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1 Introduction 
This section outlines the background and context, and the scope for our verification and 

assurance work. 

In late 2024, the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development, Communications, Sport 

and the Arts (the Department) engaged ACIL Allen to undertake an independent verification and assurance 

of the Inland Rail Project (IRP) scope, design, delivery schedule and cost estimation processes. 

Freight transport serves a critical underpinning function in the Australian production structure and economy, 

supporting industries by moving bulk export commodities, raw materials, semi-processed materials, and 

finished products. Effective and efficient freight transport requires extensive infrastructure that is fit -for -

purpose and appropriately planned. 

Rail freight is a significant proportion of the total domestic freight task, accounting for 433.2 billion tonne-

kilometres of freight movement (56.4%) in 2020. However, according to forecasts by the Bureau of 

Infrastructure and Transport Research Economics (BITRE), Australia is close to a peak in rail freight 

transport, with an expected plateau of further growth and a predicted increase in road transport. 

Demand for freight transport in the Melbourne to Brisbane corridor is expected to grow significantly over the 

coming decades, requiring additional capacity in the freight corridor. The existing rail link via Sydney is slow, 

faces capacity constraints, and does not meet the requirements of the freight industry. The IRP is designed 

to provide additional freight capacity on this corridor, which aligns with the freight industry’s required transit 

times and reliability. 

The IRP commenced in 2018 following the preparation of the 2015 Inland Rail business case. Some 

Sections of track for the Inland Rail route are existing railway lines, so the construction is a combination of 

building new Sections of track and upgrading some Sections of existing track. 

The IRP is being developed and built by Inland Rail Pty Ltd (IRPL). IRPL was established as a wholly owned 

subsidiary of the Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) and from 1 May 2024 is formally responsible for 

delivery of the IRP. The establishment of IRPL aligns with the Australian Government's response in April 

2023 to the Independent Review of Inland Rail conducted by Dr Kerry Schott AO. 

In March 2025, IRPL provided an updated schedule and cost estimate for the IRP in response to a request 

from the Commonwealth. The updated schedule and cost estimate are current as of December 2024. The 

update covers two scenarios (Target and Stretch). The Stretch scenario assumes shorter times for 

development, gaining approvals, establishing tender processes and executing contracts to build the 

Sections between Narromine and Kagaru. Otherwise, the construction and commissioning durations of the 

two scenarios are the same. As the Stretch scenario occurs more quickly, it has a lower Total Out-turn Cost 

(TOTC) as IRPL’s operating period is shorter and there is less escalation. In this report, our assessment 

focuses on the Target scenario. 
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1.1 Context 

Construction of IRP is divided into twelve (12) Sections and the proposed Goobang Junction Link (GJL), 

from Beveridge, Victoria to Kagaru, Queensland.1 Several Sections are further separated into manageable 

Work packages. The earlier proposed Tottenham to Beveridge (T2B), and Kagaru to Acacia Ridge and 

Bromelton (K2ARB) are no longer included in the IRP. 

The current Approved Project Works (APW) provide IRPL funding to complete the four Sections between 

Beveridge and Parkes (B2P or Southern sections), with a target date to be ready for commencement of 

double-stacked operations from December 2027. Parkes to Narromine (P2N) and the Narrabri to North Star 

(N2NS) Phase 1 Work package have been completed. The current APW also provides IRPL funding to 

secure the necessary environmental planning approvals between Narromine and Kagaru (N2K or Northern 

sections) by December 2027, with earlier dates for some Sections and to secure land by June 2028, with 

earlier dates for some Sections. No funding has been provided for the proposed GJL. 

Most of the work on the Southern sections involves upgrading existing and operating railway lines. A new 

track (39 km) will be constructed between Illabo to Stockinbingal (I2S) in New South Wales. The upgrades 

are primarily improving clearances on existing tracks to support double-stacked trains (includes track slews 

and lowering, replacement and enhancement of bridges, underpasses and overpasses, moving utilities and 

signalling structures, and upgrading level crossings). The new line between I2S bypasses the existing 

winding track at the Bethungra Spiral. 

The Sections still to be constructed north of Narromine are predominantly greenfield developments involving 

the construction of new track, apart from part of the line between North Star to Border (NS2B) and some 

parts between the Border to Gowrie (B2G) west of Toowoomba, where new track to the Inland Rail Service 

Offering (IRSO) standard will be constructed within an existing rail corridor. The Queensland Sections will be 

dual-gauge track (standard and narrow), apart from the 7 km track connecting the NS2B Section to the 

Queensland Rail (QR) South Western system. Several Sections have been subdivided into smaller Work 

packages to enable the delivery of the Northern sections and to open/increase market access for 

contractors to tender for and construct the IRP. 

The schedule and cost estimates developed by IRPL include provisions for the works needed to enable 

1,800 metre double-stacked trains to travel between Stockinbingal to Parkes (S2P) and the main East-West 

line at Parkes, and between the S2P and P2N of the IRP (including the proposed GJL). 

The Inland Rail alignment map is provided in Figure 1.1 below. 

