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1 About this submission 

1.1 This submission (Submission) responds to the draft recommendation issued by the 

National Competition Council (Council) on 1 June 2010 (Draft Recommendation) 

regarding declaration of the service provided by the narrow gauge tram network 

owned by Sucrogen (Herbert) Pty Ltd (Sucrogen) in the Herbert River district.  The 

Draft Recommendation was that declaration should not be made. 

1.2 North Queensland Bio-Energy Corporation Limited (ACN 108 877 872) (NQBE)  

applied for declaration of a service provided by the narrow gauge tram network in the 

Herbert River district owned by Sucrogen under Part IIIA of the Trade Practices Act 

1974 (Act) on 13 March 2010 (Application). 

1.3 NQBE seeks access to the tram track service provided by the tramway network 

located in the Herbert River district, North Queensland, which is owned and operated 

by Sucrogen, and which is approximately 530km in length (Tram Network).  The 

service which NQBE seeks to have declared is use of the Tram Network by third party 

trains (Tram Service).  The Tram Network and the Tram Service are described in 

further detail at Section 2 of the Application. 

1.4 NQBE is a North Queensland company incorporated to construct a new ―state of the 

art‖ factory in the Herbert River district (Factory) to purchase and process sugar cane 

and other available feed stocks (eg: timber, sorghum) into crystal sugar, ethanol, 

electricity and bio-fertilizer.   

1.5 In its Draft Recommendation, the Council decided that a declaration recommendation 

should not be made because it considered that the Application did not satisfy section 

44G(2)(c) of the Act (Criterion (c)) and section 44G(2)(f) of the Act (Criterion (f)).  

The Council considered that the other declaration criteria in s44G of the Act were 

satisfied. 

1.6 This Submission sets out NQBE's further submissions that, contrary to the Council‘s 

preliminary view in the Draft Recommendation, a recommendation should be made to 

declare the Service.  In summary, NQBE submits that recommendation should be 

made because: 

1.6.1 The Tram Network is a facility of national significance as required by 

Criterion (c).  This is because: 

(a) the physical size of the facility is determinative: Physical 

comparisons to previously recommended facilities confirm that 

the Tram Network is not at or below any lower limit of national 

significance in terms of size.  Proxy indications of size such as 

cost and population served may give guidance in some 

circumstances but are only appropriate for determining Criterion 

(c) through the measure in 44G(2)(c)(i) where the facility in 

question is close to the lower limit of national significance in terms 

of physical size;  
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(b) a key feature of national significance identified in the Hilmer 

Report is present: The Hilmer Report stated that nationally 

significant facilities would frequently have the feature of traditional 

government involvement either as owner or extensive regulator.  

This key feature is present in the sugar industry in general and in 

sugarcane railways in particular. 

1.6.2 Access to the service would not be contrary to the public interest as 

required by Criterion (f).  This is because there will be: 

(a) increased output in electricity and ethanol markets: NQBE 

estimates that increased output in electricity and ethanol markets 

due to access and entry by NQBE will result in a 22 percent 

increase in economic output from its existing sugarcane 

operations in the Herbert River district;  

(b) increased output of sugarcane in the Herbert River district: 

NQBE estimates that there will be an increase in the annual 

sugarcane supply in the Herbert River district of between 7.7 and 

8.7 percent annually after three years of access and entry by 

NQBE; 

(c) replacement of inefficient means of production with efficient 

new technologies: Shifting production from Sucrogen's old and 

inefficient facilities to NQBE's modern efficient Factory would 

result in a reduction in average industry processing costs with a 

concomitant net benefit.  The same output could be produced 

using fewer resources. 

2 Criterion (c) - national significance 

2.1 Section 44G(2)(c) of the Act requires that the Council and the Minister consider 

whether the facility is of national significance, having regard to:  

2.1.1 the size of the facility; or 

2.1.2 the importance of the facility to constitutional trade or commerce; or 

2.1.3 the importance of the facility to the national economy.  

NQBE's Application 

2.2 In its Application, NQBE submitted that the Tram Network is of national significance 

from a size aspect alone.  As set out at paragraphs 2.1 and 9.2 of the Application, the 

Tram Network covers approximately 530km in the Herbert River district. 

2.3 In addition, the Tram Network is an essential input to the annual production and 

export of approximately 530,000 to 600,000 tonnes of raw sugar, generating total 

annual revenues of approximately $180 million to $210 million (Application at paras 

9.3 to 9.5). 
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The Council's preliminary view 

2.4 The Draft Recommendation indicated a preliminary view that the Council was not 

satisfied that the Tram Network was of national significance.
1
   

NQBE's further submissions on Criterion (c) 

2.5 NQBE submits that the Tram Network is of national significance.  This is because: 

2.5.1 The physical size of the facility is determinative: Physical comparisons 

to previously recommended facilities confirm that the Tram Network is not 

at or below any lower limit of national significance in terms of size.  Proxy 

indications of size such as cost and population served may give guidance in 

some circumstances but are only appropriate for determining Criterion (c) 

through the measure in 44G(2)(c)(i) where the facility in question is close to 

the lower limit of national significance in terms of physical size;  

2.5.2 A key feature of national significance identified in the Hilmer Report is 

present: The Hilmer Report stated that nationally significant facilities would 

frequently have the feature of traditional government involvement either as 

owner or extensive regulator.  This key feature is present in the sugar 

industry in general and in sugarcane railways in particular. 

Physical size of the facility is determinative  

2.6 NQBE submits that, the Tram Network can be regarded as being of national 

significance against the measure of physical size alone.  Therefore Criterion (c) is 

met.   

2.7 In Re Services Sydney the Australian Competition Tribunal (Tribunal) confirmed that 

only one of the measures under Criterion (c) needs to be met:
2
 

In assessing the application against this criterion, the Tribunal is required 
to have regard to the size of the facility, the importance of the facility to 
constitutional trade or commerce or the importance of the facility to the 
national economy. Use of the word ‘or‘ in the section means that as long 
as the facilities are regarded as being of national significance against 
any one of these measures, the criterion will be met. 

[emphasis added] 

2.8 The measure of 'the size of the facility' in section 44G(2)(c)(i) is, in the ordinary sense 

of the words, a physical attribute of the facility.
3
  Physically, the Tram Network is 

                                                   

1
 Draft Recommendation at para 7.29. 

2
 Re Services Sydney at para 180. 

3
 As held in Gray v Pearson (1857) 6 HLC 61 at 106 that, 'in construing … statutes … the 

grammatical and ordinary sense of the words is to be adhered to, unless that would lead to some 

absurdity, or some repugnance or inconsistency with the rest of the instrument'; confirming the 

approach in Australia see Australian Boot Trade v Whybrow (1910) CLR 311 at 341-2 and Broken 

Hill South v Commissioner of Taxation (1937) 56 CLR 337 at 371. 
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530km long and serves a sugarcane growing area of 55,000 hectares.  Comparing 

these figures to a selection of previously recommended facilities indicates that this 

size is: 

2.8.1 in terms of physical length: 

(a) 2.5 times the length of the Robe Railway; 

(b) 2.4 times the combined length of aqueducts and tunnels owned 

by Snowy Hydro Ltd and State Water Corporation; 

(c) 1.8 times the length of the Mt Newman Railway; 

(d) 85% of the length of the Hamersley Railway; 

(e) 82% of the length of the Hunter Valley rail network; and 

(f) 81% of the length of the Westrail Kalgoorlie-Perth rail line; 

2.8.2 and in terms of physical area served: 

(a) 14.1 times the area served by the Bondi Reticulation Network; 

(b) 1.3 times the area served by the North Head Reticulation 

Network; and 

(c) 83% of the area served by the Malabar Reticulation Network. 

