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REVIEW OF CITYRAIL FARES 2007 
Submission from the Transport Panel of the Sydney Division of Engineers 
Australia (formerly the Institution of Engineers Australia) 
 
August 2007 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
The Transport Panel of the Sydney Division of Engineers Australia is a 
committee of practicing transport engineers who serve the body of professional 
transport engineers in Sydney by, among other things : 
 

• promoting excellence in transport systems, analysis techniques in 
education; 

• providing expert guidance on transport issues to Institution members and 
others; and 

• encouraging informed debate on transport issues. 
 
The Committee members are not employed by Engineers Australia and this 
submission represents the view of the Transport Panel Committee, not that of 
Engineers Australia or the organisations which currently employ the Committee 
members. 
  
2. Summary 
 
As in previous years, we submit that: 
 

• IPART should clarify the objectives that public transport is being 
provided to satisfy, as an essential precursor to assessing fare options; 

• IPART should consider that there should be a more consistent approach 
to the way fare increases are applied; 

• There should be comparability between bus and train fares, but if there 
is to be a differential then buses should be cheaper than trains and not 
the other way round; 

• IPART should review why shorter distance fares have increased by a 
greater percentage amount than longer distance fares; 

• The process of annual fare changes should take place in the context of a 
long-term plan. 

  
Elaboration of these points now follows, after some initial background 
comments. 
 
3. Background 
 
The Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART) is charged under the 
Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal Act 1992 with the annual 
regulation of services supplied by government monopolies, which in transport 
are (under Schedule 1 of the Act) the State Rail Authority (CityRail only) and 
the State Transit Authority. The current Inquiry will determine maximum fares 



 

 page 2 of 7 10:23 2007-08-03 

for declared government monopoly passenger transport services provided by 
Railcorp’s CityRail business.  
 
4. Objectives 
 
We have made the point to several previous inquiries that until relevant 
objectives are set for public transport, it will not be possible to evaluate options 
rigorously. Possible objectives (not necessarily mutually exclusive) include: 

• Equitable access providing 24-hour, 7-day-a-week accessibility to  those 
who do not use cars  

• Commuters: coping efficiently with highly peaked journey-to-work 
movement 

• Schoolchildren: coping efficiently with highly peaked journey-to 
education movement   

• Competitiveness: offering a viable alternative to private car use 
• Commercial viability: offering an acceptable return on assets  
• Sustainability: developing a system to provide urban mobility for a future 

date when unconstrained private mobility is more difficult  
 
We will not repeat our views at length, save to observe  that evaluation of 
options depends on their assessment, which in turn depends on performance 
measures, which in turn should be derived from objectives. 
 
 
5. Differential Increases to Fare for Different Distances 
 
CityRail has requested the following fares increases (page 32 of their 
submission): 
 

• A single base fare increase of 20 cents for journeys up to 35km – then 
by 40 cents up to 75km, 60 cents up to 175km and by $1.00 after that. 

• An increase of $2.00 or $3.00 for Adult 7 Day Rail Pass tickets. 
• An increase of $2.00 in all combined rail, bus and ferry TravelPass 

weekly fares. 
• An increase of up to 4% in child off-peak and DayTripper fares. 

 
The Panel is surprised that the CityRail submission is not explicit in defining the 
journey distance where the Adult 7 Day Rail Pass ticket increase changes from 
$2.00 to $3.00. 
 
The Panel is concerned that CityRail offers no justification as to how the fare 
increases were calculated and especially why the differential increases are 
proposed for the various distances. As part of our research for this submission 
we have analysed the rail fare increases over the last ten years to obtain insight 
over a longer timeframe. Figure 1 shows the single rail fares for 1996, 2006 and 
the proposed fare for 2007. 
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Figure 1 Single Rail Fares for 1997, 2006 and 2007 
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From Figure 1 it can be seen that over the ten year period the percentage 
increases vary by distance. This is highlighted in Figure 2 which shows the 
percentage increase in the single rail fares over a ten year period. From 
Figure 2 it can be seen that the percentage fare increases have been much 
larger for the shorter distances than for the longer distances. 
 
