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Table 38: Operating Cost Parameters
e L e R il
On-vehicle crew costs ($/hr) $30.00*  $30.00% $76.40
Standard vehicle operating costs (kaﬁ} $1.03 $1.03 $1.71
Articulated vehicle operating costs ($/km) $1.29 $1.29
Proportion of articulated vehicles 5% 5%
i 21% 21% - 17.5%

Overheads (% on other costs)
Veehicle operating costs, overheads and profit margins are based on ATC (2006c). Hourly bus wages are
based on ACTION Buses. All values were indexed to June 2011 prices using changes in the Producer Price
Index (vehicle operating costs) and Average Weekly Earnings (light rail crew costs). The proportion of
articulated vehicles used reflects the current composition of the ACTION Bus fleet (ACTION Bus Wiki 2012).

Table 39; Dead Running and Layover Assumptions

Variable IV e I eus | eRTA TR |
Peak_dead running allowance 25% 25% 20%.
Off-peak dead running allowance 25% 5% 5%

5 min 5min 5 min

Layover allowance
Peak dead-running statistics are based on current ACTION Buses levels of dead running whilst LRT levels
of dead running are based on ATC (2006d). Off-peak dead-running is assumed to be equal to peak dead
running for standard bus services whilst ATC (2006d) estimates have been used for BRT and LRT off-peak
dead running. Layover allowances are based on ATC (2006d). Average service speeds are assumptions.

Table 40 shows the final operating cost rates used by mode, which were kept constant in real terms for
all years.

Table 40: Operating Cost Rate

[
i Variable = L : R N A A 1 :

Operating Cost Rate ($/km) $3.98 $3.47 $6.06
Operating cost rates were estimated by Deloitte based on ATC Guideline rates.

5. Economic Model Parameters — Benefits

Benefits ramp up - Describe how benefits ramp up over the construction period. What source and/or
assumptions inform this ramp up?

No ramp-up has been applied to the benefits. It would be anticipated that as an established transport
corridor (albeit with significant anticipated population growth at the northern end), a ramp-up period
would likely to be small in effect (>90% of benefits) and short in duration (less than 2 years).

Cost and benefit time streams - Attach an appendix showing the time stream for each benefit and
cost component (M, real, undiscounted)
Cost and benefit streams over the appraisal period are provided at the end of this template.

Generalised trip cost - has generalised trip cost (GTC) been calculated on an origin — destination (OD)
basis within the demand model, or using aggregate outputs from the demand model?

All travel time based benefits have been based directly off demand and time skims provided by SMEC.
Travel times were disaggregated by mode and type of user using the set of equations shown below to

facilitate the application of the ‘rule of half’.
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Equation 3: Assessing Changes in Travel Time for a Given Mode k

Chcm,ga in G}T (continuing users),, = z Qconﬂnubm ;,(Cafm ) e cbcfors,i,f)
vij
Change in GJT (new users), = Z Crew, ;(Cm,,. ,;;)
VLS

Change in GJT (lost users)y = Z Quostij (—Cbcfm.u)
3 ‘ viJ

Q: number of users
C: generalised journey time (composite of IVT, wait, walk, boarding time and transfers)

i: origin travel zone
J: destination travel zone
k: mode

All other benefits are based on aggregate outputs from CSTM, which ultimately are based on changes in
demand and travel time by each origin-destination pair.

Value of travel time: Commuter travel - What is the value of travel time used for this initiative? Does
this value differ between modes? Is this value based on resource cost or willingness to pay? Business
travel - Has a specific value been applied to business travel? If so, what was this value?

A common value of time has been adopted for all modelled trip purposes using the methodology

outlined by Austroads (2011). The Austroads approach assumes that values of time are a proportion of

average earnings, assuming that:

* For personal travel, the value of time is 40% of the average hourly wage

e For business travel, the value of time for business travel (excluding commercial vehicle travel) is valued
at 128% of the average hourly wage.

¢ Using the Austroads approach and May 2011 total ACT ordinary weekly earnings for full time adults
(seasonally adjusted) of $1306.90, the value of time was calculated to be $16.78 per passenger hour.