2.9 These physical comparisons of the size of previously recommended facilities confirm 

that the Tram Network is not at or below any lower limit of national significance in 

terms of physical size.  NQBE submits that proxy indications of size such as cost and 

population served may give guidance in some circumstances; however these are only 

appropriate for determining Criterion (c) through the measure in 44G(2)(c)(i) where 

the facility in question is close to the lower limit of national significance in terms of 

physical size. 

Population 

2.10 In particular, NQBE considers that a comparison of the populations of Bondi and the 

Hinchbrook shire (in which the Tram Network is located) might be appropriate if there 

was some doubt that the physical size did not meet Criterion (c) through the measure 

in 44G(2)(c)(i).  However, given that the Tram Network meets Criterion (c) through the 

measure in 44G(2)(c)(i) in terms of physical size, population served is not a relevant 

measure of size.  NQBE also notes that the population served by the Mt Newman 

Railway, the town of Newman, has a population of only 4,245
4
 which is lower than the 

population of the Hinchbrook shire as identified in the Draft Recommendation. 

                                                   

4
 See 2006 Census QuickStats: Newman (Urban Centre/Locality) at www.censusdata.abs.gov.au. 
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Cost 

2.11 NQBE has reconsidered its approach to the estimated replacement cost of the Tram 

Network in light of Synergies' estimate of $255 million.  NQBE agrees that its estimate 

in the Application substantially underestimated the replacement cost of the Tram 

Network.  Accordingly, NQBE has engaged a civil engineer, Ian Ballard, who has over 

30 years of experience in designing and building cane railways to provide detailed 

costs of replacing the Tram Network.  He conservatively estimates that the total cost 

to replace the Tram Network would be $399 million.  Details of estimated costs are at 

Annexure A and Ian Bollard's curriculum vitae are at Annexure B.  NQBE notes that 

this estimated cost is close to lower end estimates for the replacement costs for the 

Mt Newman Railway and Hunter Valley rail network.
5
  

A key feature of national significance identified in the Hilmer Report is present 

2.12 The Hilmer Report said that nationally significant facilities would frequently have the 

feature of traditional government involvement either as owner or extensive regulator.  

This key feature is present in the sugar industry in general and in sugarcane railways 

in particular. 

2.13 Criterion (c) has its origins in the Hilmer Report.  In discussing a requirement for 

national significance, the authors of the Hilmer Report were concerned that a 

legislated right of access should apply to major infrastructure facilities rather than 'to 

products, production processes or most other commercial facilities'.
6
  The Hilmer 

Report conceded that a national significance criterion might be difficult to precisely 

define but it identified a key feature that would frequently be present, traditional 

government involvement through ownership or extensive regulation:
7
 

While it is difficult to define precisely the nature of the facilities and 
industries likely to meet these requirements, a frequent feature is the 
traditional involvement of government in these industries, either as 
owner or extensive regulator. 

2.14 The authors of the Hilmer Report clearly saw traditional government involvement in 

an industry as a feature of major infrastructure facilities in that industry that were 

important to constitutional trade or commerce or to the national economy. 

2.15 NQBE notes that the sugarcane industry, including transport and milling of sugarcane 

has traditionally been subject to very extensive regulation by government.  In a 1992 

report on the Australian Sugar Industry the Industry Commission noted that:
8
 

The raw sugar industry is one of Australia‘s largest export industries. […] 
The industry competes very successfully on world markets, but its 

                                                   

5
 Synergies Report at page 55. 

6
 Hilmer Report at page 251. 

7
 Hilmer Report at page 251. 

8
 Industry Commission, The Australian Sugar Industry, Report no. 19, 6 March 1992 at page 1. 
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growth and performance are being impeded by one of the most 
restrictive regulatory regimes of any Australian industry. 

[emphasis added] 

2.16 The Industry Commission elaborated further on the extent of government regulation in 

the sugar industry:
9
 

In Queensland [which 'accounts for around 95 per cent of production and 
all of Australia‘s raw sugar exports'

10
], regulations govern almost every 

aspect of cane growing, milling and the marketing of raw sugar.  The 
regulations control the land on which cane can be grown, specify the mill 
to which cane must be delivered, and provide the framework for 
determining the distribution of revenue between millers and growers. 
Compulsory acquisition powers centralise control of raw sugar 
marketing, including payments to mills for sugar sold. 

[emphasis added] 

2.17 In relation to the transport of sugarcane, a 1986 BAE report made the following 

observations illustrating the very extensive regulation of sugarcane transport:
11

 

Cane transport 

The cane payment arrangements and production and marketing controls 
on the industry also remove incentives for efficient transport. As already 
mentioned, mills are required by law to accept and process a specified 
amount of cane delivered from specified growers at a set minimum price. 
Under this arrangement, mills must pay virtually the same price to 
growers regardless of their location and the cost of transport of their 
cane to the mill (which is met mainly by the millers). This constraint 
effectively removes any economic incentives for growers to minimise 
transport costs when making location and harvesting decisions. 
Furthermore, the primary criterion used by the Central Prices Board to 
allocate land to cane production is equity of opportunity. That is, all 
growers are given the same opportunity to participate in any expansion 
of the industry. Economic considerations, such as transport costs to mills 
and which producers can grow cane most cheaply, are only secondary 
determinants of current decision making. The responsibility for 
transporting cane from tramway sidings to mills currently rests with mill 
owners. But mill owners cannot choose among growers or vary their 
prices according to these transport costs. If millers and growers were 
free to negotiate directly on price and delivery terms, transport costs 
would be likely to be given greater weight in determining where cane is 
to be grown and milled. And there would be stronger incentives to 
reduce those costs wherever possible. 

2.18 The 1992 Industry Commission report identified the key reason for regulation as the 

localised market power of sugar mills over growers.  The report noted that this market 

power is increased by tram lines dedicated to supplying particular mills:
12

 

                                                   

9
 Industry Commission, The Australian Sugar Industry, Report no. 19, 6 March 1992 at page 33. 

10
 Industry Commission, The Australian Sugar Industry, Report no. 19, 6 March 1992 at page 1. 

11
 Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Efficiency of Transport, Milling and Handling in the Sugar 

Industry, 1986 at page 11. 
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The economic power of mills has been a long-term concern of growers. 
They see themselves as being in a potentially weak bargaining position 
because the perishability of cane limits their ability to deliver to another 
mill, and because of the large number of growers in each area. Similar 
concern about the economic power of processors of perishable products 
has been one of the fundamental rationales for the regulation of many 
rural activities in Australia. 

