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Thank you again for your time on Monday.

Please find below Hansard from the Assembly yesterday which will give you an insight into some
of the discussion around the release of the business case.

As | briefly mentioned on Monday, it would also be much appreciated if you could please provide
a short discussion on the release of an affordability signal to market. Points | thought this could
cover include:

- With the release of the business case, whether we will have effectively provided an
affordability signal regardless

- Pros and cons of providing an affordability signal

- Whether other jurisdictions release affordability thresholds

- How an affordability threshold is best articulated (eg PSC v PPP Proxy v Capital cost v
availability payment — I'd have thought that if the availability payment is our concern,
this is how we should describe any affordability threshold, but I'll leave this to you)

- Phrasing affordability language to give us some leeway

- When and to whom to release eg public or confidentially to shortlisted bidders only.

Many thanks in advance.

Kind Regards
Duncan

Duncan Edghill | Executive Director - Finance and Economics

T 02 6205 3842 | M 0431 882 470 | E duncan.edghill@act.gov.au
GPO Box 158, Canberra ACT 2601

www.capitalmetro.act.gov.au

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
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To: Thomas, Emma; Edghill, Duncan; Smith, BenjaminM; Allday, Stephen; Kugathas, Kuga; Barton,
Kim
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Canberra Hospital—bed occupancy rates



MR HANSON: My question is to the Minister for Health. Minister, on 1 September 2014 a senior staff member at the Canberra Hospital, Dr Michael Hall, said that current patient numbers are “unsafe” and “unsustainable”. When referring to hospital bed occupancy rates, he said:



Ninety-five per cent is unsafe … once you reach above 90 the hospital is under stress, once you reach above 95 the hospital is seriously under stress.



Dr Hall went on to say:



So it increases time in hospital, it increases costs, it increases complications and in fact it increases mortality.



He suggested that the hospital could also be more efficient by ensuring that more of its services operate on a 24-hour, seven-days-a-week model. Minister, are the current high bed occupancy rates making the Canberra Hospital unsafe and unsustainable?



MS GALLAGHER: I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. In relation to the bed occupancy levels, they are certainly placing the hospital under pressure. Any hospital that is operating at that level of occupancy is going to be under pressure. I would like to put on the record my thanks to all the staff, particularly over the last month, for the extremely busy circumstances in which they have been working. I know that executive staff at the hospital have been working, particularly with the emergency department but also with other clinical leaders across the hospital, to put in place short-term and longer term planning about how to deal with this continued spike in activity that we are seeing.



For example, in 2013-14 there were 125,890 presentations across our hospital emergency departments. This was 6,921 more presentations than last year and it was a six per cent increase, and an 18 per cent increase compared with four years ago.



In terms of what the government can do to respond to this, and this is something that is monitored every day—in fact, several times a day—we are continuing to look at strategies which include opening extra beds which are coming on line in Canberra Hospital in September this year and at Calvary Hospital in January 2015 and also looking at other ways, for example through our elective surgery program, to take elective surgery work out of Canberra, as it continues to be a magnet for presentations across the region.



So it is not ideal—no-one is pretending it is—and senior staff are working very hard to deal with the level of activity. On Sunday, for example, there were 226 presentations to Canberra Hospital. I think there were 150-odd at Calvary. So Canberra is getting nearly 90 more patients a day, and that is on a slow day; Sunday is traditionally not a day of high activity. It is to some degree unexplained. We have the new after-hours medical service that is operating—the home doctor visiting service. They are busy. From my understanding, they are much busier than they expected to be. We have both walk-in centres operating. They are both busy. We have a busy Calvary public hospital and an extremely busy Canberra public hospital. 



In the short term, measures are being taken to try to address the pressure. There are longer term questions which Mr Hanson went to in relation to changing the hospital to a 24-hour service. That is not easy to achieve; it sound easier than it is because it requires quite an overhaul of our current employment arrangements, including the way we manage our junior staff across the hospital, but there is an acknowledgement that we need to ramp up our after-hours service so that we are not creating pressure in the ED that has to wait overnight to be dealt with at 6 or 7 o’clock the following morning.



There is a lot of work underway. I would like to thank staff at the hospital and acknowledge that these are not bed occupancy figures that we would like to see continue for any longer than is necessary.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Hanson.



MR HANSON: Are the current high bed occupancy rates increasing time spent in hospital, increasing costs, increasing complications and increasing mortality?



MS GALLAGHER: I have not seen any evidence of that; nor have I been advised of that. We certainly have a group of long stay patients within the hospital, and I have talked about that in this place before. We do get some quite significant discharge block, particularly with older Canberrans in their transition perhaps from the hospital back to aged care facilities or to the community. 



There are a number of beds that are being used long term in the hospital, which creates additional pressure, especially when you are having more presentations coming in. Of that 226 that came in on Sunday, I think around 60 required admission into the hospital. You can see that that sort of churn is happening every day. If you have 20 or more beds tied up with patients who are spending a long time in hospital, not for medical reasons but for other reasons, that does place pressure.



But I have not seen that. I know Dr Hall reasonably well, and I know that he is well aware of the literature in relation to high bed occupancy. I am not pretending it is something that we would like to see happen, but I can assure the Canberra community that services at Canberra Hospital are high quality and safe.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Smyth.



MR SMYTH: Minister, what consideration has been given to a 24-hour, seven-day-a-week operating model for Canberra Hospital in the past, and will you now reconsider this in the light of the words from Dr Michael Hall?



MS GALLAGHER: It has certainly come up from time to time about how you increase your services out of hours. We have been doing that incrementally in particular areas. For example, one of the pressures is around imaging, so where you are in the emergency department and you might need some imaging done. We are looking at how we change the arrangements for how we run that service now, and that goes to this point.



A large-scale overhaul to run any hospital 24 hours a day will have significant costs and will require significant industrial relations change. I am not aware of any hospital anywhere that has been able to do that. I think we will need to do it incrementally, so we will have to start ramping up services. We have been doing that with the way we have been rostering junior doctors, for example, through the hospital and the work that is being done there.