Growth - Has any rate of escalation been applied to these values?
The value of time has been assumed to remain constant in real terms over the appraisal period.

Source - What are the sources for the values used and any assumptions incorporated into the value of
travel time?

Earnings data has been sourced from the ABS. The following table outlines the approach and
assumptions used to calculate the average value of time:

Tab

Ay

le 41: Derivation

I sy

s i a3k

May 2011 total ordinary weekly earnings or full time adults, seasonally adjusted

Assumed working hours per week 38
Average hourly wage $34.39 per hour
Personal value of time (40% of average hourly wage) per passenger hour $13.76 per hour
Business value of time (128% of average hourly wage) per passenger hour $44.02 per hour
Assumed proportion of business travel 10.0%
$16.78 per hour

Weighted value of time per passenger hour

ACT Government = Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate
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Weightings - Describe the weightings which have been used to calculate the generalised trip cost.
Wait / Access / Egress - What weighting has been applied to egress time? What is the source for this?
Transfer - What transfer penalty has been applied? What is the source of this? Boarding penalty - Has
a boarding penalty been applied during the demand modelling and / or economic appraisal? If so,
what is the magnitude of this boarding penalty (minutes) and how does it differ between modes?

Generalised journey time skims extracted from CSTM weight any transfers as well as any walk, wait or
boarding time incurred whilst travelling on public transport. The following table outlines the weights

used within CSTM:

Table 42: CSTM Out-of-Vehicle Time Weights

[ Tlme Camponent 5’5"" $EN R % A0 i Weight relative to IVT _|
BT ARy W Y Frigx dh LI 1R = St SIS U Tl NI o PN ! £ - i
In-vehicle time 1.00
Walk access time 1.15
Wait time 1.20
Boarding time 1.20
7 minutes

Interchange penalty
Source: MRC (2009) — ACT Strategic Public Transport Network Plan

Benefit parameters - List the value and source of all benefit parameters relevant to the appraisal. For
example decongestion; Vehicle Operating Costs (for all classes of vehicles); Crash costs etc.

The following parameters were sourced to assess the following benefit streams:
o Travel time savings

o Incremental fare revenue

s [ncremental parking costs

o Unperceived vehicle operating costs

¢ Road damage

¢ Environmental externalities

All values are in 2011 prices.

Table 43: Key Benefit Parameters

RS . e S Valle i A e s source
Value of time $16.78 per passenger hour Austroads (2011}’
Unperceived vehicle operat]ng costs . 14.9 cents per vehicle km RTA {2009)‘“

. Illerementalfarerevenue " _ i ol o Lo TR ]
Incremental fare $1.19 per trip AC]’ION Buses MvWay data

:: Incremental parking revenue a | " o . - .

i 2011 Parking Costs R A s e A% ot :
Clty o . ' - $0.750 per vehicle trip per hour MCR (2009)

Other town centres 50.375. per vehicle trip per hour MCR (2009)
20213AU Parkmgcosts : _ e R T SN N S G
City $0.980 per vehicle trie per hour Project assumption
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Other town centres

