


° Consensus amendments to 2025 DAU in relation to the definitions of planned possessions and
recognition of rollingstock operators in the Network Management Plan consultation processes;
and

o Amendments to the Quarterly Reports to make the reports more useful.

However, we have several comments on the QCA’s specific drafting recommendations for these
amendments. One observation is that the suggested drafting of individual provisions doesn’t reflect
the consolidated amendments recommended. For instance, the drafting of ¢l.5.1.2(a) in Table 9 still
includes references to Regular Planned Possessions and Ad Hoc Planned Possessions, although the
subsequent recommendation to remove Ad Hoc Planned Possessions from the 2025 DAU and only
reference Planned Possessions will mean that the final drafting in 2025 DAU will alter from Table 9.

Our specific comments on the QCA’s recommended drafting are provided in Attachment A.
Network Management Principles ~ application of passenger priority
The QCA has:

° recommended that passenger peak periods in the Metropolitan system be published on
Queensland Rail’s website?!, and

° encouraged Queensland Rail to work with users to enable the Metropolitan system, to the
extent possible, to support delivery of the full capacity of the West Moreton system and
minimise the risk that capacity is not delivered?,

but otherwise has not responded to the concerns raised by stakeholders, including the ROG, regarding
how passenger priority is implemented by Queensiand Rail.

As explained in Aurizon’s and Pacific National’s submissions® and the ROG November 2024 submission,
while having clarity over the passenger peak periods improves transparency, an equal concern in terms
of operational losses, is the discretion Queensiand Rail exercises in the name of “passenger priority” in
the day of operation. This concern applies to all freight types (not just coal services), particularly those
services that operate over the Metropolitan System and the North Coast Line.

On this point, we have raised three key objections that have not been expressly addressed by the QCA
to date:

1. Queensland Rail’s Network Control Principles extend its right to prioritise passenger services in
circumstances that go well beyond the requirements of 5.265 of the Transport Infrastructure
Act (TIA) and cannot be justified on the grounds of regulatory obligation.

2. Other rail managers control mixed commodity networks in ways that maintain the primacy of
passenger commuter services while simultaneously recognising the contractual entitlements of
freight services by limiting how long a healthy freight service may be delayed (whether by the
inclusion of a reasonableness constraint or specific time constraints).

3. The Network Control Principles provide Queensland Rail with the ability to deviate from the
Network Management Principles in Schedule F to avoid potential congestion (cl.3(i)(i)(B)). This
is not required by the TIA and the rail managers of passenger networks in New South Wales and
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Victoria do not have a similar excusal from following the decision criteria set down for train
control.

The ROG provided two options for suggested re-drafting of the Network Control Principles in the
appendix to the ROG July 2024 submission on the QCA’s Draft Decision. The suggested amendments
would improve the clarity of guidance given to train controllers in managing deviations from the Daily
Train Plan (DTP). They would also provide operators with a clearer description of their entitlement
when train controllers want to deviate from the DTP.

While rail operators did not have an opportunity to progress these issues directly with Queensland Rail
during the collaborative submission phase, the ROG believes that they are serious enough to warrant a
response from the QCA. The ROG is disappointed that the QCA has not considered this issue in its
Discussion Paper, with the apparent result that it will accept Queensland Rail’s proposed drafting,
without considering the concerns raised by the ROG.

The ROG requests express acknowledgement in the Final Decision of the disparity that exists between
Queensland Rail’s rights to prioritise passenger services and both Queensland Rail’s obligations under
the TIA and the rights that the rail managers of the Sydney and Melbourne metropolitan rail networks
have in similar circumstances. We are not suggesting that a financial penalty attach to a failure, for
instance, to keep a healthy freight train delay to a prescribed time, but if that parameter existed, it
would provide more certainty for both train controllers and freight operators. Monitoring of the delay
times would also provide useful information about network reliability that Queensland Rail could use
to promote the efficiency of its network.

The ROG urges the QCA to explicitly address this issue in its final decision, including consideration of
the drafting options proposed in the July 2024 ROG submission. ldeally, these issues would be
addressed during the time remaining prior to finalisation of the 2025 DAU but failing this we request
the QCA require a joint review of the traffic management arrangements, to be completed within the
first 6 months of AU3, noting that any changes to these arrangements may require a DAAU. If the QCA
chooses not to support amendments to the traffic management arrangements, it should include in its
final decision an explanation of its reasons for doing so.

Network Management Principles - disputes on planned possessions

Rail operators and end customer access holders have consistently highlighted their concern over
Queensland Rail’s proposed change to the 2025 DAU to remove the provisions around disputes on
planned possessions, which provided that a disputed possession could not proceed until the dispute
was resolved. Fundamentally, rail operators and end customers considered that the current provision
creates a strong incentive on Queensland Rail to address legitimate concerns in the planning process,
and its removal will lessen this incentive.

Recognising that, in its Draft Decision, the QCA supported Queensland Rail’s view that scheduled
possessions should not be held up as a result of a dispute®, the ROG proposed a compromise position
of an accelerated dispute resolution process, to provide an opportunity for a dispute to be resolved
before a planned possession is scheduled to occur®. The ROG considered that this would maintain the
incentive to effectively address concerns raised by operators and access holders, without creating a
risk that reasonably scheduled possessions would be inefficiently delayed.

The ROG is disappointed that the QCA has not considered this issue in its Discussion Paper, with the
apparent result that it will accept Queensland Rail’s proposed drafting, without considering the merits
of the ROG proposal. We urge the QCA to consider this proposed compromise approach in its Final
Decision, with suggested drafting provided in Attachment A. If the QCA chooses not to accept the
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