The regional power of individual mills is accentuated by the tendency for 
most, if not all, of the mills in particular regions to be owned by the one 
company. For example, CSR [now Sucrogen] owns all the mills in the 
Burdekin and Herbert River areas, Mackay Co-operative owns all mills 
except one in the Mackay region, Bundaberg Sugar Company owns all 
the mills except one around Bundaberg, and the New South Wales Co-
operative owns the three mills in New South Wales. These are largely 
isolated sugar growing regions with little opportunity for growers to 
supply other mills.  Competition within these regions would only emerge 
if there were new entrants to milling. In two of these regions, however, 
the use of market power by mills is minimised by co-operative 
ownership. 

The regional economic power of mills exists because of the significance 
of transport costs and the perishability of cane. Cane cannot be either 
stored or shipped long distances, nor offered direct to consumers as a 
`fresh' product. This economic power has been exacerbated by the 
introduction of mechanical harvesting and the practice of cutting cane 
into billets which significantly increases the perishability of cane 
compared with past practices of full-stick cutting. The Australian system 
also includes many tram line systems dedicated to supplying particular 
mills. While these features of harvesting and transport have been 
adopted for sound economic reasons, and are unlikely to be reversed, 
they nevertheless serve to increase the mill’s regional power. The power 
of mills is also enhanced by the high capital cost of setting up new mills 
and the limited scope for the alternative use of that capital if a new 
venture fails. These factors, coupled with significant size economies 
associated with milling operations, create a significant barrier to 
competition from new mills. 

[emphasis added] 

Key feature of government involvement more than a shortcut 

2.19 This key feature of traditional government involvement identified by the Hilmer Report 

was more than merely a shortcut to identifying facilities of national significance.  

Rather, the Hilmer Report saw it recommendations, including its recommendation for 

a legislated access regime, as key complements to, and pivotal to the success of, 

market reforms that were taking place at the time.   

2.20 The 1992 Industry Commission report into the sugar industry recommended the 

removal of all production and marketing regulations, noting that this would be a major 

departure from existing arrangements.
13

  The Industry Commission indicated that the 

development of trade practices legislation would help to provide some protection 

                                                                                                                                                            

12
 Industry Commission, The Australian Sugar Industry, Report no. 19, 6 March 1992 at pages 41 to 

42. 

13
 Industry Commission, The Australian Sugar Industry, Report no. 19, 6 March 1992 at page 6. 
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against the misuse of market power by sugar mills.
14

  It was against the background 

of deregulation generally, of which deregulation in the sugar industry was notable, 

that the 1993 Hilmer Report was authored.
15

  However, the Hilmer Report was 

concerned that the expected benefits of, among other reforms, 'deregulating 

agricultural production, would be lost if producers remained free to collude to fix 

prices, use their market power to limit consumer choice, or to engage in other 

anticompetitive activity'.
16

  Therefore the Hilmer Report saw an access regime as a 

'pivotal' to ensuring economic gains from deregulation eventuated.
17

 

Conclusion on Criterion (c) 

2.21 For the above reasons and the reasons in NQBE‘s Application, the Tram Network is a 

nationally significant facility.  It is clear that, based on the statutory measure of size 

and the intention of the Hilmer Report, the Tram Network is nationally significant. 

3 Criterion (f) - not contrary to public interest 

3.1 Section 44G(2)(f) of the Act provides that the Council cannot recommend that a 

service be declared unless it is satisfied that access (or increased access) to the 

service would not be contrary to the public interest.  In determining criterion (f) the 

Council can take into account: 

3.1.1 its findings in evaluating the other criteria;
18 

and 

3.1.2 overall costs and benefits, including those that do not fall within the other 

criteria.
19

 

3.2 The Council's approach to Criterion (f) in its Draft Recommendation can be described 

as a net benefit test in that the Council considered that it is required to be satisfied 

that the overall costs to the Australian public do not exceed the overall benefits.
20

 

                                                   

14
 Industry Commission, The Australian Sugar Industry, Report no. 19, 6 March 1992 at page 42. 

15
 Hilmer Report at page 141. 

16
 Hilmer Report at pages 86 to 87. 

17
 The authors saw failure to have full separation of vertical ownership as a major reason for failure 

of market reforms in the United Kingdom.  In the absence of such structural reforms, legislated 

access would 'play a pivotal role' in competition policy.  Hilmer Report at pages 241 to 242. 

18
 Virgin Blue Airlines Pty Ltd (2006) ATPR ¶42-092 at [608]-[609]; Re Sydney International Airport 

(2000) ATPR ¶41−754 [219]. 

19
 Re Services Sydney (2006) ATPR ¶42−099 at [192]. 

20
 Draft Recommendation at paras 10.5-10.6. 



North Queensland Bio-Energy  

Corporation Limited 

Re declaration of the Herbert River Tram Network 

 

 9 

 

NQBE's Application 

3.3 In its Application, NQBE submitted that:
21

  

3.3.1 Criterion (f) is satisfied as there is no reason why access to the Tram 

Service would be contrary to the public interest;   

3.3.2 if there were any impacts arising from access to the Tram Network, such 

impacts could be addressed by fair and reasonable terms of access; and 

3.3.3 should the Council find any public detriments of access that cannot be 

addressed by fair and reasonable terms of access, those detriments would 

be outweighed by the significant public benefits flowing from access.   

The Council's preliminary view 

3.4 The Draft Recommendation indicated a preliminary view that that the likely benefits of 

access to the Service would not outweigh the costs of access.  Therefore the 

Council's preliminary view was that the Council would not be satisfied that access 

was not contrary to the public interest and so Criterion (f) would not be met.
22

   

3.5 The Draft Recommendation considered that the following benefits and detriments 

would flow from access: 

3.5.1 Benefits:
23

 

(a) No uneconomic duplication of access; 

(b) Minimising the use of costly road transport; 

(c) Reduced impact on the environment and safety of local citizens 

compared to road transport; 

(d) Increased efficiency of a newly developed mill; and 

(e) Ability of a newly developed mill to use different feedstocks; 

3.5.2 Costs: 

(a) A reduction in efficiency due to the same volumes of sugarcane 

being spread over three rather than two mills;
24

 

                                                   

21
 Application at Section 12. 

22
 Draft Recommendation at para 10.30. 

23
 Draft Recommendation at paras 10.12-10.15. 

24
 Draft Recommendation at paras 10.27-10.28.  The volume of sugarcane produced in the Herbert 

River district under access is considered in detail below. 
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(b) Regulatory costs;
25

 and 

(c) Coordination costs, potential efficiency losses and 

diseconomies.
26

 

3.6 In respect of public benefits, the Draft Recommendation considered that the principal 

effect of an increase in competition in the market for the acquisition and processing of 

sugarcane in the Herbert River district would be higher sugarcane prices flowing to 

Growers.  However it appeared to the Council, at least in the short to medium term, 

that these higher prices would be largely derived from a transfer of income from 

sugarcane millers to Growers rather than from significantly increased output.   