2021 Do-Somethmg Parltlng Custs

City

Other town centres

2031 BAU Parklng Costs

SD 490 per vehacle tnp perf hour

Ay o
= ....___'b.:'-.—_-...l—-\i—'----i e—-—

$1 880 per vehicle trip per hour

$0 940 per vehfcle tnp per| hrJur

Pl’OjE.'L‘t assumptlon

LA et R O _-1_.I

PrOjECt assump‘non

Praject assumphon

City $1.690 per vehicle trip per hour Project assumption
Other town centres $0.840 per veﬁicle trip per hour Project assumption
2031 Do-SomethmgParkmgCosts s duu ket < i | P vy I
City $2.850 per vehicle trip per hour Project assumption
Other town centres $1.430 per vehicle trip per hour Project assumption
.Raaddamage : g e o . it ) o S e B :
Car ” d.241 cenlts per vehicle km RaiI‘Corp (2010)*
Bus 2.830 cents per vehicle km RailCorp (2010)
Airpo"ut,on e itn i g s . o :
Car 2.880 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)*2
Bus 32.386 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
nght rail 0.394 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
: Gmenhouse Gas gm.ssmns T e e o
Car 2.269 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
Bus 13.344 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
Light rail 0.031 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
| Noise Polluhon ) » el ' f
Car 0.943 cents per véhicle km ARRB (2011) -
Bus 2.269 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
Light rail 0.166 cents per vehicle km ARRB (2011)
Acc;d;,:tcom | | L ‘_ S R . sl S I l
Car $58,139 per million vehicle km RTA (2009)
Bus $93,975 per million vehicle km RTA (2009)
Light rail per million vehicle km RailCorp (2010)

Related initiatives - Are the benefits and costs closely related to, dependent upon or potentially
influenced by another initiative(s)? If so, explain how that has been accounted for in the BCR.

As part of the Frequent Network, the Project Corridor may form part of a broader network of BRT or LRT
services in the long term.

However, at the time of the appraisal the impact of other potential initiatives (e.g. City to Belconnen

.Transitway) were not assessed collectively with the Project Options.

ACT Government = Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate
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Appraisal Summary Table 2: Monetised Cost Benefit Analysis Results
The following demand metrics are provided in Table 44 for the first and final model years, 2011 and 2031:

e Number of trips by mode

o Average journey time by mode

° PT mode share

o Public transport fare revenue

o Number of kilometres travelled by mode
o Number of hours travelled by mode

Table 44: ngh Level Demand Model Results

Passenger trips

Public transport 16,900 38,400 43,600 43,700 43,700 43,800
Car 239,300 291,300 286,500 286,300 285,600 285,400

Total passenger trlps 255 200 329,700 330,100 330,000 329 300 329 200

" Average journey time {mlns]

Public transport 62.3 57.4 55.7 55.5 53.6 53.5
Car 12.4 12.8 12.5 12.5 114 11.4
PT Made Share 6.6% 11.6% 13.2% 13.3% 13.3% 13.3%

PT Fare Revenue $20,100  $45,600  $51,800 $52,100  $52,000  $52,200

Passenger kllometres travelled
Public transport 210,100 506,100 591,700 596,500 574,400 579,300

1,870,800 2,072,900 I2,032,600 2,030,300 1,959,600 1,957,400

Car (driver only)

Passenger hours
Public transport 17,500 36,700 40,400 40,400 39,000 39,100
Car 49,400 62,300 59,500 59,400 54,300 ' 54,200

Total passenger hours 66,900 99,000 99,900 99,800 93,300 93,300

' Change in passenger hours

PT passenger hours - cont users -1,100 -1,200 -800 -800
PT passenger hours - new users 6,400 6,600 16,500 16,600
PT passenger hours - lost users -1,600 -1,600 -13,400 -13,400
Car passenger hours - cont users -1,500 -1,500 -3,000 -3,000

1,700 1,800 18,400 18,300

Car passenger hours - new users

Car passenger hours - lost users -3,000 -3,100 ' -23,400 -23,400

Estimates rounded to nearest hundred
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Total % age changes by demand metric between 2011 and 2031 are shown below:

Tahle 45: Change in Demand Metrics (2031 versus 2011]

Passenger trips . ; A ! Mk s g )
Public transport 127.0% 157.8% 158.9%. 158.5% 159.5%
Car - 21.7% 19.7% 19.6% 19.3% | 19.2%
Total passenger trips 28.7% 28.8% 28.8% 28.5% 28.5%
Public transport - :;.7% 106% - -10.99I6I -13‘.9% --14.19; )
Car 36%  0.7% 05%  79%  -81%
PT Mode Share (percentage point change) 5.0% 6.6% 6.7% 6.7% 6.7%
P‘l‘ Fare Revenue 127.0% 157.8% 158. 9% 158.5% 159 5%

Iy S S = P DSy e e e ; i

Passenger kilometres travelled i
181.6% 183.9% 173.4% 175.8%

Public transport 140.9%
Car (driver only) 10.8% 8 6% 8.5% 4.7% 4.6%
Passenger hours i i B ; |

