
Report to BBIRT Members, 5th April 2019 

 

The past few weeks for BBIRT have all been about the release of the Feasibility Study. 

Congratulations Councillor Desley O’Grady. Regardless of how the future pans out, you, as leader of 

this group at its genesis have initiated a project that will last and be of benefit to a wide cross section 

of our community. 

Thank you to the group of members who attended the GRC Council meeting when the Rail Trail 

Feasibility Study was considered.  

Thank you to GRC for your vote of confidence in the project. 

Due to NBRC holding their discussions in a private session, I did not attend, however, thank you also 

to NBRC for your support. 

Since I started my present role, I have made a determined effort to always have a positive and non-

critical approach to all parts of this project. I believe this has helped progress this groups way 

forward. 

With the release of the Study, I have to deviate from this intention and hope my following remarks 

lead to a better result for the Boyne Burnett Inland Rail Trail project. 

I say this now, as I believe BBIRT will want to be treated as a full partner at the very least in this 

project.  

Community involvement in positions of ‘power’ i.e. when interacting with government, is critical to 

community buy-in. 

If allowed to drift, this may not be the case. 

BBIRT is the instigator of this process and may rightly claim ownership. While we have asked 

Councils for help it should not mean being dis-regarded in the process.  

While government is elected to govern, it is also elected to serve, and consultation with BBIRT at the 

Interim Report stage could have resulted in a much better Feasibility Study. 

I am disappointed with this document. It falls far short of my expectations/anticipation. 

The Interim Report included two recommendations: 

1 Accept the interim report 

2 The Councils determine to proceed with more detailed planning for the three identified candidate 

rail trails –  

Futters Creek Bridge to Ubobo,  

Builyan to Kalpowar,  

Mundubbera to Mt Debateable (including a trail to the stone pitched embankments east of Mt 

Debateable siding). 

The Interim Report and recommendations were accepted by both Councils. 



I found it astounding that the company commissioned to do the report could rewrite its’ terms of 

reference (commission). 

They state that: 

 “there is no clear business case for developing a long trail presently”;  

“very expensive project”; 

 “limited demand”;  

“The low number of long rail trails in Australia may suggest that demand for such a product is 

relatively low, though it is hard to make a decisive comment as demand data does not exist.”.  

They make these statements without any substantiation. 

They repudiate their own reasoning by saying: 

 “demand data does not exist”.  

However, they argue maintenance costs, and the entirely subjective statement that: 

 “A series of shorter trails provides a better experience for a wider range of users”  

as the reasons to choose 3 shorter trails.  

Based on this, they conclude: 

 “there is no clear business case for developing a long trail presently”.  

It is important to note that in the original document quote requested the company selected to do 

the work was required to provide “Recommendations including a staged approach to the 

establishment of the rail trail corridor” 

I do not read this to mean exclude parts of the corridor. 

Completed Feasibility Study as originally requested??? The 270klm trail is feasible/not feasible?  

We do not know as a result of this study.  

We just had an unsubstantiated statement (opinion only) allowing significant reduction in the 

amount of work to be done. 

At this stage Councils should have at least consulted with BBIRT. Our input could have led to the 

author being told to complete the report as originally requested. 

It is a great shame Desley O’Grady was voted out of the room when this was considered by GRC, as 

part of the ludicrous situation imposed on Councils whereby those with the most knowledge about a 

topic can be voted out in case there is a perceived conflict of interest. 

The author of the Study was paid $99,000 to review 270klms of corridor in detail. He ended up 

reporting fully on about 96klm. 

Much of the report contains unvalidated statements. The author, in the Interim report states his 

extensive experience with the Rail Trail evaluations, fair enough, but opinion is opinion. Producing a 

report like this should be faced on fact.  



It is normal practice for a report such as this to support and substantiate each recommendation with 

sound references to credible external sources of information or research done for the actual 

project. 

This is only done for parts of the document mostly relating to information from Tourism studies, and 

the dividing the 96klms of the trail actually done into segments with relevant information collated 

and presented as a basis for decisions and recommendations made. This is respectable work, but 

only for 96klms of the corridor. 