1 The report uses the same acronyms to refer to each Section, as is used by IRPL. The three letter acronym for each Section is 
denoted by the first letter of the starting location, a middle character “2” and the first letter of the ending location. For example, the 
acronym for the Beveridge to Albury Section is B2A. A complete list Section acronyms are included in the Glossary. A similar 
approach has been used in the report to refer to multiple Sections, e.g., Gowrie to Kagaru (G2K). 
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`Figure 1.1 Inland Rail alignment map 

Source: Inland Rail Pty Ltd 
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1.2 IRPL updated delivery schedule and cost estimates 

As noted above, in March 2025, IRPL provided updated schedules and cost estimates for the IRP in 

response to a request from the Department. The updated schedules and cost estimates are current as of 

December 2024. The update covers two scenarios (Target and Stretch), and for each scenario includes: 

— scheduling for all activities to complete the IRP between Beveridge in Victoria and Kagaru in 

Queensland 

— a cost estimate for all activities to complete the IRP (including activities required to deliver the proposed 

Goobang Junction Link) 

— a risk assessment and contingency estimate for each package to be delivered 

— an estimate of costs covering escalation based on the scheduled timing of each Work package and the 

IRP as a whole 

— a maturity assessment for each of the Work packages. 

The core assumptions behind the IRP schedule and cost estimates are: 

— commencement of the respective delivery schedules from 30 June 2025 

— unconstrained funding (quantum and timing) by 30 June 2025, including the current APW. 

Other key assumptions in the development of the schedule and cost estimates are: 

— IRPL's capacity to manage and deliver multiple Work packages concurrently 

— market capacity to supply the required labour and materials 

— supply chain capacity to handle and store materials. 

Schedule and cost estimates for Gowrie to Kagaru (G2K) were developed from the preferred Public Private 

Partnership (PPP) bid by Regionerate Rail, provided in 2022. IRPL updated the preferred PPP bid budget for 

escalation and contingency. 

The Stretch and Target scenarios were developed using the same methodology. The difference between the 

two scenarios lies in the time allocated for each Work package to achieve the release of the Request for 

Tender (RFT) milestones. The activities scheduled beyond the release of the RFT are the same for both 

scenarios. As the Target scenario is later, it involves more Client costs for IRP delivery and higher 

contingency and escalation. Table 1.1 below highlights the differences between the two scenarios. 
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1.3 This report 

Scope 

In late 2024, the Department engaged ACIL Allen to undertake an independent verification and assurance of 

IRPL’s scope, design, delivery schedule and cost estimation for the IRP. The verification and assurance 

work is to assist the Department in addressing Australian Government responses to Recommendations 13 

and 18 of the Schott Report.3 

Consistent with the agreed scope of work with the Department, our verification and assurance has focused 

on the processes and methodologies of IRPL in planning and delivering the IRP. Our overarching goal is to 

assess the processes and methodologies of IRPL to determine whether they are fit-for-purpose and 

consistent with industry best practice. Our assessment is undertaken holistically, assessing the IRP as a 

whole rather than on an aggregated Section-by-Section basis. Our verification and assurance included 

consideration of detailed information as part of this holistic assessment, where needed. 

As part of the agreed scope, our verification and assurance work is based exclusively on: 

1. The Data Pack provided by IRPL, containing:

a) Commonwealth requirements for the IRP, including requirements to achieve the IRSO

b) Materials setting out the scope, design, delivery schedule and cost estimations developed by IRPL
for the IRP

c) Materials setting out the ARTC updated cost estimate for the IRP

d) Materials setting out the IRPL cost estimation methodologies.

2. Any supplementary clarifications on materials in the Data Pack

3. Any additional materials requested from IRPL.

The complete list of limitations and conditions associated with our verification and assurance are included in 

Appendix B. 

A complete list of materials used in our verification and assurance (including documents in the Data Pack) is 

set out in Appendix D. Stakeholder engagement was not part of the verification and assurance work. Our 

verification and assurance are based exclusively on the materials stated. 

Reference is made to primary and secondary approvals throughout the report: 

— Primary approvals refer to EIS (or equivalent) approvals by state governments and Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC) approvals by the Commonwealth Government. 

— Secondary approvals refer to various conditions that may be imposed by the Commonwealth or state 

governments when giving Primary approvals and additional matters that state government statutory 

authorities and local councils may impose. 

3 The scope of our work covers aspects of the requirements of the Schott report, but we make no claim to having fully covered the 
requirements of the recommendations in that report. The scope of our work has been set by the Department. 
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Report structure 

Our findings are provided throughout the report and summarised in the next section (Chapter 2 – Key 

Findings). To properly assess the process and methodologies of the IRPL, we have undertaken an 

independent assessment of the maturity of each Section of the IRP (Chapter 3 - IRP maturity 

assessment). This independent maturity assessment informs our later analysis of the scope and design, 

delivery schedule and cost estimation by IRPL. The IRP scope and design are considered together (Chapter 

5 - IRP scope and design), due to the interactive nature of scope requirements, consequent high-level 

design choices, and resulting secondary requirements imposed by the design (e.g., the required approvals 

to implement the design). We then consider the scheduling model for the IRP and the resulting delivery 

schedule (Chapter 6 - Schedule), the cost estimation model for the IRP and the resulting cost estimates 

(Chapter 7 – Cost estimation) and the unaddressed risks in the IRP (Chapter 8 - Risks). Additional details 

of our analysis are provided in the Appendices. 
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Discussion 

The four Sections between Beveridge and Parkes are assessed as having either a Class 1 or Class 2 

maturity assessment. These Sections are under contract following a competitive tender process. Sections 

that are in construction are considered Class 1, and those in detailed design are considered Class 2. The 

P90 contingency allowance for B2A, A2I and S2P appears reasonable and consistent with the assessed 

maturity classification.