So it is happening, but it will have to happen in stages. You are never going to have working at 2 am the same level of staff that you have got working at 2 pm or at the peak times when we have two shifts come in at once and you have double the number of staff there. Certainly, we are going to need more than we have at the moment as we continue to roll out the enhanced health services we have been doing for the last six years or so under the health infrastructure program. It will change, but it will have to change in time. I can assure you that the IR issues alone are not insignificant, or the cost involved.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Smyth.



MR SMYTH: Minister, what solutions do you have for making the Canberra Hospital safe, given Dr Hall’s warnings that the current situation increases time in hospital, increases cost, increases complications and in fact increases mortality?



MS GALLAGHER: We have a number of initiatives. One of them is the health infrastructure program which now receives funding in the order of $877 million to grow the health infrastructure we need. Some of the pressure is coming from the availability of beds. We have about 40 additional beds opening this year in a combination between Calvary and Canberra. We have also added capacity in the emergency department.



There is a huge amount of work going on. In every budget we have initiatives. This is the largest part of the budget and always has a larger share of budget initiatives. Almost every single one of those initiatives goes to improving the efficiency and safety of the hospital and supporting particularly the work that the emergency department has been doing to ensure that patients are getting seen as quickly as possible.



But Dr Hall is right, in the sense that he focuses the debate very squarely at a whole-of-hospital solution and not just the emergency department. Whilst it is very easy to point the finger at the emergency department and say “You are not seeing people quickly enough”, it is much harder to encourage other parts of the hospital to support the work the emergency department does and take patients quickly from that area. We have had cases where people have had an extended wait in the ED, waiting for their admission process in the ward. It is areas like that where we really need to ensure the reform happens, and I certainly support the work that Dr Hall has been doing in advocating that across the hospital.



Transport—light rail



MR COE: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro. Minister, on 25 June this year in estimates, you said:



The government is not proposing to release revised cost estimates as we approach the procurement process. To do so would be to potentially compromise that procurement process and competitive tension in that process. It could also compromise value for money for the government and the community.



Minister, why did you disclose the revised cost estimate of $783 million? Aren’t you now jeopardising a competitive procurement process, to use your words?



MR CORBELL: I thank Mr Coe for the question. Absolutely not, Madam Speaker. The decision to release the capital delivery cost is based on the very clear and unambiguous advice from the board of Capital Metro and, in particular, the board chair, Mr John Fitzgerald, that it does not compromise. But clearly there are potentially a range of other issues associated with the business case that could potentially compromise. Therefore we are taking further advice from the Capital Metro board and, indeed, from our other advisers, before making a decision on the detail that will be released when the final business case is released. 



Of course, this is consistent with the government’s approach to both protect value for money for the territory and to be open and transparent and provide the highest level of information possible. We have done more as a government than most governments around the country when it comes to infrastructure projects of this size and cost, and we will continue to adopt a very proactive approach. I note that the estimates committee recommended that there be no release of any material until after the competitive process was completed. The government agrees with the sentiment but does not agree with all of the detail behind that recommendation because the advice we have to us is that some information can be released. We continue to adopt a prudent and careful approach on that matter, and will continue to do that as we lead up to the release of the business case for the capital metro project at the end of October.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Minister, does the government have a final estimate of the cost of the relocation of the pipes and wires and utilities along the route?



MR CORBELL: All of these matters are outlined in the final business case. Once the government has concluded and received the further advice that I referred to earlier, we will be proceeding to release that final business case for scrutiny.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mrs Jones.



MRS JONES: Minister, has the government revised the cost-benefit ratio to $783 million, and when will you release the updated BCR?



MR CORBELL: When the final business case is released.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mrs Jones.



MRS JONES: Minister, why is the government spending $783 million on a light rail project while school classrooms are over capacity and education infrastructure is decaying?



MR CORBELL: This government is committed to investing in health, education and better public transport and supporting those home owners who are facing real challenges as a result of the asbestos legacy issues left to us by the commonwealth. Those are the government’s priorities. We spend over half of our budget each and every year on health and education for the citizens of Canberra, and we are going to continue to make that investment. But we also need to make an investment in better public transport for our city and for our community. 



Over the last 10 years, we have spent over $700 million on road infrastructure in this city. To suggest that we are not able to make a similar commitment to better public transport belies the facts. The fact is that we can invest in better public transport; we can invest in the type of infrastructure we need to shift more people out of their cars and onto public transport; we can invest in infrastructure that gives people more transport choices and lays the foundation for a better transport system for our city. Those are the decisions this government is committed to taking.



Canberra Hospital—adult mental health unit



MRS JONES: My question is to the Minister for Health. Minister, on 10 September this year the Canberra Times reported that within the adult mental health unit there has been an increase in the number of attacks on staff over the last 12 months. It has also come to light that a provisional improvement notice was issued on the facility by WorkSafe in July. Minister, why is staff safety so at risk that a provisional improvement notice was issued and why has there been an increase in the number of attacks on staff within this facility over the past 12 months?



MS GALLAGHER: I acknowledge Mrs Jones’s interest in this matter and see that we will be debating this subject at length tomorrow. In short, I do not think any of us here can understand the workplace that is the adult mental health unit and the work that is required to be done—



Mr Hanson: You don’t understand your own workplace?



MS GALLAGHER: What I am saying is that I do not know how many shifts you have done in a psychiatric unit. Let us not underestimate the workplace and the nature of the work that is required to be done. And I am not diminishing staff concerns here. I am saying that I cannot think of a harder workplace in which staff work, the nature of the work, the risk that staff place themselves into in order to keep other people safe—people who are very unwell and traumatised and who require professional and clinical help in order to support them.



There is, as we speak, a lot of work being done by the executive team at the adult mental health unit to ensure that staff concerns, where they can be addressed in the short term, are being addressed, and that has been done by the addition of some staff. But in my discussions with ACT Health, it also goes to how much training and other support we can provide staff as well. Some of the issues that have been identified by staff are not necessarily going to be addressed just by providing extra staff into the mix.



So there is a lot of work underway. No-one is downplaying the seriousness of some of the issues or the positions that some of our staff have found themselves in. ACT Health are, in advice to me, responding appropriately. 