 
Figure 2 Percentage Increase in Single Rail Fares 1997 to 2007 
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The Panel has also undertaken similar analysis for Weekly rail fares. Figure 3 
shows the weekly rail fares for 1996, 2006 and the proposed fare for 2007. The 
percentage increase for the ten year period is shown in Figure 4. 
 
 
Figure 3 Weekly Rail Fares for 1997, 2006 and 2007 
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Figure 4 Percentage Increase in Weekly Rail Fares 1997 to 2007 
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Comparing the increases from Figures 2 and 4 it can be seen that there are 
differences in increases for single fares compared with the weekly fares. It 
appears that the increases in rail fares seem to have been based on making 
modest numerical changes, rather than fixed percentage changes. The Panel 
believes that there should be a master fare schedule developed and consistent 
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percentages applied rather than the current system where the increases appear 
to be somewhat arbitrary. 
 
 
6. Comparability between train and bus fares 
 
The Panel believes that rail fares cannot be considered in isolation from bus 
fares. Generally the rail fare in most situations is cheaper than the bus fare, 
except for relatively short journeys. We suggest that there should just be a 
single public transport fare scale (as recommended by the Unsworth Review for 
public and private buses, but including rail fares as well). 
 
It seems hard to justify trains being cheaper than buses when, in the eyes of 
most users, trains are a superior product (when they can be directly compared) 
and are also much more expensive to provide. The flagfall for fares should 
probably be a reflection of the fixed costs of the mode compared with the 
variable costs of the service. This would suggest a higher flagfall for rail. 
Government subsidy of rail fares but not bus fares should be considered an 
explicit policy choice rather than a historical legacy. 
 
The Panel is not unanimous on this opinion, with one member arguing that rail 
fares need to be cheaper than bus fares to encourage heavy rail use in serving 
the denser pockets of housing that are being developed around railway 
stations. This highlights the importance of determining objectives for public 
transport. Other Panel members consider that such encouragement would be 
better done by the introduction of a metropolitan parking policy and the removal 
of concessions (eg FBT) which favour car use – matters beyond the scope of 
IPART. 
 
 
7. Calculation of the Weekly Rail Fare 
 
The Panel has calculated the ratio of the proposed 2007 weekly fare to the 
single fare for each distance category. This is shown graphically in Figure 5.  
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Figure 5 Multiplier to Convert Rail Single Ticket Price to Weekly 
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From Figure 5 it can be seen that there is a downward trend in multiplier of 
single fare to weekly fare. In the absence of evidence from CityRail that there 
are differential costs for longer distance services the Panel would expect a 
constant multipler. 
 
 
8. Long-term plan 
 
The Panel would like to see an “ideal” fare scale for all metropolitan public 
transport defined, no matter how far from present fare scales this is. The annual 
fare revision could then take incremental steps in moving from the current 
scales towards the ideal scale. 
 
 
9. Conclusions 
 

• IPART should clarify the objectives that public transport is being 
provided to satisfy, as an essential precursor to assessing fare options; 

• IPART should consider that there should be a more consistent approach 
to the way fare increases are applied; 

• There should be comparability between bus and train fares, but if there 
is to be a differential then buses should be cheaper than trains and not 
the other way round; 

• IPART should review why shorter distance fares have increased by a 
greater percentage amount than longer distance fares; 

• The process of annual fare changes should take place in the context of a 
long-term plan. 

 
The Panel is not primarily interested in the regulation nor the operation of 
passenger transport services, and we do not favour any particular mode. Our 
interest does lie in assisting a professionally conducted independent inquiry into 
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all aspects of public transport fares including train fares. We would be happy to 
discuss making our own professional expertise available to the Inquiry on some 
basis. If you are interested in further involvement, please contact the Panel 
Chairman, David Kilsby (02 9415 4544).  