Construction has been completed for P2N, and it is operational. The maturity classification is not relevant for 

this Section. 

The proposed GJL estimate was developed based on a high-level desktop study4 for the preferred bypass 

option, Option 1A. IRPL was required to provide a proposed alignment and cost estimate for the bypass for 

indicative costing purposes and to gain approval to proceed to a more detailed options analysis. The GJL 

estimate has been assessed as Class 5. 

N2N is in the preliminary design phase and has been assessed as Class 3. The P90 contingency allowance 

across the four Work packages S1 to S4 is between 25.9% and 27.1%. These allowances appear 

reasonable and consistent with the maturity classification. 

Construction has been completed for N2NS SP1, and it is operational. The maturity classification is not 

relevant for this Section. 

N2NS SP2 (now including SP1 NHO, SP1 2C, and SP2 C1) are in the Reference Design or Preliminary 

Design and have been assessed as Class 4. The P90 contingency allowance across the three Sections is 

between 29.7% and 34.8%. These allowances appear reasonable and consistent with the maturity 

classification. 

NS2B has Primary approvals in place, is preparing to issue tenders, and has been assessed as Class 3. The 

P90 contingency allowance of 27.0% appears reasonable and consistent with the maturity classification. 

B2G is in the pre-tender phase and has not yet received Primary approvals. The five Work packages (C4 

and N1-N4) making up this Section have been assessed as Class 4. The P90 contingency allowances of 

between 27.0% and 35.3% appear reasonable and consistent with the maturity classification. 

G2K comprises three Sections (G2H, H2C and C2K). The cost estimate for these Sections relies on the 

preferred PPP bid, which has been subject to a contingency estimate and then escalated based on the 

Target schedule. IRPL has stated that the preferred PPP bid was subject to a competitive bid process (three 

bids) and that the three bids were quite close. ACIL Allen notes the Sections have not yet received Primary 

approvals. Pre-tender design is underway in the first Section between Gowrie and Helidon. ACIL Allen has 

assessed the three Sections as Class 4. The P90 contingency allowance of 23.2% is on the low end of the 

range for Class 4 (+20% to +50%). 

 
4 0-0000-900-PEN-00-RP-0009 Goobang Junction Bypass Options Report 
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Role and impacts of design review processes and Primary 

approvals 

IRP Sections are submitted for environmental approval to the required Commonwealth and State approval 

agencies at the Concept Design stage. This is because this level of design is sufficient to provide information 

to agencies to inform them of the critical features of a rail alignment and the associated infrastructure as 

follows: 

— The location of infrastructure, including the identification of built and natural environment impacts. 

— The location and type (concept) of supporting infrastructure such as bridges, culverts and tunnels. 

— The need for temporary supporting infrastructure, such as quarries, work camps, and laydown areas. 

Design work continues to progress during the environmental approvals processes, as these review 

processes generally require multiple years and iterations to receive approval to proceed. This approach 

allows IRPL to progressively address feedback, issues and concerns of approvals agencies as and when 

they arise without needing to work backwards through the design process. 

However, the process can create risks to cost estimation and schedule development where environmental 

approval processes are protracted and result in substantial changes to the proposed design, requiring 

rework. Typically, this approach would be managed through the availability of a specific design contingency 

within the cost estimate and schedule. The contingency should reduce over time as risks diminish (e.g., 

gaining approvals) or it is drawn down (where changes are required to meet requirements imposed by a 

specific approval). 

For example, none of the Queensland Sections (B2G, G2H, H2C and C2K) has achieved Primary Approval 

outcomes. In the case of B2G, the Office of the Coordinator General – Queensland (OCG) is currently 

assessing the revised draft EIS following a public consultation period. Regarding the three Sections between 

G2K, the OCG has requested that additional information be provided for the EIS.7 It is not possible to 

progress to a Detailed Design or Issued for Construction Design stage until the Sections are assessed and 

potential changes to scope and design to meet EIS requirements are known and incorporated. 

Beyond statutory approvals, the role of State agencies, Local Governments and other interested parties in 

the design process also significantly influences design risk and cost. The outcomes of the Southern sections 

provide examples of how the approval process can add to or change the design. For example, the Network 

Design Review Group in Victoria and design reference groups in New South Wales influenced design 

choices, resulting in significant scope beyond freight requirements and additional costs.8 

IRPL is yet to establish working groups of this kind for sections in Queensland due to the relatively less 

advanced nature and the lack of approved funds for their construction. In New South Wales, this process is 

managed through a group comprising the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure and Transport 

for New South Wales. 