3.7 The Council considered that such transfers from sugarcane millers to sugarcane 

growers would not represent a net benefit to the public which should be considered in 

assessing whether Criterion (f) is satisfied.  While in the longer term output may 

increase—were for example, energy canes to be adopted by sugarcane growers—the 

Council considered that that effect was less certain, some time off and was not 

necessarily attributable to access.  As a result the Council significantly discounted the 

effect of higher sugarcane prices flowing to sugarcane growers in its assessment of 

Criterion (f). 

NQBE's further submissions on Criterion (f) 

3.8 NQBE submits that there are further benefits arising from access that the Council did 

not consider or did not give sufficient weight in the Draft Recommendation in its 

evaluation of Criterion (f).  These benefits are: 

3.8.1 increased output in electricity and ethanol markets: NQBE estimates 

that increased output in electricity and ethanol markets due to access and 

entry by NQBE will result in a 22 percent increase in economic output from 

the existing sugarcane operations in the Herbert River district;  

3.8.2 increased output of sugarcane in the Herbert River district: NQBE 

estimates that there will be an increase in the annual sugarcane supply in 

the Herbert River district of between 7.7 and 8.7 percent annually after 

three years of access and entry by NQBE; 

3.8.3 replacement of inefficient means of production with efficient new 

technologies: Shifting production from Sucrogen's old and inefficient 

                                                   

25
 Draft Recommendation at paras 10.22-10.25. The Council noted that these issues were not 

insurmountable (para 10.23), costs could be compensated through access charges (para 10.24), 

and that the risk of regulatory error was small (para 10.25). 

26
 Draft Recommendation at paras 10.19-10.21.  The Draft Recommendation noted these costs but 

queried the extent of disruption claimed by Sucrogen and noted that such costs could be recovered 

or ameliorated through access pricing and other terms and conditions (para 10.20).  The Draft 

Recommendation also noted the protection available to Sucrogen under the Act for sufficient 

capacity to meet its current and anticipated needs (para 10.21). 
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facilities to NQBE's modern efficient Factory would result in a reduction in 

average industry processing costs with a concomitant net benefit.  The 

same output could be produced using fewer resources. 

Increased output in the electricity and ethanol markets 

3.9 NQBE estimates that increased output in electricity and ethanol markets due to 

access and entry by NQBE will result in a 22 percent increase in economic output 

from sugarcane operations in the Herbert River district. 

3.10 NQBE submits that for the purposes of a net benefit approach to Criterion (f), all 

increased output due to access should be counted.  This should include increased 

output in the electricity and ethanol markets whether or not access materially 

increases competition in those markets.   

3.11 The Council indicated a view in its Draft Recommendation that for the purposes of 

Criterion (a) access would not promote a material increase in competition in electricity 

and ethanol markets.  However, the Factory that NQBE intends to build will 

nonetheless result in increased output in electricity and ethanol markets.  Further, for 

the reasons set out in its Application, NQBE submits that access will result in a 

material increase in competition in those markets. 

3.12 The calculations set out below demonstrate that this increased output in the electricity 

and ethanol markets due to access will equate to a 22 percent increase in economic 

output.  This projection for increased output depends only on current known and 

commercially available technology and so:  

3.12.1 is highly conservative; and  

3.12.2 will apply from NQBE's first year of operation (from June 2013). 

3.13 The following table sets out NQBE's estimates of annual output from NQBE's and 

Sucrogen's operations for each type of output.  NQBE's estimates have been made 

on the broad assumption that NQBE and Sucrogen have similar operations except for 

the relevant difference in ethanol and electricity generation technologies between 

operations that will exist from 2013. 

 Sucrogen NQBE 

Ethanol nil 30 – 60 million litres 

Sugar 330,000 tonnes 330,000 tonnes 

Electricity 4 - 5 MWh 55 – 60 MWh 

Molasses 100,000 tonnes nil 

 

3.14 In order to calculate the difference in aggregate economic output due to access, 

NQBE has converted these amounts to annual revenue streams.  The following table 

sets out the price assumptions and estimated annual revenue streams.  The increase 
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in aggregate economic output is therefore $38.9 million dollars per annum.  This is an 

increase in aggregate economic output due to access of 22 percent. 

  Revenue $m 

 Price Sucrogen NQBE  

Ethanol $0.8 / litre 0 19.3 

Sugar $400 / tonne 164.0 164.0 

Electricity $85 / MWh 2.0 33.6 

Molasses $120/tonne 12.0 0 

Total  178.0 216.9 

NB: It should be noted that the current ―factory gate‖ price for ethanol is 87 cents per 

litre and the price of electricity is $109/MWh.  

3.15 The effect on economic outputs is illustrated in the following graph. 

 

3.16 NQBE notes that these figures are highly conservative and underestimate the 

increase in output due to access as they do not include increases in output due to: 

3.16.1 Lignocellulosic technology:
27

 NQBE anticipates that the lignocellulosic 

technology currently being commercialised by Ethanol Technologies 

Limited (website: www.ethtec.com.au) will be commercially available by 

                                                   

27
 See Application at para 8.52.3. 

http://www.ethtec.com.au/
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December 2012.
28

  This technology, which NQBE intends to incorporate in 

its Factory, will significantly increase ethanol output and produce sugars 

that can be used in bio-plastics and high value chemical and other bio-

degradable products. 

3.16.2 Energy canes: As stated in the Application, current research into energy 

canes indicates that the annual sugarcane crop from the Herbert River 

district would increase from 4.0 to 4.5 million tonnes of cane to about 6-7 

million tonnes of cane.
29

  The Application conservatively estimated that the 

research and development cycle for new energy enhanced varieties of 

sugarcane might take 5 to 10 years
30

 although research also indicates that 

energy yields can be substantially increased using the same varieties 

through changed agronomic practices.
31

  To the extent that energy yields 

can be increased through changed agronomic practices, the 5 to 10 year 

estimate for increased energy output from sugarcane would be reduced. It 

should be noted that the initial trial plantings of energy cane varieties into 

the fields in the Herbert River district was during the 2008 sugar season.  

3.16.3 Increased supply of sugarcane in the Herbert River district: As 

explained below, NQBE considers it inevitable that increased prices paid to 

sugarcane growers will increase the supply of sugarcane in the Herbert 

River district. 

3.16.4 Use of feedstocks other than sugarcane: NQBE is proposing to process 

other feedstocks at its Factory in addition to sugarcane, such as timber and 

sorghum.
32

  These are likely to further materially increase the economic 

outputs that are due to access. 

Increased supply of sugarcane in the Herbert River district 

3.17 NQBE estimates that there will be an increase in the annual sugarcane supply in the 

Herbert River district of between 7.7 and 8.7 percent annually after three years of 

access and entry by NQBE. 