This is the reason why we have PINs as well. Whilst we do not want them in place, they are there to serve a purpose. They put a formal engagement around how the employer addresses employee safety concerns, and that is exactly what is happening now. ACT Health are working with WorkSafe, with the ANMF and with staff, delegates and representatives in the workplace to address their concerns.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mrs Jones.



MRS JONES: Minister, what are you doing to address the increased number of attacks on staff and to deal with the provisional improvement notice, or do you maintain that the nature of this workplace means that it is unable to be made safe?



MS GALLAGHER: I will stand here and argue that you will not find a mental health unit in the country that does not have patient aggression as an issue that staff need to deal with. I think anyone who pretends otherwise does not understand the patient requirements. In terms of can it be made safe and should it be made safe, yes; as much as it can be it should be, and that is exactly what is happening now. There are additional staff going in, and the post-occupancy review will inform—



Mr Hanson: It is unacceptable.



MS GALLAGHER: You say it is unacceptable.



Mr Hanson: Yes I do.



MS GALLAGHER: The patient load, the patient presentation with particular conditions, means we will not ever be able to remove aggression from patients towards staff as part of a mental health unit. You simply cannot do that. Can you minimise risks to staff? Can you minimise those risks as much as they can be? Yes, you can and you should, and that is exactly what is happening.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Hanson.



MR HANSON: Minister, why has it taken the issuing of a provisional improvement notice for you to address this issue of violence against nurses in the adult mental health unit?



MS GALLAGHER: It did not take the issuing of a provisional improvement notice. As I understand it, there was work underway with the executive team in responding to staff concerns. Staff felt that they wanted to pursue it further through the provisional improvement notice and they have done that, as is their right. Management are responding appropriately to that.



Yes, there were discussions with staff and there were efforts made to address those issues that staff had raised. The PIN was a formal process that came and management are dealing with that, as they should, to ensure that the unit is as safe as possible for staff to work there and to ensure that we have the right mix of staff working in that environment and that the model of care that has been agreed to by staff for the adult mental health unit is implemented and that staff are supported to do just that.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Hanson.



MR HANSON: Minister, what are you doing personally as minister to ensure that staff are working in a safe environment and not remaining in a situation where they are in fear of attack?



MS GALLAGHER: I am doing what I need to do, which is speaking with ACT Health to ensure that they are responding appropriately to the issues that staff raise, including approving additional resources, and asking Health if any other additional resources need to be made available for that unit.



Schools—safety



MR DOSZPOT: My question is for the minister for education. Minister, in recent months there have been safety incidents at three ACT public schools. The first, at Gowrie Primary School, closed the school for five days and resulted in a staff member being admitted to hospital. The second incident, at Belconnen High School, was apparently due to a faulty electrical switchboard. And in the third, at Lyneham High School, smoke in the hall caused the school to be evacuated and the fire brigade called to the school. In light of these incidents, can the minister confirm whether all ACT schools meet current electrical and fire safety standards?



MS BURCH: I thank Mr Doszpot for his question. Each school has quite a rigorous condition assessment report. I think that by your own question there you made recognition that one of the problems was indeed a human error: the actions of one of the folks that came in to service a piece of equipment led to a problem; they did not quite operate it as they should.



Our schools are safe. Our schools are well maintained. We spend around $20 million a year across the schools maintaining their conditions.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Doszpot.



MR DOSZPOT: Minister, what additional audits have been done in ACT schools to ascertain whether switchboards in other schools might suffer the same fault as that at Belconnen high?



MS BURCH: Again, I thank Mr Doszpot for the interest in this question. The condition assessment reports are undertaken every three years at every school. That is what leads to the priority of our schedule of repairs. Where incidents like this happen and we identify that it is a user fault, not a system fault—and we are quite confident—we go and talk to the maintenance operator and make sure that the staff they bring in understand our systems and equipment to make sure that it does not happen again.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Wall.



MR WALL: Minister, are all ACT schools fitted with earth stake electrodes or an earth leakage circuit breaker, which are required for ACT homes when new circuits are connected or electrical switchboards are replaced?



MS BURCH: I have to confess that I have to take that one on notice, Mr Wall.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Wall.



MR WALL: Minister, what confidence can parents and teachers have that all schools have been properly assessed in respect of current electrical and fire safety standards and that ACT schools are in fact a safe place for our children?



MS BURCH: I thank Mr Wall for his question. Parents can have confidence that our schools are safe, and I will come back to that answer as soon as I can, Mr Wall. When faults are identified, we have quite a forensic investigation to make sure that we identify what it is—whether it is a failure, whether it is a faulty piece of equipment, or whether it is something that is just unique to that site, in which case we will deal with it on that site. If it is something that could be connected to other pieces of equipment then we certainly go out to those other pieces of equipment and investigate it. If it is a user fault, we do all the training and preparation that we need to do for staff on site—the maintenance managers within the school and more particularly the contractors that come in to our schools.



Transport—light rail



MR SMYTH: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro. Minister, why is the government committed to building light rail before releasing the final business case, and will any changes be made to the business case before it is made public?



MR CORBELL: The government has determined to proceed with the project because we have considered and endorsed the final business case. That is the right way about; I am not quite sure how Mr Smyth envisages these decisions are made. We have considered and endorsed the final business case and given approval for the project to proceed to the procurement stage.



In relation to the release of the final business case, the government has committed to a transparent release of as much information as possible—



Members interjecting—



MADAM SPEAKER: Order! Mr Corbell has the floor. Chief Minister, Mr Coe, I cannot hear Mr Corbell.



MR CORBELL: with the only consideration being whether or not the release of some information may compromise the tender process, and we are seeking further advice on those questions.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Smyth.



MR SMYTH: Minister, will the final full business case provide an extensive cost-benefit analysis, and will that cost-benefit analysis be released in full?



MR CORBELL: The final business case contains a detailed cost-benefit analysis, and I expect that information will be made available.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Minister, does the full business case urge the government to deliberately favour development in the corridor, as was argued by the Capital Metro Agency in the rapid business case?



MR CORBELL: There are good reasons why the government is seeking further advice about the release of the final business case before undertaking that exercise, for the reasons that I have outlined earlier. In relation to a range of these questions that the opposition is asking, those details will become very clear when the final business case is released.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Minister, have the contractors working on the final full business case completed work on that document?