5.2 Verification of Scope 

As this report is focused on verifying the process for developing the design, schedule and cost estimates, 

verification of the IRP-specific scope items was not called to be included. During the approvals processes for 

the Southern sections, several significant scope beyond freight requirements were included to satisfy the 

approving authorities’ conditions. While not exhaustive, the following potential scope beyond freight 

requirements have been included within contingencies in the TOTC: 

7 Details of the EIS processes can be viewed at https://www.statedevelopment.qld.gov.au/coordinator-general/assessments-and-
approvals/coordinated-projects/current-projects  
8 ACIL Allen. 2025. Inland Rail Project: Verification and Assurance of Scope, Design, Delivery and Cost (Interim Report), p. A-2. 
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Identification of Value Engineering Opportunities 

IRPL has established a process for value engineering on yet-to-be-finalised Sections and Work packages, 

as documented in its Engineering Design and Assurance Management Plan (0-0000-900-PMP-00-PL-0004), 

denoted as Innovation and Value Management.11 This process involves planning and selecting whole-of-life 

solutions to deliver the IRP objectives. This involves the input of all parties (project owner, designers, 

contractors, IRPL corporate), who make use of: 

— A Value Management Register 

— An Innovation Register 

— A Lessons Learnt Register 

This includes a paper made available to the Delivery, Engineering and ARTC Operational Business teams, 

identifying initiatives to be taken forward. 

Value Engineering Delivered 

IRPL has advised that value engineering was applied, where possible, to the Southern sections. For 

example, IRPL has advised that the Minimum Viable Railway Steering Committees 6-8, held between May 

and July 2023, considered and endorsed several value engineering matters in relation to sleeper spacing, 

ballast depth, formation width and formation design to a 25TAL maximum axle load. 

The relatively early stages of design for the Northern sections means the scope optimisation initiatives (1:64 

ruling gradient, reduction in formation width, 667 mm sleeper spacing, relaxation of ballast depth and 

reduction of the required maximum axle load from 30TAL12 to 25TAL) may not have been fully incorporated 

in modifications to the design and cost of these Sections at this stage. IRPL notes in its Scope and Battery 

Limits Report that these matters will be considered at the appropriate design stage and may be reflected in 

corresponding changes in scope at that time – and that effectively, the estimates presuppose the scope 

optimisation items are in place (i.e., there is no identified cost impact).13 P2N and N2NS SP1 Work package 

were completed before the commitment to these scope optimisation items. 

IRPL’s costing model suggests that the value engineering scope initiatives referred to above have been 

applied to its latest cost estimate in some Sections. A series of notations that refer to these value 

engineering opportunities is included in the cost model (see Figure 5.2 below). 

 
11 0-0000-900-PEN-00-PR-0016 (Innovation and Value Management Procedure) 
12 IRPL has advised that Inland Rail will be capable of accommodating 30TAL trains as all structures are designed to AS5100 300LA 
loading. The 25TAL requirement is relevant to design life considerations. 
13 0-0000-900-PEN-00-RP-0009 (Pakes to Kagaru – Scope and Battery Limits Summary Report, p. 45). 
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Figure 5.2 Notation from TOTC model reflecting incorporation of value engineering into cost 

estimates 

 

Source: IRPL cost model ─ 01.01.01.05 Inland Rail TOTC 2024 v16 (Target) IV Rev02  

B2G has $278.5 million of value engineering estimates14 assumed in the TOTC model, which are input as 

negative costs for the following items (Table 5.3). IRPL confirmed verbally that these deductions are value 

engineering deductions based on analysis by IRPL, specifically the change from 1:80 ruling gradient to 1:64 

ruling gradient and the reduction of formation width from 7 m to 6.5 m wide. 

ACIL Allen has identified small amounts of value engineering-related cost savings applied to the estimates 

for N2N (S2 and S3 Work packages) and NS2B (C2/C3 Work package), totalling $3.6 million and $0.7 

million, respectively. These savings are for reduced earthworks associated with narrowing the formation 

width to 6.5 metres. No other explicit value engineering estimates appear incorporated in the TOTC. 

IRPL has advised that Work package N2N S1 was based on a non-compliant design at the time it was 

developed and, therefore, includes many value engineering initiatives and cost estimate reductions that are 

not explicit; they are hard-coded into the base cost quantities. 

 
14 These savings apply to DJC. Where IJC costs are calculated as a percentage of DJC (e.g., Contractor Design Costs are 
estimated as 14.25% of DJC for most work packages) additional savings are incorporated in the TOTC. 

Civil Works

Segment Start End
Length 

(km)
Package Comments

B2G
166.98     206.95     40             

N3
Utilised designer's BOQ with adjusted 1:64 Value 

Engineering and 6.5m embankment.

B2G
137.98     166.98     29             

N2
Contractor's BOQ with subsequent adjustment for 1:64 

Value Engineering, and 6.5m embankment.

B2G
95.00       137.98     43             

N1
Utilised designer's BOQ with adjusted 1:64 Value 

Engineering and 6.5m embankment.

B2G
45.00       95.00       50             

N4
Utilised designer's BOQ with adjusted 1:64 Value 

Engineering and 6.5m embankment.

B2G
-            45.00       45             

C4
Utilised designer's BOQ which incoporated 1:80 Value 

Engineering and 6.5m embankment.

NS2B
760.00     797.00     37             

C3C2
Utilised designer's BOQ with adjusted 1:64 Value 

Engineering and 6.5m embankment.