3.18 NQBE considers that the inevitable result of increased prices paid to sugarcane 

growers is that there will be an increase in the output of sugarcane in the Herbert 

River district. 

                                                   

28
 Ethanol Technologies completed a pilot plant at Harwood sugar mill in northern New South Wales 

in 2009, see http://www.ethtec.com.au/. 

29
 See Application at paras 7.25 - 7.31. 

30
 See Application at para 7.30. 

31
 See Application at Attachment 4, page 7 suggesting that energy yields might be doubled through 

changed agronomic practices. 

32
 Application at para 8.28. 
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3.19 NQBE's Application surmised that, absent the introduction of energy canes, the 

amount of sugarcane produced in the Herbert River district might remain the same in 

the future
33

 and that competition between NQBE and Sucrogen would result in the 

same overall quantity of sugarcane produced split between NQBE and Sucrogen.
34

   

3.20 NQBE confirms its view that sugarcane production is unlikely to change in the short 

term however in the medium to long term there will be an increase in the output of 

sugarcane in the Herbert River district.  This increase in the supply of sugarcane in 

the Herbert River district will be the inevitable effect of the increased demand from the 

addition of sugarcane processing capacity at NQBE's Factory and increased prices 

paid to sugarcane growers.  The Draft Recommendation recognises that a principal 

effect of an increase in competition in the market for sugarcane acquisition and 

processing will be higher prices flowing to growers.
35

 

3.21 Standard microeconomics states that an increase in demand or an increase in price 

will ultimately, except in exceptional circumstances, result in an increase in quantity 

supplied.  The mechanism driving this increase in quantity supplied is an increase in 

market price.  Supply may not increase in the short term due to relative inelasticity of 

short term supply; however this effect is transitory.  The enduring effect on the market 

is that, as entry or expansion takes place over the medium and long term in response 

to increased price, quantity supplied will increase.
36

  The graphs below illustrate this 

effect.  Graph (a) shows the short term change in quantity, q
s
, from a given increase 

in demand.  Graph (b) shows the much greater change in quantity, q
l
, from the same 

increase in demand when supply has adjusted to the new market demand and price 

conditions. 

                                                   

33
 Application at para 7.27. 

34
 Application at para 7.22. 

35
 Draft Recommendation at para 10.13. 

36
 Varian, Intermediate Microeconomics, (Norton, 3ed) at chapter 22. 



North Queensland Bio-Energy  

Corporation Limited 

Re declaration of the Herbert River Tram Network 

 

 15 

 

 

3.22 In exceptional circumstances supply will not increase in response to an increase in 

price.  This will be the case where there are significant physical or regulatory barriers 

to entry or expansion.  NQBE submits that, other than downstream bottleneck 

facilities in the form of the Tram Network,
37

 there are no significant physical or 

regulatory barriers to entry or expansion to growing sugarcane in the Herbert River 

district.   

3.23 NQBE noted in its Application that land area used for growing sugarcane in the 

Herbert River district has been reducing due, mainly, to the introduction of forestry 

plantations.
38

  NQBE considers that this reduction in land used for sugarcane is 

directly attributable to the failure of incumbent Sucrogen to diversify its business and 

pay increased prices, which would arise as a  result of additional revenue, to 

sugarcane growers from production of ethanol and electricity (in addition to revenue 

from sugar).
39

 As noted in this Submission and in the Application NQBE's precise 

business plan, subject to gaining access, is to address this failure through production 

of ethanol and electricity at its Factory.  It must therefore follow that the decline in 

land used to produce sugarcane will be slowed or reversed.  This will result in an 

increase in the supply of sugarcane from the Herbert River district. 

3.24 By way of simple numerical example, using uncontested facts that are before the 

Council, NQBE notes that in the last 3 years alone, approximately 4,000 hectares of 

sugarcane land has switched to forestry production.
40

  Increased prices for sugarcane 

                                                   

37
 Application at para 2.14. 

38
 Application at para 7.5. 

39
 Application at paras 8.41 - 8.43. 

40
 Application at para 8.43; see also the Synergies Report which notes at page 37 that there has 

been a 'significant incursion of timber plantations in cane farming areas'. 
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due to entry by NQBE and resulting competition are likely to reverse this effect.
41

  

That is, compared to the scenario without access and based on historical land use 

switching, access and resulting higher prices might result in approximately 4,000 

additional hectares of sugarcane growing land within three years.  

3.25 Given that the average sugarcane yield per hectare in the Herbert River district is 87 

tonnes per annum,
42

 4,000 additional hectares of sugarcane would yield an additional 

348,000 tonnes of sugarcane per annum.  Given the total annual supply of Herbert 

River district sugarcane is between 4.0 and 4.5 million tonnes,
43

 the increase of 

348,000 tonnes represents an increase in sugarcane supply of between 7.7 and 8.7 

percent annually after three years of access.  This is a significant increase in the 

supply of Herbert River sugarcane.  

3.26 This scenario of land use switching and increased output of sugarcane finds support 

in the Synergies Report.  The Synergies Report observes that Herbert River farmers 

can 'fairly readily switch production to other crops' as evidenced by switching to 

timber.
44

  

3.27 NQBE notes however that the Synergies Report seems to assert that competing land 

uses are a barrier to entry or expansion for sugarcane.
45

  NQBE submits that 

competing land uses simply cannot, as a matter of standard economic principle, be a 

barrier to entry.  The better view, based on standard economic principle,
46

 is that 

competition for land use in the Herbert River district will result in scarce Herbert River 

land being put to its highest value use.  It seems likely on this basis that the refusal by 

Sucrogen to give access to the Tram Railway and the resulting suppression of prices 

is resulting in Herbert River land not being put to its highest value use.  NQBE 

submits that this is precisely the type of market failure that Part IIIA was designed to 

remedy. 

3.28 Sucrogen claims that the supply of sugarcane is constrained by available land 

because the 'Herbert district is geographically limited by rivers and mountains'.
47

  

NQBE concedes that this may be theoretically true (ie after all possible switching from 

other land uses has taken place) but in practice energy canes or other technologies 

                                                   

41
 Application at paras 8.41 - 8.43. 

42
 Application at para 7.25. 

43
 Application at para 9.3. 

44
 Synergies Report at page 37. 

45
 Synergies Report at Section 6.1.1. 

46
 See for example Gans, King, Stonecash and Mankiw, Principles of Economics (Thompson, 2ed) 

at pages 83 and 144. 

47
 Sucrogen Submission at para 2.10; Synergies also recite this idea, albeit less lyrically, at page 76 

of the Synergies Report. 
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that increase the sugarcane yield per hectare are likely to be readily available before 

the lack of suitable sugarcane land becomes a constraint on the growth of sugarcane 

supply.  Therefore lack of suitable land will not be a constraint on sugarcane supply 

as claimed by Sucrogen. 