Public transport 109. 5% 130.6% - 130.7% 122.5% 123.0%

Car 26.1% 20.5% 20.3% 9.9% 9.6%
Total passenger hours 47.9% 45.3% 49.2% 39.4% 39.3%
Benefit Cost Analysis Results

Table 46 to Table 49 provide headline benefit-cost analysis results for the following four options:

e BRTunder a business as usual land use scenario
e LRT under a business as usual land use scenario
e BRT under a higher density land use scenario

¢ LRT under a higher density land use scenario

All values are based on 2011 prices.

Table 46 Beneﬁt-Cost Analysls Results {BRT under a BusinessAs Usual Land Use 5cenario)

m'rr

BCR
NPV ($m)
NPVI

IRR
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Table 47: Beneﬁt—Cost Analvsls Results (I.RT under a Business As Usual Land Use Snenarlo)

_m«m ?

BCR 3 1@ o075
NW tSm} | $283.2 $10.8 -$110.1
NPVI - $0.35 $0.01 -50.14

IRR - 7.2% 7.2% 7.2;}6

6.65 4.78 351

NPV ($m) 51 774 4 $939.1 $514.8
NPVI $4, 95 $2.62 $1.44
IRR 26.7% 26.7% 26.7%

BCR 3 31 2.34 1.69

NPV (Sm) $1,512.7 $701.1 $302.5

NPVI $1.88 50.87 $0.38

IRR 15.7% 15.7% 15.7%
Monetised Cost and Benefits

Table 50 to Table 53 provide a breakdown of benefits and costs for the following four options:

o BRT under a business as usual land use scenario
o LRT under a business as usual land use scenario
s BRT under a higher density land use scena rio

o LRT under a higher density land use scenario

All values are based on 2011 prices.
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Table 50: Breakdown of Dlscounted Costs and Beneﬁts (BRT under a Business As Usual Land Use Scenario)

cost/Benefi Lﬁmuzﬁ‘@ L i AR aaluein sm S ot ribution L
| L iscounted at 730 )|
Capatal expenditure ‘ 215.3 86.6%
Operating and maintenance expenditure 33.2 13.4%
Total Costs 248.5 100.0%
Change in generalised journey time 1339 27.2%
Incremental fare revenue 52.0 10.6%
Incremental parking revenue 198.3 40.3%
Unperceived vehicle operating cost savings 57.1 11.6%
Avoided accident costs 21.7 4.4%
Avoided air pollution 8.4 1.7%
Avoided greenhouse gas emissions 7.6 1.5%
Avoided noise pollution 3.4! 0.7%
Avoided road damage 0.7 0.1%
Residual value 8.7 1.8%
Total Benefits 491.8 100.0%

Table 51: Breakdown of Discounted Costs and Beneﬁts (I.RT under a Business As Usual Land Use Scenario)
@:ﬁ,@;{ﬁﬁh"ﬁm R oGy ) @i

' (Discounted'at 7%) _ .
469.8 89.6%

Capital expenditure

Operating and maintenance expenditure 54.3 10.4%
Total Costs 524.1 100.0%
Change in generalised journey time 150.0 . 28.0%
Incremental fare revenue 53.8 10.1%
Incremental parking revenue 198.2 37.1%
Unperceived vehicle operating cost savings 60.4 11.3%
Avoided accident costs 23.8 4.4%
Avoided air pollution 11.7 2.2%
Avoided greenhouse gas emissions 93 1.7%
Avoided noise pollution 3.8 0.7%
Avoided road damage _ 1.0 0.2%
Residual value : 22.9 4.3%
Total Benefits 534.9 100.0%

a0 ACT Government = Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate
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Table 52: Breakdown of Discounted Costs and Beneﬁts (BRT undera I-ﬂgher Density Land Use Scenar!o) '

Capital expendlture
Operating and maintenance expenditi.;re
Total Costs

Ci‘lange in generalised journey time
Incremental fare revenue

Incremental parking revenue
Unperceived vehicle operating cost savings
Avoided accident costs