N2NS

SP1 

(Moree 2C 

only)

Adopted ARTC line diagram and 2C Concept Arrangement 

civil  BoQ V01. 

N2NS
666.00     681.00     15             

C1
Utilised designer's BOQ with adjusted 1:64 Value 

Engineering and 6.5m embankment.

N2N
821.00     852.86     32             

S4
Utilised Contractor's BOQ with adjusted PIAR spreadsheet 

and QDL. 

N2N
745.00     821.00     76             

S3
Utilised Contractor's BOQ with adjusted PIAR spreadsheet , 

6.5m embankment and  QDL. 

N2N
647.70     745.00     97             

S2
Utilised Contractor's BOQ with adjusted PIAR spreadsheet , 

6.5m embankment and  QDL. 

N2N
546.86     647.70     101           

S1
Utilised Contractor's BOQ with adjusted PIAR spreadsheet 

and QDL. 
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Figure 6.1 Target schedule for Northern sections 

 

Source: IRPL 

6.1 Assessment 

IRPL has documented the schedule assumptions, along with relevant commentary where specific items may 

differ, and used them in the delivery schedule in the BoS report (Section 4.3 and Appendix A – Schedule 

Assumptions). The assumptions appear logical and reasonable for the scopes of work and have been tested 

for reasonableness, where the durations appear significantly longer or shorter than other packages for 

similar activity types. 

Table 6.2 compares the durations (in months) for each stage for each Section/Work package, with any 

outliers highlighted and further discussed in the sections below. All other durations for activities appear to be 

consistent with their assumptions across all the packages. For comparison, Table 6.2 also includes 

durations taken from the December 2024 Shareholder Department Report, where available, for the Southern 

sections and P2N. 
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Figure 6.2 Relationship between complexity and construction duration 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

Completions 

The durations used by IRPL for the Northern sections’ Completions are 6 months across all packages. 

The only comparative data available for the Southern sections was 57 months for P2N. Given that this 

Section has now been completed, it is assumed that this extended closeout period is related to contract 

closeout and does not affect operations. 

6.2 Schedule Risks 

IRPL notes in section 9 of the BoS that a Quantitative Schedule Risk Analysis (QRSA) has yet to be 

conducted for the Northern sections. IRPL have indicated that the following are the most significant schedule 

risks, which are expected to impact the Pre-Construction phase: 

— Agreements with and the policy settings of key state agencies and local governments: IRPL has 

identified several agreements outstanding with state agencies and policy positions that need to be 

revisited to meet the timeframes identified in the schedule. The Schedule assumes these agreements 

will be in place at the right time to meet the schedule. 

— Securing Primary approvals in QLD:  The OCG has issued extensions of time for the QLD EIS, with 

the G2K Sections now sharing a lapse date of 1 February 2026. IRPL has identified a risk that 

insufficient progress on the G2K EIS could result in the OCG not extending lapse dates, causing the 

Primary approvals processes to restart. The Primary approvals for B2G are scheduled for October 

2025; however, IRPL has identified a risk that this may be prolonged due to additional requirements 

imposed by regulator/s and undefined timeframes for statutory processes. 
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— Land acquisition in QLD:  

 IRPL have stated that the position of the Queensland Department of 

Transport and Main Roads (TMR) remains that it will not progress with compulsory acquisition until 

after EIS approval and construction funding is certain. Voluntary acquisition is restricted under the 

terms of the ARTC Deed with TMR; however, this is under review. 

— Resolution of threshold Issues on G2K: IRPL identified the following threshold issues on the G2K 

Sections:17 

― Conditions of Approval (CoA) are unknown until EIS is approved, which may impact scope or 
design amendments necessary to satisfy these conditions. 

― An interface agreement with Queensland Rail to facilitate the passage of the Inland Rail route 
alignment through the existing Queensland Rail corridor. 

― Additional complexity with the CoA associated with groundwater is anticipated for G2H due to the 
Toowoomba range tunnel bisecting multiple water courses along its alignment. 

―  
 

. 

― Lockyer Valley Regional Council have strongly advocated modifying the Inland Rail route to 
bypass the town of Gatton (the Gatton Bypass). The design and construction work of modifying the 
H2C route to include the Gatton Bypass presents a significant source of potential scope escalation 
for the Section and remains an open risk. 

― Following the 2023 Inland Rail Review by Dr Kerry Schott AO, the interface between the Inland 
Rail alignment and the proposed Ebenezer Intermodal Terminal is an emerging threshold issue. As 
of March 2025, IRPL did not have access to this proposed facility's projected scope and delivery 
timing and, therefore, could not assess scope impacts on C2K. 

IRPL has stated that while these issues remain under consideration, they will impact engagement with the 

key stakeholders on the threshold issues required to finalise the G2K Primary approvals strategy. 

The Target schedule for G2K has allowed for a 12-month client team and EIS mobilisation period. Given the 

schedule risks identified by IRPL, ACIL Allen considers this 12-month period necessary to resolve threshold 

issues before commencing development of the revised EIS for G2K. This 12-month allowance has not been 

included within the Stretch Target schedule, putting this version of the schedule at significant risk. 