I take that all the other broad-brush statements presented are merely opinion, regardless of the 

authors experience. I certainly disagree with some of his findings, but that is just my opinion, based, 

I would say, on a common sense and or knowledge he may not have. 

It is too late now, but one of these opinionated statements, if it could have been backed by an 

engineer’s report, would have been handy to have.  

In the Interim Report the author says: 

To ensure re-use of the timber trestle bridges, it is critical that the steel rails and sleepers be retained 

to provide structural integrity to the bridge (by cutting the steel track several metres away from the 

bridge abutment at both ends).The sleepers and steel track will help tie the entire structure together, 

thereby resulting in a more rigid, stronger and longer lasting structure. 

The author states he allocated 10 days to traverse/inspect the trail, and that some sections of the 

corridor were not inspected due to remoteness and time. The very interesting wetlands (for nature 

geeks like me) south of Monto must have been too remote as they are not mentioned in the report, 

though he was sent information about them. 

Well, perhaps he should have allocated a few more days for $99,000. 

Much of the report is cut and paste from previous work. That is alright, as he has the accumulated 

knowledge from which to do so. However, take it out and it is a very much lighter document. 

A crucial activity for BBIRT is making sure those parts of the corridor not included in the 

recommendations are looked after for the future and developed as soon as possible. 

Following the reports own logic (it says it extends the Awoonga trail through to Ubobo (Discovery 

Centre & shop) because of the services there. Mungungo (hotel and accommodation) (about 20klm 

further on towards Monto from Kalpower) would be the best place to end the trail up the range, 

rather than Kalpower. 

Edit: after presenting this report to members, it was pointed out that there is some accommodation 

at Kalpower. This information is not in the Study. 

The report recommends a compacted 150mm deep gravel path, 2.5 metres wide, and a separate 1 

metre wide slashed bridle path (with signage), fenced in a 6-metre-wide corridor. This is a very high 

cost option. 

Just my opinion but why on earth would a separate slashed trail be needed for horses? If horses 

were traveling the trail in great numbers, dung might be somewhat of a problem, but I hope most of 

the corridor will be open to stock (as is, I understand, the majority of the BVRT). This will greatly 

reduce the need for slashing and fire on the Trail. 



If I was riding it and taking care of my horse, I would choose to ride anywhere but on a hard gravel or 

bitumen surface such as supposedly required by the bike path and would certainly not need a 

slashed path. 

Again, my opinion only, but along the river flats in the Boyne Valley there is very coarse limestone 

ballast left where the rail was. I would avoid that, do a very light grade next to it without leaving a 

rill. Keeping that slashed would provide an excellent grassed sound surface. Nothing further needed.  

 

The author states:  

“From Many Peaks to Kalpowar is 29 kilometres without any services; however, the appeal of the 

tunnels will be sufficient to override any concerns about services.” 

He is just plain wrong, there is a hotel at Many Peaks and great new facilities at the Railway Dam 

near Many Peaks. 

He makes a strong argument that a trail next to roads is bad, yet many highly successful trails have 

this feature. E.g. 20% of the highly successful Lilydale Warburton Rail Trail (40 kilometres) runs 

alongside roads. 

Length of Trail is presented as an argument not to do the total Trail yet:  

The Bibbulmun Track is 1,000 kms walking track from Perth to Albany). In 2015 over 300,000 people 

used the track (Hughes et al 2015). 

The Munda Biddi Trail is WA’s off-road cycle touring equivalent of the Bibbulmun Track. Running 

from Perth to Albany (a distance of 1,088 km), it attracts 21,000 users per year (Munda Biddi 

Website). 

Costings: The main concerns expressed by Councils relate to maintenance costs. 

The Study arrives at a figure of approximately $3,509/per kilometre per annum to maintain the 

Trail. 

Yet the author reports earlier in the study: 

“In Victoria, the Murrindindi Shire Council manages and maintains approximately 85% of the 

(134km) Great Victorian Rail Trail. It spends around $2,000/km on maintenance activities each year.   