Avoided air pollution

Avoided greenhouse gas emissions
Avoided noise pollution

Avoided road damage

Resu:!ual value

Tatal Beneﬁts

215.3 86.6%
332 13.4%
248.5 100.0%
622.6 52.4%
51.7 43%
192.7 16.2%
174.0 14.7%
67.7 5.7%
31.1 2.6%
25.6 2.2%
10.9 0.9%
26 0.2%
8.7 0.7%
1,187.6 100.0%

Table 53: Breakdown of Dlscounted Costs and Beneﬁts (LRT under a ngher Density Land Use Scenarlo}

Capltal expendlture

Operating and maintenance expenditure
Total Costs

Change in generalised journ;:y time
Incremental fare revenue

Incremental parking revenue

Unperceived vehicle operating cost savings

Avoided accident costs

. Avoided air pollution

Avoided greenhouse gas emissions _
Avoided noise pollutloﬁ

A\p;oided road damage

Residual value

Total Benefits

54.3 10.4%
524.1 100.0%
633.7 51.7%

533 4.4%
192.5 15.7%
177.2 14.5%

69.7 5.7%

34.5 2.8%

27.2 2.2%

113 0.9%

2.9 0.2%

22.9 1.9%

1,225.2 100.0%
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Detailed Monetised Benefits

Table 54 details real but undiscounted benefits by scenario by benefit stream for 2021 and 2031
incremental to the base case. A year-by-year breakdown of beneﬁts as wel! as cost for each option is
provided at the end of this document.

Table 54: Real Undlscounted Beneﬁts by Scenario for Selected Years ($I'ﬂ}

l‘n’-‘.

ﬁm;r Lﬁr@“:

| W -;9311 2031, 2021 2031, 2001 2 10 2021 2031
g:f:ge in generalised $109  $223 8126 $246  $12.6  $246  $402 $1153
Unperceived VOC savings $5.8 $8.5 $6.1 $9.0 $6.1 $9.0 $20.2  $243
Road damage $01 %01 $0.1 %01  $01  $01  $03 %04

Incremental fare revenue
resource cost adjustment 43 »8.0 351 $83 $5.1 $8.3 $4.8 $8.4

Incremental parking ‘
revenue resource cost $26.6 §23.7 $26.6 $23.7 $26.6 §23.7 $25.0 $23.7

adjustment

Avoided accident costs $22 832 $24  $35  $24  $35  $80  $96
Avoided air pollution $08  $13  $12  $17  $12 817 $39 447
Q:n‘?gf:nf’ee“h"”“ gas $0.7  $12 %09  $14 %09  $14  $31  $37
Avoided noise pollution $03  $05 %04  $06 04  $06  $13 415
Residual value $00  $00 00  $00  $00 0.0  $00  $0.0

- Table 55: Derivation of Generalised Journey Time Benefits

Demand model output Generalrsed journey time in in-vehicle travel time equlvalent terms,

disaggregated by continuing, new and lost users and by mode
Valuation parameter used Value of passenger time of $16.78
and source (based on Austroads 2011 methodology and ABS AWE data)
g o eath s [ he vl of i saeings was assessed wsl=2 the fol e LfuIt Y
Algonthm used AGT Mrenrinnmg weers)y  ACIT G vsersd, | ACIT Uost WSOrEN, ) % vekin o thre

Chenge it generalised 'cu-ney sime for conz nuing, new: 3rd o3t 1 3615 were assessed b or g n-c=stinazic pais

BT onbininyg viee ), = 2{ rrmtrnatiig sy ['f?_l'?'.._, oty = 5 ey }
BGI fnew arsty = 3 Onopry i)
i
BGIT (last users, - Z Groeresl GfTuaceren)

$M (undiscounted) in 2021 $10.9 $12.6 $12.6 : $40.2
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Demand model output Changes in car vehh:le kilometres
Valuation parameter used $0.149 per vehicle kilometre (based on RTA 2009)

and source
Algorithm used A Unperceived VOC= A Car VKT x$0.149
$M (undiscounted) in 2021 $5.8 $6.1 $6.1 $20.2