3.29 NQBE notes that the projected increase in the supply of sugarcane due to increased 

prices is highly conservative as it does not include increased prices paid to growers 

as a result of NQBE adopting new technologies such as lignocellulosic technology
48

 

and energy canes.  As noted elsewhere in this Submission and in the Application, 

NQBE intends to adopt and promote these new technologies as they become 

commercially available.  Adopting these new technologies will further substantially 

increase the supply of sugar cane, in particular as these will result in substantially 

higher output for the same land use.
49

  

Replacement of inefficient means of production with efficient new technologies 

3.30 Shifting production from Sucrogen's old and inefficient facilities to NQBE's modern 

efficient Factory would result in a reduction in average industry processing costs with 

a concomitant net benefit.  The same output could be produced using fewer 

resources.
50

 

3.31 Sucrogen has claimed that the loss of cane to NQBE's Factory would have the likely 

result that one of its mills would be permanently closed.  Setting aside for the moment 

whether this would in fact happen, NQBE submits that shifting production from 

Sucrogen's old and inefficient facilities to NQBE's modern efficient Factory would 

result in a reduction in average industry processing costs with a concomitant net 

benefit.
51

  This reduction in average industry processing costs is likely to be 

permanent and so should be substantially greater than any short term, transitory 

inefficiencies of the kind described at paras 10.27-10.28 of the Draft 

Recommendation. 

3.32 In any event, NQBE considers that Sucrogen may have overstated the effect of entry 

by NQBE.  Any incumbent monopolist that faces being opened to competition for the 

first time will have an incentive to predict dire outcomes but NQBE questions 

Sucrogen's claim that the loss of cane to NQBE's Factory would result in one of its 

mills being permanently closed.
52

  This is because:   

                                                   

48
 See Application at para 8.52.3. 

49
 See Application at paras 7.25 to 7.27. 

50
 The Draft Recommendation recognises this at para 10.15. 

51
 As observed by the Draft Recommendation, at least part of this increased economic surplus will 

go to growers in the form of increased prices (see Draft Recommendation at para 10.13). 

52
 Application at Attachment 2; discussed in the Draft Recommendation at page 58. 
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3.32.1 It is unlikely that Sucrogen will take a short term view of its Herbert 

River operations: Sucrogen's milling facilities have been in operation in 

the Herbert River district for more than a century.  On this basis it is unlikely 

that Sucrogen will take a short term view of its operations, particularly with 

an expected substantial increase in the sugarcane harvest due to the 

introduction of energy canes.  Sucrogen may well keep both mills in 

operation in anticipation of increased sugarcane supply. 

3.32.2 Sucrogen will be a vigorous and effective competitor: Sucrogen's 

facilities will be fully depreciated and so Sucrogen will be able to vigorously 

compete on pricing down to marginal cost.  In contrast, while the NQBE 

Factory will be more efficient it will need to make some contribution to 

capital from its revenues.  Sucrogen's facilities being fully depreciated will 

also give Sucrogen strategic options that are not available to NQBE.  In 

particular, Sucrogen could choose to 'mothball' one of its facilities to save 

costs in any period of low sugarcane supply.  Such vigorous and effective 

competition in a downstream market is precisely what Part IIIA of the Act is 

intended to promote. 

3.32.3 Increased demand and prices will increase sugarcane supply: As 

explained above, the inevitable result of increased demand and prices will 

be an increase in sugarcane supply.  The increased demand and 

competition will also give impetus to productivity enhancing innovations in 

sugarcane growing such as energy canes and new agronomic practices.
53

  

The resulting increase in sugarcane supply has the potential for Sucrogen 

to continue to run its two mills. 

Synergies' view on sugarcane growing technology 

3.33 The Synergies Report confirms that that energy canes and other new varieties could 

increase the supply of sugarcane.
54

  It correctly observes that '[t]he uptake of new 

crop varieties (such as 'energy canes') is dependent upon the technology developing 

to the point where market forces dictate that it is efficient for growers to use them'.  

However the Synergies Report then asserts that '[t]his will occur regardless of 

whether the Tramway Service Network is subject to access regulation'.
55

  But this 

assumes away the very issue that access under Part IIIA was designed to address.  

The issue is that the market forces that Synergies claims will drive technology uptake 

are muted or distorted in markets that are dependent on bottleneck infrastructure.   

3.34 NQBE considers that, contrary to Synergies' view, access will speed the uptake of 

new sugarcane growing technologies in at least two ways: 

                                                   

53
 See Application at Attachment 4, pages 2 and 7 suggesting that energy yields might be doubled 

through changed agronomic practices. 

54
 Synergies Report at page 77. 

55
 Synergies Report at page 77. 
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3.34.1 By providing the required energy cane processing capability: The 

Synergies view is uninformed by the nature of energy canes.  Energy canes 

increase productivity primarily through an increase in electricity generation 

and the production of ethanol.
56

  This requires enhanced processing 

capability at a downstream mill to produce electricity and ethanol from the 

energy canes; however Sucrogen has no intention to adopt the required 

capability.
57

  Therefore access and NQBE's entry with its enhanced ability 

to produce electricity and ethanol from the energy canes
58

 will speed the 

uptake of energy canes. 

3.34.2 By increasing the incentives of growers through higher prices: 

Increased demand and higher prices for sugarcane will stimulate a supply 

response.  This is because higher prices will increase the rewards of 

growers that take up the new technology and hence they will have a greater 

incentive to do so.  Therefore access and NQBE's entry with resulting 

higher prices will speed the uptake of energy canes. 

Conclusion on Criterion (f) 

3.35 For the above reasons and the reasons in NQBE‘s Application, declaration is not 

contrary to the public interest.  It is clear that on the Council‘s approach to Criterion (f) 

that the benefits from declaration are such that the overall costs of declaration do not 

exceed the significant benefits of declaration. 

 

 

................................................. 

Robert M Carey  

Chairman 

North Queensland Bio-Energy Corporation Limited 

 

                                                   

56
 Application at 7.26; Application at Attachment 4, pages 2 and 7. 

57
 Application at para 7.29.  NQBE notes that the reduced uptake of technology and innovation by 

monopolies is well documented.  See for example: Carlton and Perloff, Modern Industrial 

Organization, (Addison Wesley, 3ed) at page 539; and Church and Ware, Industrial Organization, 

(Irwin McGraw-Hill) at section 18.2.  Therefore, where downstream milling services are provided by 

a monopolist, as is currently the case at Herbert River, that monopolist has a reduced incentive to 

adopt innovations and so is less likely to adopt the enhanced processing capability to produce 

electricity and ethanol.  These are precisely the circumstances in the Herbert River. 