MR CORBELL: Yes, they have.



Asbestos—loose-fill insulation



DR BOURKE: My question is to the Chief Minister. Chief Minister, could you please advise the Assembly what impact you believe the Mr Fluffy legacy will have on our infrastructure budget in the short to medium term and what will be the key priorities for the government as you prepare to meet this challenge once and for all?



MS GALLAGHER: I thank Dr Bourke for the question. As Dr Bourke’s question indicates, the government is determined to resolve the Mr Fluffy legacy once and for all. The history of the issue spans close to 50 years, half the life of our city, and I believe—and I think it is a shared view across this Assembly—that now is the time to end the saga for the sake of the 1,000-plus Canberra homes affected.



This undoubtedly holds consequences for our budget that were unforseen even as late as the time our budget was finalised this year. When the 2014-15 budget was framed we did not have any detailed knowledge of the extent of the contamination of the Mr Fluffy homes at that point in time, compared to what we now have. And it is only through the process of more than 500 asbestos assessments that have now been done that it is clear how pervasive the problem is and, to some extent, how costly the solutions are.



The Mr Fluffy issue presents the government with a major budget imposition. The net cost is likely to run to at least $300 million over coming years. Depending on the type of program of remediation or the cleaning program which is agreed, the up-front costs could be significantly more than that. This is an unavoidable price of dealing once and for all with such an intractable legacy and, subject to receiving commonwealth assistance in line with the original remediation program, the ACT must make provision, through our budget, for the costs incurred.



Negotiations continue with the commonwealth and I would like to assure the Mr Fluffy home owners who continue to show patience that work is underway both across the ACT government and the commonwealth government to settle on a long-term solution. It is in that context that the government is reviewing our infrastructure spend. We will continue to give a high priority to health, to education, to transport, including public transport, and to the cost of dealing with the Mr Fluffy legacy. 



We have also confirmed this week our commitment to capital metro which is a genuine, city-building project and a clear Labor commitment at the 2012 election—indeed, a commitment in the parliamentary agreement. Where other priorities need to be reconsidered, the government will do so to ensure the strength and sustainability of our budget. 



The government has provision for major capital works over the next few years, $2½ billion over five years, including $735 million this year. Key areas of this investment will continue to roll out which will help to cushion the territory economy from some of the external challenges we are facing. We now expect an ACT government contribution to a Mr Fluffy program will need to come into that provision and this may cause delays to other components of the infrastructure program. 



But the government will maintain a strong focus on our priority areas that I have mentioned and we, as a government, will continue to balance a range of priorities as we serve the community by continuing to back those four key priority areas and making some changes over the next few months in terms of what we will be able to afford, particularly over the next five years.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Dr Bourke.



DR BOURKE: Chief Minister, what happens to those projects that fall outside those key priority areas?



MS GALLAGHER: I thank Dr Bourke for the question. There are initiatives which fall outside those key priority areas, and we will need to work through those on a case-by-case basis. We have given strong support to the city to the lake concept, the city to the lake project, and that will continue, but we will be looking at individual components of that and the phasing of decisions relating to particular infrastructure. Obviously the Civic pool, the stadium and Parkes Way all factor as key and large infrastructure items under there—the Australia Forum as well; we have made provision in this year’s budget to get that project to a financing stage, and I must say, in terms of some of the commentary that I have heard—shock that the ACT government would not be committing hundreds of millions of dollars to that project—that we have never agreed to do that. We had agreed to get it to a certain point, and then we were always hopeful that it would be private sector or commonwealth government supported for the size of the project that it is.



We will have to adjust our time frames where we need to. We have a process in place with ministers to have a look at all of those and to provide updates to cabinet in terms of how we re-phase some of those priorities. We will know more once the commonwealth have given us an answer on our request for assistance relating to Mr Fluffy, because if that assistance is provided it will lessen the impact on our own budget. But we will not know that until the commonwealth government has responded to us.



MS BERRY: Minister, what process is underway to finalise the necessary reprioritisation task?



MS GALLAGHER: I thank Ms Berry for the question. I alluded to it in my previous answer that the process we have put in place is for ministers to have a look at initiatives and current projects and look at whether there is an ability to reprioritise some of that to inform the mid-year financial update, which is scheduled for release in February. I think that is a very transparent and accountable way of making clear to Assembly members and the broader community any decisions that cabinet takes in relation to this. Indeed, the public announcement, I am sure, will generate some feedback from the community about what priorities or what timetable they would like to see pursued. Also, the Treasurer has announced the formal commencement of the ACT government’s budget consultation process, which we would use as well in terms of getting feedback.



The Mr Fluffy challenge is going to have an impact on our budget. I guess the question we do not have the answer to is to what extent it will and over what time frame. It is a responsible way of dealing with this to start making provision and start doing our planning around having a considerable budget impact even if we do not know the final figure.



So that is the work that is underway. It is important to be upfront with people that that is exactly what is going to be before cabinet over the next few months.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Hanson.



MR HANSON: Chief Minister, why is it that you have scrapped your city to the lake vision, Minister Barr’s stadium and government support for the Australia forum prior to finalising costs for Mr Fluffy, or is the bigger and real reason the state of debt and deficit in the budget and the high cost of light rail?



MS GALLAGHER: As Mr Hanson would know, we are one of the few jurisdictions in the country with a AAA credit rating and a strong budget position. The question you ask is wrong. Never in any of the public comments I have made, or anyone else, on this matter has the word “scrapped” been used. In fact the opposite is the case. I have said we will continue with city to the lake but we are looking at the phasing of particular infrastructure and the timing for it. That is it, Mr Hanson; there is nothing else to read into it, and the premise of your question is wrong.



Transport—light rail



MR WALL: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro and relates to the cost of capital metro. Minister, you said on 16 May last year in relation to the $614 million cost of light rail:



The current cost assessment includes a significant contingency for unknown factors.



However, you said today on radio, explaining your $783 million total cost, “What we’ve done is added to that a contingency that was not explicit in the earlier URS costings.” Minister, how do you reconcile these two statements?