Table 57: Derivation of Road Damage Benefits

Changes in car and bus vehicle kilometres

Demand model output

$0.00241 per kilometre for cars and $0.02830 per kilometre for buses
(based on RTA 2009)

A Road Damage= A Car VKT x$0.00241+A Bus VKT x$0.02830

Valuation parameter used
and source

Algorithm used
$M (undiscounted) in 2021 $0.1 SO:1 5 $0.1 $0.3

Table 58: Derivation of Incrementa! Fare Revenue Resource Correction

Change in public transpo:t patronage

$1.19 per trip (based on analysis of MyWay bus fare data provided by ACTION
Buses)

Demand model output
Valuation parameter used
and source

Algorithm used Incremental fare revenue= A public transport trips x$1.19

$M (undiscounted) in 2021 $26.6 $26.6 $26.6 $25.0
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Tahle 59: Derivatlon of En\nmnmental Externality (Alr Pollution, Greenhouse Gasand Nolse Pollutlnn) Beneﬁts

; BRI Urder a0 M AT e mrmnr-ﬂ
{Element BAU Land Use |Land Use

| Scenario; @S Scenario) LIJJLEGS{Q"EJID
Demand model output Change in car, bus and light rail vehicle kilometres
Valuation parameter used Valuations are in cents per vehicle kilometre (ARRB 2011).

and source Rail externality rates have been used for light rail.

Arpollson | 2880 3238 | 0304 |

Greenhouse | 2260 | 13344 | oo |

‘Noise | o093 | 2269 | 016 |
Algorithm used Externality benefit (for cars)= A VKTx(0.00288+0.00269+0.00943)

Externality benefit (for buses)= A VKTx(0.32386+0.13344+0.02269)
Externality benefit (for light rail)= A VKTx(0.00394 + 0.00031+ 0.00166)

$M (undiscounted) in 2021 $1.80 $2.50 $2.50 $8.30

Table 60: Derivation of Parking Revenue Resource Correction

Demand model output Change in car trips to selected travel zones {Clty, Belconnen Town Centre,
Woden Town Centre, Tuggeranong Town Centre and Queanbeyan Town Centre)
Valuation parameter Parking rates are an input into CSTM. The following rates (for a 2 hour period)

used and source were assumed for 2021 and 2031:

$3.38

$1.78

$1.97

Civic $3.75

'Belconnen | $0.98 | $1.88 $0.89 | $1.69

- Woden $0.98 $1.88 $0.89 $1.69 |

. Tuggeranong | $0.98 |  $1.88 $0.89 | $1.69

Queanbeyan | 50.98 |  $1.88 | 3$089 |$1.69| $2.85
Algorithm used Incremental parking revenue (by centre)=

continuing car tripsx A price+ A car trips x price

ﬁ;gg’;‘“sm“"t"d} $26.6 $26.6 $26.6 $25.0
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Appraisal Summary Table 3: Benefit-Cost Ratio Sensitivity Testing

The following sensitivity tests were undertaken:
e Lower discount rate (4%)

o Higher discount rate (10%)

e Lower construction costs (30%)

o Higher construction costs (+30%)

s Lower car demand annualisation factor (270)
o Higher car demand annualisation factor (330)
o Longer evaluation period (50 years)

o No discounting

The results of the sensitivity tests for all options are shown in Table 61:

