has an accredited operator to operate the services and that all of 
the terms and conditions of the Access Agreement are met by the Applicant or the Operator. The 
ACCC has questioned whether there is a need to provide more information on the contracting 
arrangement that would be put in place if this situation eventuated. 

 

4.2. MORE INTERVENTIONIST MANAGEMENT OF 
“UNDERUTILISATION” 

Aurizon has recommended ARTC take a more interventionist approach in the management of path 
underutilisation. In particular, they recommend strengthening ARTC’s path resumption provisions to 
require either at least 50% utilisation over 3 months or at least 75% utilisation over 6 months, with a 
path only measured as 'utilised' when used for a train service of at least 50% of its usual 
length/weight.45 In the current standards set out in the TAA, ARTC has the right to remove any 
scheduled train path if the path is not used 7 or more times (whether consecutively or not) out of 
any 12 such services which are consecutively scheduled.46  

ARTC acknowledges that while ensuring good utilisation of paths is important, there are downsides 
to being too proactive on path resumption especially for underutilised but still operating services. 
These downsides include:  

• investment certainty – having path terms provides certainty for both above and below rail 
operators which can be useful in underpinning investments including in rolling stock; 

• above rail competition – customer switching between above rail providers is likely to be an 
outcome from a healthy, competitive above rail market. Customer switching could leave an 
above rail operator having to run a train below normal utilisation while it seeks to refill the 

 
44 ARTC, 2024 Access Undertaking Interstate Rail Network, 28 November 2024, 3.4. 
45 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p17. 
46 ARTC, Track Access Agreement for Reference Services, 8 November 2024, Clause 9.5a. 

Q17: Do stakeholders support the information on path term in their access contracts being 
made publicly available? 

Q18: What are the pros and cons of this information being available?  

Q19: Do stakeholders believe there is a benefit in ARTC providing more information on the 
contractual approach that would be adopted when an access holder is not an accredited 
operator?  
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train with new volumes. Taking the path away without allowing the above rail operator to 
seek new volume would undermine the competitive process; and 

• customer disruption – the resumption of paths can also be disruptive for end customers who 
are still using the resumed underutilised service. 

ARTC has rarely had to use the resumption power and is comfortable with the resumption rights that 
it has. However, ARTC would welcome other operators’ viewpoint as to whether they agree with 
Aurizon’s view.  

 

4.3. PATHS SHOULD FOLLOW ABOVE RAIL CUSTOMER 
CONTRACTS FOR BULK TRAFFICS 

Aurizon argued47 that there is a need for a mechanism in the IAU to allow bulk paths to be able to 
follow above rail customer contracts, ie when a bulk customer changes above rail operators then the 
paths for this bulk traffic should transfer to the new operator.  

Aurizon’s suggestion is limited to non-grain bulk traffics on the interstate network. Aurizon argued 
that given the limited volume of non-grain bulk traffics on the interstate network, complex tripartite 
arrangements, or split contracting models in place in other networks, such as by Queensland Rail or 
in the Hunter Valley, are not required. 

ARTC agrees that it is appropriate that for paths which have a single bulk end customer be allocated 
to the end customer’s rail operator of choice. ARTC’s current approach is to facilitate this happening. 
In order to allow a more formal process, as noted above the latest IAU allows end customers to hold 
access rights. In particular, clause 3.4b of the IAU states that ARTC will negotiate access with an 
applicant which is not an accredited above rail operator as long as all of the terms and conditions of 
the Access Agreement are met by the applicant or the accredited above rail operator that it has 
contracted with.  

Whilst recognising ARTC’s approach, Aurizon noted that this contracting structure is unattractive for 
an end customer as it assumes all obligations and liabilities of the rail operator and then seeks to 
‘back to back’ these requirements in an agreement with its chosen rail operator. Aurizon argued for 
a ‘tap on the shoulder’ provision to be included in the TAA and IAU, which would allow end 
customers to request that ARTC transfer specific paths to a different rail operator from a defined 
date. 

 
47 Aurizon, ARTC Draft 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking Submission to ACCC, 23 February 2024, p18-20. 

Q20: How important is pathing certainty in underpinning above rail investment decisions? 

Q21: How disruptive to end customers would a more proactive path resumption likely to be? 

Q22: How important is it for the competitive process that above rail operators are given the 
ability to find alternative volume for existing services when they lose customers? 

Q23:Do you support a change to increase ARTC’s ability to resume paths for underutilisation? 



23 
 

 

 

4.4. COORDINATION WITH ADJOINING NETWORKS 
ROG48 argued that there is no efficient process for creating optimised pathing for new or varied 
services across the interstate network. Operators need to work with each RIM to identify how paths 
can be scheduled around that RIM’s existing train plan.  

ROG recommended ARTC takes the lead in co-ordinating with adjoining RIMs to identify available 
(origin-destination) train paths, including efficient network connections, suitable for an operator’s 
needs.  