6.3 Float18 

IRPL have developed their Target and Stretch Target schedules to a Class 3 Schedule (per the AACE RP 

27R-03), which is based on a 10%-40% Project Definition and is noted to be suitable for Budgeting and 

Authorisation. The scheduling method used for a Class 3 schedule is “Package” top-down planning using 

key elements. Semi-detailed.”19 A top-down approach will typically lead to the overestimation of activity 

durations and thus embed float within each activity’s duration. As the schedule matures, these durations will 

be refined, and float will become more viable within the schedule. 

As detailed in Table 6.1 above, to account for overall Program Float (Program Reserves), IRPL has 

developed their Target schedule by applying a Program Overlay across each Work package’s schedule to 

smooth the overall IRP’s resource profile. The Program Overlay for the Target schedule assumes: 

— Notionally, two major RFTs are released every 6 months (every 3 months for the Stretch Target 

Schedule) 

 
17 03.01.01 Parkes to Kagaru - Scope and Battery Limits Summary Report (0-0000-900-PEN-00-RP-0008), p.54. 
18 The BoS refers to Program Overlay where used in this section. 
19 AACE RP 27R-03 Schedule Classification System, p.3. 
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developed by Regionerate Rail for the preferred PPP bid, which included BoQ and unit rates. However, the 

data coding system was not easily reconcilable with that used in the TOTC model, and was not feasible for 

benchmarking purposes. 

Track length 

Figure 7.3 below shows the cost per track km, excluding escalation, for each Section (the three G2K 

Sections are combined). There is a wide disparity in the ratios across the IRP. 

The three non-rated Sections are brownfields using existing track, with the main effort being to improve 

clearances to support ready for double-stacked operations (RDSO). They also have the lowest cost per track 

km. 

The highest costs per track km are the G2K Sections, which involve tunnelling, a new dual-gauge track and 

some significant bridging. 

I2S is assessed as highly complex but has a modest cost per track km. It is a relatively short greenfield 

development connecting to existing railway track. 

P2N was completed in 2020 and has not been escalated to current costs, so care must be applied if it is 

used as a benchmark. N2N and N2NS are rated as having moderate complexity but have a lower cost per 

track km than B2G, which is rated low complexity. However, B2G involves more greenfield track and more 

bridging. 

NS2B is rated moderate and is the second-highest cost per track km. It is a relatively short brownfield 

replacement track (25 km) and greenfield track (5 km). However, it includes a large amount of bridging and 

road-rail interfaces. 

Figure 7.3 Estimated cost per track km by Section 

Note: Rating refers to assessed complexity. Costs do not include escalation. 

Source: IRPL 

New bridges 

Most Work packages did not specify the length of new bridges to be built. However, where available, it was 

determined that half of the estimated handrail length aligned almost exactly with the length of the new 

bridge. Therefore, this was used as a proxy to estimate the length of any new bridges being built. These 
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Finally, the discrete risk models went through a correlation process to establish a consolidated risk profile for 

the P50 and P90 scenarios covering: 

— the timing of funding for the IRP 

— escalation variation 

— standards Change 

— design development. 

The TOTC uses the P90 consolidated risk profile. 

Gowrie to Kagaru 

A bottom-up risk assessment using the same process described for N2G was not completed for G2K. This is 

because the G2K estimates are based on the preferred PPP bid and are not a bottom-up estimate. A dollar 

figure from a column headed 2022 budget provided three components of risk cost as follows: 

— Contingency (Allocated to Contractor - see above) 

— QRA Project output - Risk (P90) 

— Project Trends. 

An adjustment was made to subtract the contingency accounted for in the APW to provide risk contingency 

for the scope beyond APW. These three items were then scaled up by 153% (with some other adjustments), 

which is the proportional difference between the P50 and P90 risk contingencies for the correlated model for 

N2G. 

IRPL has stated that a bottom-up process will be undertaken in the future for the G2K Work packages. 
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8 Risks 
This section assesses risks to scope, design, schedule, cost or a combination of these risks that 

IRPL has not explicitly covered. 

8.1 Scope 

The requirement to gain approvals from state-based statutory authorities creates a significant risk that scope 

beyond freight requirements will be added to the IRP. Experience to date has shown that this can occur 

during both primary and secondary approval processes. 

The Sections between Beveridge and Parkes have been subjected to significant scope beyond freight 

requirements through the approval processes, but these are well documented and incorporated into the 

schedule and costs. These Sections are under contract and well-advanced. 

Most of the Work packages in New South Wales have key approvals in place, and IRPL appears to have 

considered risks to the scope in the schedule and cost estimates. 

None of the Queensland Sections (B2G, G2H, H2C or C2K) have achieved primary approval outcomes. In 

the case of B2G, the OCG is currently assessing the revised draft EIS following a public consultation period. 

Regarding the three Sections between G2K, the OCG has requested that additional information be provided 

for the EIS. It is not possible to progress to a Detailed Design or Issued -for -Construction Design until the 

Section is assessed and potential changes to scope and design to meet EIS requirements are known and 

incorporated. The relatively low level of contingency provided for the Sections beyond Gowrie (compared 

with its assessed maturity) indicates that risks to scope may not have been fully incorporated into the 

schedule and cost estimates. 

8.2 Design 

Like scope risks, design risks are primarily linked to the primary and secondary approvals processes. This is 

particularly where the IRP interfaces with roads, communities and private property. Cultural heritage matters 

may also lead to requirements to change the design of aspects of the Work packages. 