MR CORBELL: I do not need to reconcile them because Mr Wall misrepresents my answer, and so has Mr Coe in his comments on the radio.



Members interjecting—



MADAM SPEAKER: Sit down, Mr Corbell. Firstly, it is unparliamentary to suggest that someone has misrepresented you. Would you like to (a) withdraw and (b) rephrase that?



MR CORBELL: I am happy to withdraw, Madam Speaker. The assertion made by those opposite is wrong. It is wrong because my answer was in relation to the costings then being developed by capital metro. They were not in relation to the 614 figure; they were in relation to the costings being developed by capital metro. So the claim is absolutely accurate and consistent. It is the case that the URS figure, the $614 million figure, had no explicit contingency. In contrast, the figures for capital metro, the capital delivery figures that the government released yesterday, have an explicit and detailed contingency, and we have been up-front and very clear with the Canberra community about that.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Wall.



MR WALL: Minister, why did you state last week that an $800 million price tag is “well and truly over and above what we are anticipating”, and then announce a cost of $783 million?



MR CORBELL: We have heard all sorts of outlandish claims from Mr Coe, and I was responding to those. Mr Coe has made all sorts of outlandish claims, including claims that may or may not involve a contingency, and may or may not involve other assumptions. The facts are that Mr Coe seems to believe this figure is heading upwards, past $800 million. I hear that even today they are using $800 million when they know that is not the figure released by the government. It is not surprising that we will take with a fairly large bucket of salt any suggestion made by Mr Coe and those opposite.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Minister, what other statements have you made on the costings of light rail which are inconsistent with previous statements?



MR CORBELL: It is a ridiculous question, Madam Speaker.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Minister, how can the public have any confidence in your costings when you have been inconsistent in detailing how your previous costings were calculated?



MR CORBELL: I have been entirely consistent. With those opposite, the only consistency we have seen from them is the consistency to confuse and mislead the Canberra community. We have seen it from day one, and they continue to do so. 



This government has made a rock-solid commitment to release a very high level of detail around the business case and financial analysis for this project. That stands in marked contrast to state Liberal administrations around the country—around the country—who refuse to release any detailed assessments in relation to their business cases. Go and look at the Napthine government in Victoria; they are refusing—just point-blank refusing—to release any detail of any significance in relation to their infrastructure projects. There are similar approaches in New South Wales from the Liberal government there. In this territory, though, the government has committed to a detailed release of the full business case. We remain committed to that, and we will be working through the process the government outlined yesterday to achieve that and to make that available at the end of October, the same period of time when the expression of interest process commences.



Transport—light rail



MS LAWDER: My question is to the Chief Minister. Chief Minister, on 10 June 2014 you said, in relation to the $614 million cost of capital metro:



Cabinet’s tolerance is in that order, updated for 2014 dollars.



Updating the $614 million figure to 2014 gives you a cost of approximately $665 million. Chief Minister, given your previous statement in June this year, why did cabinet then endorse a $783 million tramline?



MS GALLAGHER: My comments that I have made in relation to the costings for the capital metro project are consistent on a like-for-like comparison. The $614 million figure, when compared with the capital construction cost, or the capital construction estimate, as was released yesterday and will be released with the full business case, is consistent with those costs.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Ms Lawder.



MS LAWDER: Chief Minister, is the cost of building park and ride facilities at Well Station Drive, EPIC and Dickson factored into the $783 million cost estimate?



MS GALLAGHER: No, it is not.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Chief Minister, did you see a cost-benefit ratio for other routes before committing to the Gungahlin to the city option?



MS GALLAGHER: On all of the issues relating to this I am not going to get drawn into releasing the business case drip by drip. It will be released, as we have agreed, on 31 October.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Hanson.



MR HANSON: Chief Minister, why is the government pushing ahead with this $783 million project when our hospitals are full and described by senior clinicians as unsafe?



MS GALLAGHER: I welcome the supplementary from the Leader of the Opposition. In relation to the health infrastructure fund, the health infrastructure program, I can inform the Assembly that $878 million has been spent on hospital infrastructure over the last six years. I am happy to take members through that. It has included a new hospital for women and children, it has included extra capacity in the emergency department—



Mr Coe interjecting—



MS GALLAGHER: You might not want to hear this but let me answer the question. It included intensive care unit expansion, the Calvary hospital emergency department expansion, the Gungahlin community health centre and the Duffy House respite centre. We have the Belconnen and Tuggeranong walk-in centres, the Tuggeranong community health centre, the Belconnen community health centre, the Capital Region Cancer Centre, additional operating theatres at Canberra Hospital, additional beds at Canberra Hospital, the mental health assessment unit, the new PET scan, the neurosurgery suite, the intensive care unit at Calvary hospital, the multistorey car park, an adult mental health unit, with funding now being provided for further staging and decanting at the Canberra Hospital, the Calvary car park, the clinical services and inpatient unit design, the linear accelerator procurement and replacement project, and the adult secure mental health unit. They are the priorities of this government, all $878 million and counting.



Transport—light rail



MS BERRY: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro. Minister, yesterday you announced that the government has approved the business case for Capital Metro. Can you please detail for the Assembly what this means for the project?



MR CORBELL: I thank Ms Berry for her question and I thank the opposition for their support as well and for their ongoing interest in relation to this project.



Mr Hanson interjecting—



MR CORBELL: The approval of the business case means that the government can now proceed to the procurement stage for the delivery of the first stage of Canberra’s light rail network through a public-private partnership. This will entail the design and construction of the 12-kilometre light rail route from the city centre to the Gungahlin town centre, including stops, the depot, road, signalling, preparatory and other works, the supply of the light rail vehicles themselves, and the financing and ongoing operation and maintenance of the light rail system.



Ultimately, the cost will be determined through the competitive market process. The government has outlined its understanding of the estimated capital delivery cost of $610 million plus $173 million in contingency. This estimate is consistent with the previous estimates of $614 million adjusted for considerations, including installation and risk. We know that there is very strong interest in this project—



Mr Hanson interjecting—



MR CORBELL: strong interest from industry, who are paying close attention to the significant opportunity to reshape this city and deliver better public transport for Canberrans. 