As noted in section 4.1 above when discussing the suggestion for ARTC to develop and make 
available information on paths available for access seekers, there is a limit to how useful these are. 
These paths would be generic and ARTC and the other RIMs would have to assume specific origin 
and destinations, border times and rolling stock capability. It is very unlikely that the generic 
assumptions used by ARTC would meet the actual needs of an access seeker. Access seekers, 
knowing the details of their requirements including exact origin and destination, entry, exit and 
border times requirements and train configuration are best placed to assess potential paths.  

ARTC believes there is immense value in having discussions with potential entrants and this extends 
to adjacent network owners when seeking to address access providers requests. ARTC is always 
happy to proactively engage with adjacent network owners. However, it is important to recognise the 
limitations of these discussions given that the network owners will operate under different 
regulatory regimes, different contracting frameworks and there is no direct contractual relationship 
between ARTC and the adjacent RIMs. 

ARTC believes it has the incentives to appropriately engage with adjacent RIMs and does not need to 
have any additions made to the IAU. ARTC does not see the benefits of creating generic cross border 
paths as these paths will be unlikely to meet an operator’s needs. 

 
48 Rail Operators Group, Submission to the ACCC on ARTC 2024 Draft Interstate Access Undertaking, 28 
February 2024, p6. 

Q24: What are the concerns around the approach ARTC has taken in the current IAU ie 
allowing end customer to contract for paths? 

Q25: Do stakeholders agree with Aurizon’s request for a ‘tap on the shoulder provision”? 

Q26: If a tap on the shoulder provision is included what are the appropriate limitations on 
which paths it can apply to?  

Q27: Do you agree with ARTC’s analysis of the value of publishing generic cross border path 
availability? 

Q28: If you disagree with ARTC’s analysis, can you outline what you believe the benefit of 
creating generic cross border paths?  

Q29: Do you believe adjacent network owners would be willing to engage in such analysis?  
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4.5. AD HOC PATHING 
Stakeholders recognised the importance of ad hoc paths in providing much needed flexibility for 
seasonal and variable traffics.49 Concern was raised around the availability and reliability of ad hoc 
paths.50 These issues are being addressed as part of the Rail Network Supply Chain Optimisation 
Strategy (RNSCOS) and so are outside the scope of this paper and will not be discussed in this paper. 

 

4.6. ALLOCATING CAPACITY WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE 
APPLICANTS 

Pacific National argued51 for a revised process for allocating capacity when there are multiple 
applicants, stating the current IAU approach which focuses on return to ARTC is too narrow.  

The current IAU notes that in the event of multiple applicants for the same paths, the paths will be 
allocated to the applicant with whom ARTC can negotiate and execute an access agreement which, in 
the opinion of ARTC, is most favourable to it.52 ARTC would make such a decision based on the access 
agreement that represented the highest present value of future returns to ARTC after considering all 
risks associated with the access agreement. 

This clause has very rarely needed to be used. ARTC’s approach and incentives are to provide all 
access seekers’ requests and to try to find solutions that allow all competing applications to be 
provided with workable capacity, albeit this may not be exactly what was initially applied for. 

As noted above in section 3, ARTC has the incentive to maximise use of its network through effective 
and efficient capacity management. This incentive comes both through commercial incentives and 
alignment with ARTC’s corporate charter which includes a requirement for a growth strategy for 
interstate rail through improved efficiency and competitiveness. The charter also requires the 
business be run on commercially sound principles. Increasing usage, in a materially fixed costs 
business with regulated prices, will improve ARTC’s financial position. ARTC is not vertically 
integrated and thus there is no incentive for ARTC to discriminate against any above rail operator in 
capacity allocation. 

 
49 See for example Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access 
Undertaking, 23 February 2024, p25. 
50 GrainCorp, Response to ACCC’s draft decision: ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 11 September 
2024, p4. 
51 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p27. 
52 ARTC, 2024 Access Undertaking Interstate Rail Network, 28 November 2024, Clause 5.2. 

Q30: Are there any capacity management issues related to ad hoc paths which will not be 
addressed as part of the RNSCOS? 
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Pacific National suggested that capacity allocation should be based on economic efficiency and 
relevant social objectives such as increasing rail freight mode share to save lives and reduce road 
accidents and emissions.53 

The access application most beneficial to ARTC will deliver the largest use of the network (risk 
adjusted) and therefore also deliver the benefits to which Pacific National is referring. 

ARTC’s view is that there is no compelling reason to change the allocation of capacity when there are 
competing access application. These events are rare and ARTC seeks to provide access to all parties. 
ARTC are incentivised to accept the application that likely increases volume on the network most and 
thus delivers the externality benefits referenced by Pacific National such as lower emissions and 
fewer road fatalities. 