Volunteer-run trails can cost just under $440/km.” 

Edit: TMR advised the meeting after this report was presented that they would fund ongoing 

maintenance at the rate of $1500 per klm per annum. 

Authors statement about their qualifications: 

The consultants are not new to assessments of trails, or rail trails. The consultants have been 

involved in over 30 rail trail studies in Australia and together have traversed (by walking or cycling) 

well over 100 rail trails in 5 countries. Our knowledge of what makes a good rail trail, from a users’ 

perspective as well as from a construction and maintenance perspective, is therefore reliable. This 

background enables us to make sound judgements on the merit or otherwise of developing a rail 

trail. Although our assessments of the 20 segments of the disused railway corridor could be 

considered as highly subjective, we are at the forefront of rail trail development in this country and 



have a thorough understanding of rail trails, how they work, who uses them and how they are 

maintained. We are therefore well qualified to make decisions about the merit or otherwise of 

developing a rail trail. 

 

The Interim report is 119 pages long and the Final report is 155 pages long. I have read them in detail 

and have a summary of the Final Report to share.  

We do not have to accept the report as gospel. It will also be important that we are allowed much 

more input into the business plan. 

The document should have covered the entire corridor. The information would have been 

invaluable in the future. The author could have said: 

 “At this stage the full trail is not viable/viable, and I base this on factual research presented”.  

He could have gone on to say: 

 “I recommend developing three short trails which definitely make the most viable project at 

present.” 

His own criteria for choosing the 3 segments would have then had a sound basis: 

They were determined by the consultants because they satisfied one or more of the following criteria: 

Section runs from one town to another town (or from a former siding/station to another 

siding/station); Section could be cycled and/or walked in a day; Section encompasses a range of 

topographical situations or a unique topography; and Section encompasses a unique built feature or 

series of built features (e.g. bridges and/ or tunnels) 

As well he might have recommended something like: 

 “The other sections of the Trail could be developed at low cost for Bushwalkers and horse riders 

only for an interim period” 

We would then have a document to refer to when developing other sections of the Trail in the 

future. 

 

The Answers to the questions posed in the Study (abbreviated) 

Is there a viable trail route? Yes. 

Are there alternative uses for the corridor that will provide more value to the community? Are these 

alternative uses viable? The realistic answer is no 

Will the trails provide quality user experiences (terrain/landscape/history)? Yes 

Is there a market for the proposed trails? Yes 

Will the rail trails create any unmanageable or unmitigated impacts on adjoining landholders’ 

farming practices and lifestyles? There are none that are obvious 

Are the local governments and key stakeholders supportive of the concept? This issue is not clear. 

Are there supportive/strong advocates in the community? Yes. The roles of the community 



groups have also been critical in getting the project to this stage – they in fact initiated the process. 

Is there a supportive community? It is not possible to provide a definitive answer - very limited 

consultation 

Would the trails be value for money? Yes 

it can be reliably anticipated that development of the proposed rail trails will result in increased 

annual visitor numbers in the range of 5,000 to 26,000 who will inject between $850,000 and $6.2 

million into the region’s economy. Local use rates of between 1,500 and 17,100 people/year will see 

the injection of between $3,000 and $37,000/year. 

 

Is there a commitment to maintenance (“friends of …” group or support network)? This has not been 

explored in any detail 

Will the trails provide a unique experience? Yes. 

Is there a demonstrated benefit to trail users and, especially, the host communities? This 

question has been answered partially in answers to other questions posed.  

The demonstrated benefits come in the form of economic and non-economic benefits that will accrue 

to both users and host communities (with the creation of a range of economic opportunities arising 

from the development of the rail trails). The economic benefits can be magnified if two or three trails 

are developed as a package. 

 

The Study, such as it is, clearly concludes that the 3 Trails are feasible. 

It also speaks to the importance of community involvement in a future Management Committee for 

the Trails. 

I would suggest that BBIRT needs to be included, and that such a committee should to be in place as 

soon as possible, not just for running a developed Trail, rather for the build process including 

development of a Business Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 