Mr Hanson interjecting—



MADAM SPEAKER: Mr Hanson, I warn you.



MR CORBELL: Of course we heard the claims earlier from Mr Coe and others, who said, “Industry will never be interested in this; no-one is going to seriously look at this project.” Those were the claims of the Liberal opposition. There were over 350 industry representatives at the industry briefing yesterday—350 from national and international firms who clearly were interested in this project. They understand its potential for the city, they understand why it is important for our city, and this government is committing and backing better public transport for our city. 



We have clear priorities for Canberra. We continue to support and invest in health, in education and in better transport. Those are our objectives, those are our commitments, and we are committed to delivering on them in a prudent and responsible way. The feedback from the industry briefing yesterday was very strong and positive. We look forward to the expression of interest process and we look forward to those consortiums coming together and to their further engagement in this process.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Ms Berry.



MS BERRY: Minister, could you please tell us more about why the government will be releasing the business case?



MR CORBELL: It is very important that the government releases as much detail as possible about the project and the government remains committed to doing that in a responsible and prudent way. As I said in question time earlier today, it is unusual for a state or territory government to release a very large amount of detail from the business case, but that is our commitment. That is our commitment to being open and transparent about the analysis behind this very important project for our city. And it stands in marked contrast to the approach adopted by Liberal governments around the country who continue to refuse to release any substantive detail in relation to business cases for their infrastructure projects. 



The government is taking a short period before releasing the final business case to obtain final, external advice on managing the procurement process to make sure we deliver value for money through that procurement process. But we are going well beyond the approach adopted by other state jurisdictions or, indeed, well beyond the approach suggested even in the bipartisan recommendations of the estimates committee.



The government have a very detailed process in front of us. We remain committed to releasing that information and we have said we will do so on 31 October this year.



MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Coe.



MR COE: Minister, what is the annual ongoing liability that taxpayers will take on for the cost of finance and the cost of running the trains?



MR CORBELL: The point to be made first of all in relation to these matters is that through a PPP process the government makes an annual payment over the concession term. It is not broken up in the way Mr Coe suggests; it is an annual payment for both the capital delivery and the operational costs of the infrastructure. The government is not going to compromise the competitive tendering process by outlining those details. We are interested, absolutely interested, and committed to achieving value for taxpayers, value for the Canberra community, and we are not going to disclose our assessment of those liability payments ahead of the competitive process. That would not be a sensible or prudent approach.



MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Dr Bourke.



DR BOURKE: Minister, what are the next steps for this project?



MR CORBELL: The next steps are to progress to the procurement phase. On 31 October, we will open the EOI process. Industry will be forming consortia both before and during that stage, and there will be an opportunity for them to lodge their interest through that EOI process until late December. Submissions will then be assessed in the first quarter of 2015, and a minimum of two consortia will be short-listed. Those short-listed consortia will prepare their detailed formal proposals throughout the remainder of 2015. The contract negotiations with the selected tenderer will occur at the beginning of 2016. We expect financial close also around that time, the beginning of 2016. And those contract negotiations with the selected tenderer will see the contract commence in the first half of 2016. 



This is a very important time frame, one that the government set out clearly at the beginning of its parliamentary term and one that we are pleased we are able to demonstrate and deliver commitment on so that we will meet the time frame set out in our agreements for the purposes of forming government, including commencing construction in the second half of 2016.



Ms Gallagher: I ask that all further questions be placed on the notice paper.
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Subject: Legislative Assembly for the ACT: edited proof transcript of questions without notice,
Tuesday, 16 September 2014 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Hi All

Please see attached the Hansard from yesterdays question time. For your information, below
are the questions related to Capital Metro:

Transport—Ilight rail

MR COE: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro. Minister, on 25 June this year in
estimates, you said:

The government is not proposing to release revised cost estimates as we approach the
procurement process. To do so would be to potentially compromise that procurement
process and competitive tension in that process. It could also compromise value for money
for the government and the community.

Minister, why did you disclose the revised cost estimate of $783 million? Aren’t you now
jeopardising a competitive procurement process, to use your words?

MR CORBELL: | thank Mr Coe for the question. Absolutely not, Madam Speaker. The decision to
release the capital delivery cost is based on the very clear and unambiguous advice from the
board of Capital Metro and, in particular, the board chair, Mr John Fitzgerald, that it does not
compromise. But clearly there are potentially a range of other issues associated with the
business case that could potentially compromise. Therefore we are taking further advice from
the Capital Metro board and, indeed, from our other advisers, before making a decision on the
detail that will be released when the final business case is released.

Of course, this is consistent with the government’s approach to both protect value for money for
the territory and to be open and transparent and provide the highest level of information
possible. We have done more as a government than most governments around the country
when it comes to infrastructure projects of this size and cost, and we will continue to adopt a
very proactive approach. | note that the estimates committee recommended that there be no
release of any material until after the competitive process was completed. The government
agrees with the sentiment but does not agree with all of the detail behind that recommendation
because the advice we have to us is that some information can be released. We continue to
adopt a prudent and careful approach on that matter, and will continue to do that as we lead up
to the release of the business case for the capital metro project at the end of October.

MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.

MR COE: Minister, does the government have a final estimate of the cost of the relocation of the
pipes and wires and utilities along the route?

MR CORBELL: All of these matters are outlined in the final business case. Once the government
has concluded and received the further advice that | referred to earlier, we will be proceeding to
release that final business case for scrutiny.
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MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mrs Jones.

MRS JONES: Minister, has the government revised the cost-benefit ratio to $783 million, and
when will you release the updated BCR?

MR CORBELL: When the final business case is released.
MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mrs Jones.

MRS JONES: Minister, why is the government spending $783 million on a light rail project while
school classrooms are over capacity and education infrastructure is decaying?

MR CORBELL: This government is committed to investing in health, education and better public
transport and supporting those home owners who are facing real challenges as a result of the
asbestos legacy issues left to us by the commonwealth. Those are the government’s priorities.
We spend over half of our budget each and every year on health and education for the citizens
of Canberra, and we are going to continue to make that investment. But we also need to make
an investment in better public transport for our city and for our community.