Southern sections’ experience provides examples of how the approval process can add to or change the 

design of parts of Work packages. For example, the Network Design Review Group in Victoria and design 

reference groups in New South Wales influenced design choices, resulting in significant additional costs. 

Some examples of risks include: 

— overpasses or underpasses at level crossings instead of simpler gated crossings 

— sealing of approach roads that were historically unsealed 

— lengthening approaches to overpasses and underpasses to reduce the slope 

— wider and higher bridge spans to avoid disturbing areas below 

— increased drainage in flood-prone areas 

— protection for fauna, including the requirement for fauna crossings. 
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A Complexity assessment 
This appendix provides some details about the complexity assessment. 

A.1 Assessing Complexity

One of the underlying explanations for variations in the expected cost of construction of a Section of the IRP 

is thought to be the inherent complexity of what IRPL has been asked to deliver. Complexity can manifest in 

several outcomes, including (but not limited to): 

— More intensive infrastructure solutions to address a given part of an alignment or terrain 

— Longer design and approval processes 

— More complex delivery methodologies. 

ACIL Allen has observed some variations in the cost of the IRP on a Section-by-Section basis, which cannot 

be explained by differences in the selected infrastructure solution alone. The underlying complexity of the 

Sections, relative to each other, may help explain part of this variance. 

No single measure of complexity or absolute measure can be applied consistently and reliably across the 

IRP. ACIL Allen has developed its complexity benchmark score, which is then compared to Section costs, on 

a whole-of-Section and function basis, to assist in explaining variations in costs. 

Assessment Approach: Multicriteria assessment 

ACIL Allen has developed a Multicriteria Assessment (MCA) framework, which uses actual data on IRP 

infrastructure and other features (such as the alignment location, number of interfaces, and number of 

agencies involved in design and approvals) to measure relative complexity. The MCA is based on ten 

criteria, which have been unequally weighted to reflect the ACIL Allen team’s broad consensus of what may 

be expected to make a Section more complex than another. 

The criteria are generally a function of the built infrastructure solutions required to deliver the Service 

Objective across the selected alignment. The existence of more non-track investments and assets, third-

party interfaces, interaction with existing rail operations, and tunnelling are considered appropriate measures 

of the complexity of a Section by the ACIL Allen team. A secondary overlay relates to the potential impact 

and implications of the design interface and approval processes with Commonwealth, State and Local 

Government authorities. 

The criteria weightings were determined on a category and item basis. The first seven criteria are in the 

“Build/Delivery” category and were assigned a total weighting of 80%; the last three are “Planning/Scope / 

Approvals” criteria and were assigned a total weighting of 20%. The Total Weighting reflects the Item 

Weighting multiplied by the Category Weighting. This process ensures the weightings are directly required to 

assess the impact of aspects of the IRP that are generally unrelated (i.e., avoiding having to make a value 

judgement between several agencies involved in approvals and level crossings). 
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A Section’s score in the MCA is between 0-2. The relative score is more important than the absolute score, 

as the scores are standardised to the available data across Sections rather than absolute values in and of 

themselves. Therefore, Sections that receive a higher score are deemed more complex, and those that 

receive a lower score are deemed less complex. 

The results of the MCA by Section are provided in the table below. 
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B Verification and Assurance - 
Limitations and Conditions 
This appendix provides limitations and conditions on the verification and assurance process 

agreed between ACIL Allen and the Department (included in the Service Order) 

1. Where verifying matters, the Service Provider will confirm the validity of those matters in the context of 

the revised service standard to be met by the completed Inland Rail and as limited by the information 

provided to the Service Provider by IRPL. 

2. When providing assurance on matters, the Service Provider will provide reasonable confidence to the 

Agency based on the information provided by IRPL to the Service Provider. 

3. IRPL will provide the Service Provider with all information as a Data Pack for the review. The Data 

Pack will be provided to the Service Provider by IRPL in a timely manner following the Order 

Commencement Date and the Service Provider agreeing confidentiality requirements with IRPL. 

4. Where required, the Service Provider will interact and consult with relevant IRPL staff to assist in 

understanding the information supplied in the Data Pack. 

5. The Service Provider is not required to consult with any ARTC officers or employees to undertake the 

review and provide verification and assurance. 

6. The Service Provider is not required to consult with other organisations and individuals, including other 

Commonwealth and state government departments, existing and past contractors to IRPL (and its 

predecessors and staff), in undertaking the verification and assurance other than as explicitly set out in 

this Order in relation to reporting. 

7. The Service Provider is not required to undertake research and investigations beyond the information 

provided in the Data Pack or information gathered through interaction and consultation with relevant 

IRPL staff. Where relevant, the Service Provider will draw on its existing industry knowledge and 

experience in providing verification and assurance for specific IRSOW elements. 

8. Where the Service Provider considers the provided data insufficient to complete an element of the 

IRSOW, the Service Provider will further request IRPL for all information the Service Provider considers 

necessary to complete that IRSOW element. If the requested information is not provided within a 

reasonable timeframe, the verification and assurance will be finalised (including reporting) with the 

IRSOW element being noted as incomplete because of insufficient information. In such circumstances, 

the Service Provider will be deemed to have met its obligations and completed the required verification 

and assurance to the Agency for that IRSOW element of the services. 