 

5. NEXT STEPS 
ARTC requests written responses to the questions raised in the document. ARTC would also welcome 
any other comments stakeholders believe would be useful and constructive. 

Comments should be sent to jlawrence@artc.com.au by 30 October 2025. 

ARTC’s Interstate Network Rail Access Forum will include an opportunity to discuss key themes 
emerging from industry feedback on this discussion paper and seek an agreed way forward.  

 

 

 

  

 
53 Pacific National, Submission to the ACCC in response to the ARTC’s 2024 Interstate Access Undertaking, 23 
February 2024, p27. 

Q31: Do other stakeholders support Pacific National’s call for a different allocation 
mechanism for conflicting access applications? 

Q32: Do stakeholders believe there should be a detailed documented approach to allocating 
contested capacity?  

Q33: Would a detailed documented approach to allocating capacity limit ARTC’s ability to 
develop a solution in which all interested parties received workable capacity?  

Q34: What should a revised workable allocation mechanism be and what would be the 
benefit of introducing it?  

mailto:jlawrence@artc.com.au
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APPENDIX 1: GLOSSARY  
ACCC – Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 

ARTC – Australian Rail Track Corporation 

ETCS – European Train Control System 

IAU – Interstate Access Undertaking 

INDS - Interstate Network Development Strategy renamed RNSCOS in final IAU 

MTP – Master Train Plan 

NTC – National Transport Commission 

RIM – Rail Infrastructure Manager or below rail operator 

RNSCOS - Rail Network Supply Chain Optimisation Strategy 

ROG – Rail Operator Group 

SCT – SCT Logistics 

TAA – Track Access Agreement 

TQI – Track Quality Index 
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APPENDIX 2: CONSULTATION QUESTIONS  
Q1: Are there any other key stakeholder concerns around capacity management that are not covered 
in the above discussion? 

Q2: Are there any insurance or risk allocation issues specifically related to capacity management that 
stakeholders believe need to be addressed? 

Q3: Is there any other information that above rail operators believe is required for them to identity 
available capacity ? What is that information and how is it useful? 

Q4: Do you agree with ARTC’s analysis of the value of publishing generic path availability?  

Q5: How much notice would an operator need to stand up a service to take advantage of a 
cancellation? 

Q6: What is a typical timeframe you cancel a path? 

Q7: What types of path do you think are standardised enough to be able to be easily utilised by 
another operator?  

Q8: Do you have any concerns with other operators being provided information on services you 
cancel? 

Q9: Do you have any concerns with other operators being offered your cancelled paths? 

Q10: How would operators use real time performance information? 

Q11: What benefits are there to real time performance information over and above the regular 
reporting information already provided to operators. 

Q12: For what purpose would an operator use its competitor’s operational performance data?  

Q13: Do you have any concerns with other operators being provided information on your services 
performance? 

Q14: What are the pro and cons of Aurizon’s suggestion to introduce a register of interest in a train 
path without submitting an access application? 

Q15: Do stakeholders support the suggestion that after nominating interest a rail operator would be 
provided with information on a competitor’s path performance? 

Q16: Does this raise and confidentiality concerns? 

Q17: Do stakeholders support the information on path term in their access contracts being made 
publicly available? 

Q18: What are the pros and cons of this information being available?  

Q19: Do stakeholders believe there is a benefit in ARTC providing more information on the 
contractual approach that would be adopted when an access holder is not an accredited operator?  

Q20: How important is pathing certainty in underpinning above rail investment decisions? 

Q21: How disruptive to end customers would a more proactive path resumption likely to be? 
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Q22: How important is it for the competitive process that above rail operators are given the ability to 
find alternative volume for existing services when they lose customers? 

Q23: Do you support a change to increase ARTC’s ability to resume paths for underutilisation? 

Q24: What are the concerns around the approach ARTC has taken in the current IAU ie allowing end 
customer to contract for paths? 

Q25: Do stakeholders agree with Aurizon’s request for a ‘tap on the shoulder provision”? 

Q26: If a tap on the shoulder provision is included what are the appropriate limitations on which 
paths it can apply to?  

Q27: Do you agree with ARTC’s analysis of the value of publishing generic cross border path 
availability? 

Q28: If you disagree with ARTC’s analysis, can you outline what you believe the benefit of creating 
generic cross border paths?  

Q29: Do you believe adjacent network owners would be willing to engage in such analysis?  

Q30: Are there any capacity management issues related to ad hoc paths which will not be addressed 
as part of the RNSCOS? 

Q31: Do other stakeholders support PN call for a different allocation mechanism for conflicting 
access applications? 

Q32: Do stakeholders believe there should be a detailed documented approach to allocating 
contested capacity?  

Q33: Would a detailed documented approach to allocating capacity limit ARTC’s ability to develop a 
solution in which all interested parties received workable capacity?  

Q34: What should a revised workable allocation mechanism be and what would be the benefit of 
introducing it?  
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