58
 Application at paras 7.25 and 8.77-8.78. 
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Annexure A - Detailed costing of replacing the Tram Network 

NORTH QUEENSLAND BIOENERGY CORPORATION LIMITED 

 

         
HERBERT RIVER CANE RAILWAY 

 

         
ESTIMATE OF COST TO PRODUCE A NEW FACILITY 

 

         
ITEM   DESCRIPTION UNIT  RATE  QUANTITY  AMOUNT    AMOUNT  

 
             $   $  

 
1   

Engineering and 
Surveys           

 
  101 (a)  Surveys km  $    3,000.00  350 

 $     
1,050,000.00    

 
  102 

(b)  Bridge Site 
Survey each  $    6,000.00  80 

 $        
480,000.00    * 

  103 

(c) Geotechnical 
Investigation 
earthwork km  $    1,000.00  350 

 $        
350,000.00    

 

  104 

(d) Geotechnical 
Investigation 
bridge each  $  12,000.00  80 

 $        
960,000.00    * 

  105 

(e)  Design and 
Documentation (ex 
Bridge) km  $    8,000.00  350 

 $     
2,800,000.00    

 

  106 

(e)  Design and 
Documentation 
Bridge etc item  $  25,000.00  80 

 $     
2,000,000.00    * 

  107 

(f) Route Selection 
and Feasibility 
Study km  $    1,500.00  350 

 $        
525,000.00    

 
  108 (g) EIS Report km  $    1,800.00  350 

 $        
630,000.00   $            8,795,000.00  

 
                

 

2   

Formation, 
Drainage and 
Bridges, etc.           

 

  201 

(a)  Main Line 
Formation - light 
earthworks km  $  80,000.00  300 

 $   
24,000,000.00    

 

  202 

(b)  Main Line 
Formation - 
medium 
earthworks km  $120,000.00  35 

 $     
4,200,000.00    

 

  203 

(c)  Main Line 
Formation - heavy 
earthworks km  $250,000.00  15 

 $     
3,750,000.00    

 
  204 

(d)  Siding 
Formation each  $  80,000.00  240 

 $   
19,200,000.00    * 

  205 

(e)  Passing Loop 
& Crossing Loop 
Formation km  $  80,000.00  10 

 $        
800,000.00    

 
  206 (f)  Major Culverts m  $    6,000.00  7000 

 $   
42,000,000.00    

 
  207 

(g)  Bridges - low 
level m  $  10,300.00  120 

 $     
1,236,000.00    * 
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  208 
(g)  Bridges - mid 
level m  $  13,000.00  435 

 $     
5,655,000.00    * 

  209 
(g)  Bridges - high 
level m  $  16,000.00  997 

 $   
15,952,000.00    * 

  210             

 
  211 (h) Retaining Walls m  $       300.00  100 

 $          
30,000.00    

 
  212 

(I)  Property 
Accesses each  $  10,000.00  400 

 $     
4,000,000.00    

 
  213 (j)  Floodways m  $    1,250.00  1000 

 $     
1,250,000.00    

 

  214 

Flood Protection - 
300mm x 350mm 
Concrete Beams 
place on 
downstram side of 
ballast to prevent 
blowouts during 
flooding from 
Herbert River m  $       125.00  20000 

 $     
2,500,000.00   $         124,573,000.00  

 
                

 
4   Trackwork       

 $                     
-      

 

  401 (a)  Main Line km  $291,604.86  350 

 $  
102,061,700.0
0    

 
  402 (b)  Siding km  $264,755.00  180 

 $   
47,655,900.00    

 
  403 

(c)  Passing Loop 
& Crossing Loops km  $291,604.86  5 

 $     
1,458,024.29    

 
  404 

(d)  Junction 
Turnouts each  $  30,422.00  10 

 $        
304,220.00    

 

  405 

(e)  
Passing/Crossing 
Loop Turnouts each  $  30,422.00  10 

 $        
304,220.00    

 
  406 

(f)  Junction 
Signals, etc. each  $    7,000.00  1 

 $           
7,000.00    * 

  407 
(g)  Passing Loop 
Signals each  $    7,000.00  20 

 $        
140,000.00    

 
  408 Siding Turnouts siding  $  72,640.00  240 

 $   
17,433,600.00    * 

            
 $                     
-     $         169,364,664.29  

 
                

 
                

 
            

 $                     
-      

 
5   

LEVEL 
CROSSINGS       

 $                     
-      

 

    

Concrete & Asphalt 
construction (MRD 
Dwg 881B)       

 $                     
-      

 
  501 Concrete m3  $    1,200.00  5740 

 $     
6,888,000.00    

 
  502 

Asphalt Infil & 
Ramps tonne  $       400.00  5125 

 $     
2,050,000.00    

 

  503 

Bitumen Emulsion 
Tack Coat to road 
surfaces litre  $          3.00  36080 

 $        
108,240.00    

 
  504 

Signs for Passively 
Protected each  $       200.00  1600 

 $        
320,000.00    
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Crossings 

  505 

Signs for Actively 
Protected 
Crossings each  $       200.00  540 

 $        
108,000.00    

 
  506 

Pavement 
Markings xing  $    2,000.00  205 

 $        
410,000.00    

 

  507 

Bitumen Emulsion 
Insulation Coat to 
Rail Surfaces litre  $          4.00  2700 

 $          
10,800.00    

 

  508 

Insulators and 
base plates for 
Circuited Track 
Sleepers sleeper  $        24.00  22500 

 $        
540,000.00    

 
  509 

Insulated Rail 
Joints each  $       120.00  270 

 $          
32,400.00    

 
  510 Flashing Signals set  $  45,000.00  45 

 $     
2,025,000.00   $           12,492,440.00  

 
            

 $                     
-      

 
5   

Miscellaneous 
Works       

 $                     
-      

 

  501 

(a)  Noise 
Abatement 
Measures item  $    5,000.00  350 

 $     
1,750,000.00    

 

  502 

(b)  Erosion 
Protection 
Measures item  $  25,000.00  4 

 $        
100,000.00    

 
  503 (c)  Easement each  $  10,000.00  10 

 $        
100,000.00    

 
  504 

(d)  Maintenance 
Vehicle Access km  $  20,000.00  0 

 $                     
-      

 
  505 

(e) Fencing 
Alterations m  $          4.00  3000 

 $          
12,000.00    

 
  506 

(f) Public Utility 
Alterations item  $  10,000.00  200 

 $     
2,000,000.00   $            3,962,000.00  

 
                

 
    Sub-Total          $         319,187,104.29  

 
                

 
6   Contingencies item  $          0.10     (say)   $           31,918,710.43  

 
                

 
7   

PROJECT 
MANAGEMENT           

 
    Project manager year  $180,000.00  2 

 $        
360,000.00    

 
    Project Engineer year  $120,000.00  4 

 $        
480,000.00    

 
    Safety Manager year  $180,000.00  2.5 

 $        
450,000.00    

 
    Safety Officers year  $  90,000.00  4 

 $        
360,000.00    

 
    Quality Manager year  $140,000.00  1.5 

 $        
210,000.00    

 
    

Administration 
Manager year  $  80,000.00  1.2 

 $          
96,000.00    

 
    

Administration 
Officers year  $  50,000.00  4 

 $        
200,000.00    

 
    

Cultural Heritage 
Officers year  $  40,000.00  4 

 $        
160,000.00    
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Office 
Accommodation year  $  40,000.00  1.5 