Over the last 10 years, we have spent over $700 million on road infrastructure in this city. To
suggest that we are not able to make a similar commitment to better public transport belies the
facts. The fact is that we can invest in better public transport; we can invest in the type of
infrastructure we need to shift more people out of their cars and onto public transport; we can
invest in infrastructure that gives people more transport choices and lays the foundation for a

better transport system for our city. Those are the decisions this government is committed to
taking.

Transport—Ilight rail

MR SMYTH: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro. Minister, why is the government
committed to building light rail before releasing the final business case, and will any changes be
made to the business case before it is made public?

MR CORBELL: The government has determined to proceed with the project because we have
considered and endorsed the final business case. That is the right way about; | am not quite sure
how Mr Smyth envisages these decisions are made. We have considered and endorsed the final
business case and given approval for the project to proceed to the procurement stage.

In relation to the release of the final business case, the government has committed to a
transparent release of as much information as possible—

Members interjecting—

MADAM SPEAKER: Order! Mr Corbell has the floor. Chief Minister, Mr Coe, | cannot hear Mr
Corbell.

MR CORBELL: with the only consideration being whether or not the release of some information
may compromise the tender process, and we are seeking further advice on those questions.
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MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Smyth.

MR SMYTH: Minister, will the final full business case provide an extensive cost-benefit analysis,
and will that cost-benefit analysis be released in full?

MR CORBELL: The final business case contains a detailed cost-benefit analysis, and | expect that
information will be made available.

MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Coe.
MR COE: Minister, does the full business case urge the government to deliberately favour

development in the corridor, as was argued by the Capital Metro Agency in the rapid business
case?

MR CORBELL: There are good reasons why the government is seeking further advice about the
release of the final business case before undertaking that exercise, for the reasons that | have
outlined earlier. In relation to a range of these questions that the opposition is asking, those
details will become very clear when the final business case is released.

MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.

MR COE: Minister, have the contractors working on the final full business case completed work
on that document?

MR CORBELL: Yes, they have.

Transport—Ilight rail

MR WALL: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro and relates to the cost of capital
metro. Minister, you said on 16 May last year in relation to the $614 million cost of light rail:

The current cost assessment includes a significant contingency for unknown factors.

However, you said today on radio, explaining your $783 million total cost, “What we’ve done is
added to that a contingency that was not explicit in the earlier URS costings.” Minister, how do
you reconcile these two statements?

MR CORBELL: | do not need to reconcile them because Mr Wall misrepresents my answer, and
so has Mr Coe in his comments on the radio.

Members interjecting—

MADAM SPEAKER: Sit down, Mr Corbell. Firstly, it is unparliamentary to suggest that someone
has misrepresented you. Would you like to (a) withdraw and (b) rephrase that?

MR CORBELL: | am happy to withdraw, Madam Speaker. The assertion made by those opposite is
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wrong. It is wrong because my answer was in relation to the costings then being developed by
capital metro. They were not in relation to the 614 figure; they were in relation to the costings
being developed by capital metro. So the claim is absolutely accurate and consistent. It is the
case that the URS figure, the $614 million figure, had no explicit contingency. In contrast, the
figures for capital metro, the capital delivery figures that the government released yesterday,
have an explicit and detailed contingency, and we have been up-front and very clear with the
Canberra community about that.

MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Wall.

MR WALL: Minister, why did you state last week that an $800 million price tag is “well and truly
over and above what we are anticipating”, and then announce a cost of $783 million?

MR CORBELL: We have heard all sorts of outlandish claims from Mr Coe, and | was responding to
those. Mr Coe has made all sorts of outlandish claims, including claims that may or may not
involve a contingency, and may or may not involve other assumptions. The facts are that Mr Coe
seems to believe this figure is heading upwards, past $800 million. | hear that even today they
are using $800 million when they know that is not the figure released by the government. It is

not surprising that we will take with a fairly large bucket of salt any suggestion made by Mr Coe
and those opposite.

MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.

MR COE: Minister, what other statements have you made on the costings of light rail which are
inconsistent with previous statements?

MR CORBELL: It is a ridiculous question, Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Mr Coe.

MR COE: Minister, how can the public have any confidence in your costings when you have been
inconsistent in detailing how your previous costings were calculated?

MR CORBELL: | have been entirely consistent. With those opposite, the only consistency we have
seen from them is the consistency to confuse and mislead the Canberra community. We have
seen it from day one, and they continue to do so.

This government has made a rock-solid commitment to release a very high level of detail around
the business case and financial analysis for this project. That stands in marked contrast to state
Liberal administrations around the country—around the country—who refuse to release any
detailed assessments in relation to their business cases. Go and look at the Napthine
government in Victoria; they are refusing—just point-blank refusing—to release any detail of
any significance in relation to their infrastructure projects. There are similar approaches in New
South Wales from the Liberal government there. In this territory, though, the government has
committed to a detailed release of the full business case. We remain committed to that, and we
will be working through the process the government outlined yesterday to achieve that and to
make that available at the end of October, the same period of time when the expression of
interest process commences.
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Transport—Ilight rail
MS LAWDER: My question is to the Chief Minister. Chief Minister, on 10 June 2014 you said, in
relation to the $614 million cost of capital metro:

Cabinet’ stoleranceisin that order, updated for 2014 dollars.

Updating the $S614 million figure to 2014 gives you a cost of approximately $665 million. Chief
Minister, given your previous statement in June this year, why did cabinet then endorse a $783
million tramline?

MS GALLAGHER: My comments that | have made in relation to the costings for the capital metro
project are consistent on a like-for-like comparison. The $614 million figure, when compared
with the capital construction cost, or the capital construction estimate, as was released
yesterday and will be released with the full business case, is consistent with those costs.

MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Ms Lawder.

MS LAWDER: Chief Minister, is the cost of building park and ride facilities at Well Station Drive,
EPIC and Dickson factored into the $783 million cost estimate?

MS GALLAGHER: No, it is not.
MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Coe.

MR COE: Chief Minister, did you see a cost-benefit ratio for other routes before committing to
the Gungahlin to the city option?

MS GALLAGHER: On all of the issues relating to this | am not going to get drawn into releasing
the business case drip by drip. It will be released, as we have agreed, on 31 October.

MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Hanson.

MR HANSON: Chief Minister, why is the government pushing ahead with this $783 million
project when our hospitals are full and described by senior clinicians as unsafe?

MS GALLAGHER: | welcome the supplementary from the Leader of the Opposition. In relation to
the health infrastructure fund, the health infrastructure program, | can inform the Assembly
that $878 million has been spent on hospital infrastructure over the last six years. | am happy to
take members through that. It has included a new hospital for women and children, it has
included extra capacity in the emergency department—

Mr Coe interjecting—

MS GALLAGHER: You might not want to hear this but let me answer the question. It included
intensive care unit expansion, the Calvary hospital emergency department expansion, the
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Gungahlin community health centre and the Duffy House respite centre. We have the
Belconnen and Tuggeranong walk-in centres, the Tuggeranong community health centre, the
Belconnen community health centre, the Capital Region Cancer Centre, additional operating
theatres at Canberra Hospital, additional beds at Canberra Hospital, the mental health
assessment unit, the new PET scan, the neurosurgery suite, the intensive care unit at Calvary
hospital, the multistorey car park, an adult mental health unit, with funding now being provided
for further staging and decanting at the Canberra Hospital, the Calvary car park, the clinical
services and inpatient unit design, the linear accelerator procurement and replacement project,
and the adult secure mental health unit. They are the priorities of this government, all $878
million and counting.

Transport—Ilight rail

MS BERRY: My question is to the Minister for Capital Metro. Minister, yesterday you announced
that the government has approved the business case for Capital Metro. Can you please detail
for the Assembly what this means for the project?

MR CORBELL: | thank Ms Berry for her question and | thank the opposition for their support as
well and for their ongoing interest in relation to this project.

Mr Hanson interjecting—

MR CORBELL: The approval of the business case means that the government can now proceed
to the procurement stage for the delivery of the first stage of Canberra’s light rail network
through a public-private partnership. This will entail the design and construction of the 12-
kilometre light rail route from the city centre to the Gungahlin town centre, including stops, the
depot, road, signalling, preparatory and other works, the supply of the light rail vehicles
themselves, and the financing and ongoing operation and maintenance of the light rail system.

Ultimately, the cost will be determined through the competitive market process. The
government has outlined its understanding of the estimated capital delivery cost of $610 million
plus $173 million in contingency. This estimate is consistent with the previous estimates of

$614 million adjusted for considerations, including installation and risk. We know that there is
very strong interest in this project—

Mr Hanson interjecting—

MR CORBELL: strong interest from industry, who are paying close attention to the significant
opportunity to reshape this city and deliver better public transport for Canberrans.

Mr Hanson interjecting—
MADAM SPEAKER: Mr Hanson, | warn you.

MR CORBELL: Of course we heard the claims earlier from Mr Coe and others, who said, “Industry
will never be interested in this; no-one is going to seriously look at this project.” Those were the
claims of the Liberal opposition. There were over 350 industry representatives at the industry
briefing yesterday—350 from national and international firms who clearly were interested in
this project. They understand its potential for the city, they understand why it is important for
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our city, and this government is committing and backing better public transport for our city.

We have clear priorities for Canberra. We continue to support and invest in health, in education
and in better transport. Those are our objectives, those are our commitments, and we are
committed to delivering on them in a prudent and responsible way. The feedback from the
industry briefing yesterday was very strong and positive. We look forward to the expression of

interest process and we look forward to those consortiums coming together and to their further
engagement in this process.

MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Ms Berry.

MS BERRY: Minister, could you please tell us more about why the government will be releasing
the business case?

MR CORBELL: It is very important that the government releases as much detail as possible about
the project and the government remains committed to doing that in a responsible and prudent
way. As | said in question time earlier today, it is unusual for a state or territory government to
release a very large amount of detail from the business case, but that is our commitment. That
is our commitment to being open and transparent about the analysis behind this very important
project for our city. And it stands in marked contrast to the approach adopted by Liberal
governments around the country who continue to refuse to release any substantive detail in
relation to business cases for their infrastructure projects.

The government is taking a short period before releasing the final business case to obtain final,
external advice on managing the procurement process to make sure we deliver value for money
through that procurement process. But we are going well beyond the approach adopted by

other state jurisdictions or, indeed, well beyond the approach suggested even in the bipartisan
recommendations of the estimates committee.

The government have a very detailed process in front of us. We remain committed to releasing
that information and we have said we will do so on 31 October this year.

MADAM SPEAKER: A supplementary question, Mr Coe.

MR COE: Minister, what is the annual ongoing liability that taxpayers will take on for the cost of
finance and the cost of running the trains?

MR CORBELL: The point to be made first of all in relation to these matters is that through a PPP
process the government makes an annual payment over the concession term. It is not broken
up in the way Mr Coe suggests; it is an annual payment for both the capital delivery and the
operational costs of the infrastructure. The government is not going to compromise the
competitive tendering process by outlining those details. We are interested, absolutely
interested, and committed to achieving value for taxpayers, value for the Canberra community,
and we are not going to disclose our assessment of those liability payments ahead of the
competitive process. That would not be a sensible or prudent approach.

MADAM SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Dr Bourke.
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DR BOURKE: Minister, what are the next steps for this project?

MR CORBELL: The next steps are to progress to the procurement phase. On 31 October, we will
open the EOQI process. Industry will be forming consortia both before and during that stage, and
there will be an opportunity for them to lodge their interest through that EOI process until late
December. Submissions will then be assessed in the first quarter of 2015, and a minimum of two
consortia will be short-listed. Those short-listed consortia will prepare their detailed formal
proposals throughout the remainder of 2015. The contract negotiations with the selected
tenderer will occur at the beginning of 2016. We expect financial close also around that time,
the beginning of 2016. And those contract negotiations with the selected tenderer will see the
contract commence in the first half of 2016.

This is a very important time frame, one that the government set out clearly at the beginning of
its parliamentary term and one that we are pleased we are able to demonstrate and deliver
commitment on so that we will meet the time frame set out in our agreements for the purposes
of forming government, including commencing construction in the second half of 2016.

Ms Gallagher: | ask that all further questions be placed on the notice paper.
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