9. Where components of the data supplied in the Data Pack or through further data requests are, in the 

Service Provider’s reasonable opinion, overly detailed, IRPL will provide the Service Provider with a 

summarised version of the components in a form reasonably specified by the Service Provider. 

10. If the Service Provider reasonably requires components of the provided data to be supplied in a 

specific format, IRPL will convert the data and provide it to the Service Provider in the specified format. 

11. In providing verification and assurance to the Agency, the Service Provider will rely only on the 

following sources of information: 

a) the information provided by IRPL in the Data Pack 

b) any responses to additional requests for information 

c) follow up consultations with relevant IRPL staff. 
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12. The Service Provider will not undertake an independent value engineering assessment of parts or all of 

the Inland Rail Project. 

13. The Service Provider will not undertake an assessment of any future proofing of the Inland Rail Project. 

14. In assessing risks, the Service Provider will review and consider the reasonability of IRPL risk 

assessments and proposed mitigation actions/strategies provided in the Data Pack. The review will 

draw on the Service Provider’s existing industry knowledge and experience. The Service Provider will 

not undertake an independent risk assessment. 

15. The Service Provider will provide each of the reports in draft form. The Agency will provide a single 

round of consolidated comments (combining Agency and other stakeholder comments) to the Service 

Provider. The Service Provider will either amend each report or provide the Agency with reasons why 

amendments were not made in response to each comment. 
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Summary 
In late 2024, the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development, Communications, Sport 

and the Arts (the Department) engaged ACIL Allen to undertake an independent verification and assurance 

of the Inland Rail Project (IRP) scope, design, delivery schedule and cost estimation processes. 

The IRP is being developed and built by Inland Rail Pty Ltd (IRPL). IRPL was established as a wholly owned 

subsidiary of the Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC) and from 1 May 2024 is formally responsible for 

the delivery of the IRP. The establishment of IRPL is in line with the Australian Government's response in 

April 2023 to the Independent Review of Inland Rail conducted by Dr Kerry Schott AO. 

Consistent with the agreed scope of work with the Department, our verification and assurance has focused 

on the processes and methodologies of IRPL in planning and delivering the IRP. Our overarching goal is to 

assess the processes and methodologies of IRPL to determine whether they are fit-for-purpose and 

consistent with industry best practice. Our assessment was undertaken holistically, assessing the IRP as a 

whole, rather than merely on an aggregated section-by-section basis. 

The Inland Rail Project 

The IRP is a 1,600 km fast rail freight line connecting Melbourne to Brisbane. IRP will support double-

stacked trains to facilitate more efficient and higher freight volumes. The IRP commenced in 2018 following 

the preparation of the 2015 Inland Rail business case. Some parts of the Inland Rail route are existing 

railway lines, so the construction is a combination of building new track and upgrading some existing track. 

Construction of the IRP is divided into twelve (12) Sections, starting in Beveridge (VIC) and finishing in 

Kagaru (QLD). The current Approved Project Works (APW) provide IRPL funding to complete the four 

Sections between Beveridge and Parkes (southern sections), with a target date to be ready for the 

commencement of double-stacked operation from December 2027. Parkes to Narromine and Narromine to 

North Star Phase 1 have been completed. 

The current APW also provide IRPL funding to secure the necessary environmental planning approvals 

between Narromine and Kagaru by December 2027, with earlier dates for some of the Sections, and to 

secure land for the relevant parts of the Inland Rail Corridor between Narromine and Kagaru by June 2028, 

with earlier dates for some Sections. 

Most of the work south of Parkes involves upgrading existing and operating railway lines. A small Section of 

new track (39 km) will be constructed between Illabo and Stockinbingal in New South Wales. The upgrades 

are primarily improving clearances on existing tracks to support double-stacked trains (includes track slews 

and lowering, replacement and enhancement of bridges, underpasses and overpasses, moving utilities and 

signalling structures, and upgrading level crossings). The new line between Illabo and Stockinbingal 

bypasses the existing winding track at the Bethungra Spiral. 

The Northern sections still to be constructed are predominantly greenfield developments involving the 

construction of new track, apart from parts of the line between North Star and the Queensland Border and 

some Sections between the Queensland Border and Gowrie, west of Toowoomba where new track to the 

Inland Rail Service Offering standard will be constructed within an existing rail corridor. The Queensland 

Sections will be dual-gauge track (standard and narrow), apart from the 7 km track connecting the North Star 

to NSW/QLD Border Section to the Queensland Rail South Western System. Several of the Northern 

sections have been subdivided into smaller Work packages to open/increase market access for contractors 

to tender for and construct the IRP. 

The schedule and cost estimates developed by IRPL include provisions for the works needed to enable 

1,800 metre double-stacked trains to travel between Stockinbingal to Parkes and the main East-West line at 
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Parkes, and between the Stockinbingal to Parkes and Parkes to Narromine Sections of the IRP (proposed 

Goobang Junction Link). 

Figure 1 below shows the IRP track alignment for the twelve Sections. 

Figure 1 Inland Rail alignment map 

 

Source: Inland Rail Pty Ltd 
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