 $          
60,000.00    

 
    Office Equipment year  $  24,000.00  1.5 

 $          
36,000.00    

 
    Consumables item     

 $          
30,000.00   $            2,442,000.00  

 
                

 
    

SUBTOTAL 
DIRECT COSTS          $         353,547,814.71  

 
                

 

8   

CORPORATE 
OVERHEADS 
AND PROFIT           

 
    Overheads     7.50%    $           26,516,086.10  

 
                

 
    Sub-Total          $         380,063,900.82  

 
    Profit     5%    $           19,003,195.04  

 
                

 

    TOTAL         $399,067,095.86 ** 

  

Ian Ballard - Consulting Civil Engineer 
* Estimates based on currently held information 

** Subject to estimates based on currently held information 
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Annexure B - Curriculum vitae of Ian Ballard 

CURRICULA VITAE 

NAME   Robert Ian BALLARD 

PLACE &  Townsville 

DATE OF BIRTH 29 July 1947 

ADDRESS  4 Pirie Street Horseshoe Bay, Magnetic Island, QLD 4819. 

   Email: pirie09@bigpond.com 

   Telephone 0427793190 

HONOURS  Australian Society of Sugar Cane Technologists 

   President‘s Medal, 1986. 

QUALIFICATIONS AND PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

Townsville Technical College – Queensland, (1965-1968), Certificate in Engineering Drafting (Civil) 

James Cook University of North Queensland, (1969-1972), Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) 

Local Government Engineer, Queensland, (1977) 

Member of Institution of Engineers, Australia, (1979) 

Registered Professional Engineer, Queensland (1980) 

Fellow Permanent Way Institution, Queensland (1981 – 2002) 

Member Railway Technical Society Australia, (1998 - 2002) 

Corresponding Member National Committee on Railway Engineering, (1989-1998). 

POSITION IN CSR SUGAR 

Appointed Civil Engineer based at Kalamia Mill May 1980 

Appointed Civil Engineer Southern Mills based at Inkerman Mill December 1987 

Appointed Civil Engineer Southern Mills based at Pioneer Mill July 1990 

Appointed Senior Project Manager Cane Supply and Transport all mills August 1998 

Appointed Civil Engineer Southern Mills April 2000 

Appointed Civil Engineer Sugar Mills Group September 2001 

 

POSITION IN McINTYRE & ASSOCIATES PTY. LTD. (now MAUNSELL PTY LTD) 

Commenced as Cadet Draftsman 1965 

Firm‘s University Scholarship – James Cook University of North Queensland – 1969 

mailto:pirie09@bigpond.com
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Appointed as Design Engineer – Townsville Office – 1972 

Appointed as Senior Engineer – Mount Isa Office – 1979 

Appointed Manager Mackay Office – 1985 

PUBLICATIONS 

Australian Society of Sugar Cane Technologists 

―Through Ballasted Steel Girder Bridges for Cane Railways‖ – Townsville, 1982 

―Estimation of Rail Needs for a Cane Railway Network‖ – Townsville, 1986 

―Towards the Design of Low Maintenance Track Structures for Cane Railways‖ – Townsville, 1986 

Australian Sugar Milling Council 

― Towards the Establishment of a Policy and Strategy for the Installation of Flashing Signals on Rural Cane Railway Road 
Crossings‖ – Brisbane 1997. 

Seventh International Symposium on Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Research and Safety” 

‗The Development of Policy and Strategy for the Installation of Flashing Signals on Rural Sugar Cane Railway Grade 
Crossings‖ – Monash University February 2002. 

WORK HISTORY, PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE AND SPECIALISATIONS 

1965 – 1969  Draftsman in Townsville Office of McIntyre & Associates involved mainly with road design. 

1969 – 1972  Attended James Cook University of North Queensland. 

1972 – 1980  With McIntyre & Associates Pty Ltd at Townsville and Mount Isa involved with road, subdivision, 
water and sewerage design and hydrological investigations. In charge of construction of a section 
of the Yarrawonga subdivision by plant hire and day labour (1977). Major project was the 
investigation and design for the deviation of the Flinders Highway and Great Northern Railway 
around the Ross River Dam. Also involved in the Investigation and report on the Clare-Dalbeg 
Cane Railway Extension (1976), and the design of the Phosphate Terminal Railway at Townsville 
harbour. 

1980 – 1985.   With CSR Limited Sugar Division based at Kalamia Mill, Ayr, involved with investigation, design and 
maintenance of cane railways including research into and financial evaluation of maintenance 
practices, research into track structure design, research into excessive wheel flange wear and 
providing professional assistance to Pleystowe Mill at Mackay and Invicta Mill at Giru. 

1985 – 1987.   Rejoined McIntyre & Associates as manager of Mackay Office, involved with subdivison design and 
contract management. Major project was the Extension of the Jilalan Station and Maintenance 
Facilities for Queensland Rail. 

1987 – 2003    Rejoined CSR Sugar based in Burdekin District. Responsible for the overall development of the 
Cane Railway network associated with the Burdekin River Irrigation Area development where 
approximately 220 kms of new track was constructed.  

 Responsible for the delivery of the 52 km Southern Cane Railway project between Koumala and 
Carmila for Plane Creek Mill in 1995. 

 Responsible for the design of the new marshalling yard at Invicta mill which included solving the 
local catchment drainage problem in Mill Street, Giru. 

1996 – 2003t             Inaugural member of the Burdekin Shire Road Safety Advisory Committee as CSR representative. 

2000 – 2001.             Member of the Burdekin Shire ―Ayr Flood Study Advisory Group‖ as CSR representative. 

2001 - 2003.    Member of the Burdekin Shire ―Horseshoe Lagoon Flood Study Advisory Group‖ as CSR 
representative. 
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2001 – 2003.           Member of the Burdekin Shire ―Giru Flood Study Advisory Group‖ as CSR representative. 

 

1997 – 1999.    Representative for Australian Sugar Milling Council on the Technical Reference Group for the 
Department of Transport‘s Level Crossing Safety Steering Group. 

1997 – 2000.     Member of the Technical Committee for the development of a Sugar Industry Code of Practice for 
Civil Infrastructure for Cane Railways. 

1998 – 2002.    Responsible for drafting a Cane Railway Supplement for Bridge Design based on the Austroads 
Bridge Design Code (1996) and Railway Supplement (1998). This has been included in the Sugar 
Research Institute‘s ―Guide to Cane Railway Engineering‖. 

 Responsible for development of a Standard Specification for Concrete Sleepers for Cane Railways, 
as well as numerous other Standard   

2003 – 2007.           Manager Contracts GPB Constructions Pty Ltd Townsville 

2007 – 2010.             Manager Contracts and Industrial Relations GPB Constructions Pty Ltd 

 

COMMUNITY WORK. 

1996 – 2003              Served on the Burdekin Shire Road Safety Committee from date of establishment 

 

CURRENT INTERESTS 

Design and construction of environmentally sustainable buildings, particularly housing and low cost        
housing 

 