Table 61: Sensitivity Test Results

1 Low discount rate (4%) i 271 1.43 665 331
2 High discount rate (10%) 1.4§ 0.75 3.51 1.69
3 ‘ Lt;w ca.pital costs (-30%) 2.66 1.38 6.44 3.18
4 Higher capital costs (+30%) 1.58 0.81 -3.80 1.85
5 Low car annualisation factor (270) 1.80 0.93 4.34 2,13
6 High car annualisation factor (330) 2.16 111 5.22 2:55
7 50 year evaluation period 2.13 1.08 5.25 2.55
8 No discount rate 4.14 2.26 10.33 5.21
9 No parking revenue benefits 1.18 0.64 4.00 1.97
10 ?g:;;?;’;‘:ﬂfg ;egleﬁts 2.90 1.50 7.04 3.47
11 E;g:q‘:;:;:g: ':f“;;egfﬁt‘ 144 0.75 3.45 169
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Appraisal Summary Table 4: Non-Monetised Benefits and Costs
e IR A L LT :;ff. s .-'f e Tt f e : o
3 ) ol i e T A i) E 2 e A qi
Improved The Project is expected to generate some improvement in highway travel time Moderately
highway travel reliability benefits as the Project will generate some mode shift from the highway beneficial
time reliability network to the public transport netwark. In turn, the resultant reduction in road
congestion should also serve to reduce highway travel time variability.

Public The provision of a dedicated right of way for public transport services is likely Highly
transport to lead to an improvement in travel time reliability of services. With services beneficial
travel time separated from general traffic, services are less exposed to prevailing road

reliability congestion and incidents, leading to more services running on-time and where

services do run late, average delays are likely to be lower. With improved flow,
buses are less likely to bunch up, improving the effectiveness of providing a
high service frequency.

Over time improvements in travel time reliability can generate spillover
impacts. Improvements in reliability can potentially increase public transport
patronage and bring about associated spillover benefits including road
decongestion, avoided environmental impacts and avoided accident costs.

Over the medium to long term, improved reliability would allow ACTION Buses
to reduce timetable slack and layover time that would otherwise compensate
for unreliability. In turn, improved timetable scheduling and resourcing could
contribute to improving the overall robustness and reliability of the network, as
well as improving the efficiency of operations by more efficient placement of
assets and maximising their utilisation through better allocation and acquisition
of fleet, labour, equipment and other resources.

Passenger Relative to conventional bus services, BRT and LRT operations are generally Moderately
amenity perceived by users and non-users to be more desirable. These amenity benefits beneficial
benefits arise from improvements in service attributes over and above savings in

generalised journey time including:

* Greater visibility

* Improved network legibility

* |mproved ride comfort

* Wider range of facilities e.g. security, improved lighting

These amenity improvements may be sufficiently high to generate additional
demand above predicted demand levels.

Given the preliminary nature of the feasibility analysis commissioned by
ESDD, no formal product definition was prepared from which to quantitatively
assess the level of passenger amenity benefits. Should the Project proceed to
a more detailed feasibility stage, a formal product definition would provide
opportunities to assess the level of passenger amenity benefits from an
investment in BRT or LRT.
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The Project team has identified a need to make, subject to further Moderately
investigation, a provision for park and ride sites. Park and ride facilities increase  beneficial
the catchment range of a rapid transit system by drawing demand from areas

that may otherwise be poorly serviced by feeder services. It may also generate

demand from passengers who may choose not to use feeder services to access

the rapid transit network. .

Through improvements in accessibility to the rapid transit system, park and
ride facilities may generate additional demand. This said, further investigation
is required to ensure that the economic benefits of providing park and ride
facilities does not divert significant demand away from feeder services and that
the incremental benefits exceed to the costs of developing, maintaining and
operating the park and ride sites.

opportunities

Improved walk The Project makes a provision footpath and cycle path works to improve active ~ Slightly
and cycling transport infrastructure and improve walk/cycle accessibility to the rapid transit beneficial

access corridor.

Through improvements in accessibility to the rapid transit system, improved
walking and cycling facilities may increase the potential level of demand for BRT

and LRT services.
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Appraisal Summary Table 5: Information Sources

ACT Chief Minister and Cabinet Directorate (undated), Planning data statistics, accessible from http://
www.actpla.act.gov.au/tools resources/research based planning for a better ci lanning data

ACTION Bus Wiki, ACTION Fleet Summary, http://www.actbus.net/fleetwiki/index.php?title=ACTION
Eleet Summary

ARRB (2011), Guide to Project Evaluation — Part 4: Project Evaluation Data (Update RUE Unit Values),
Austroads Project TP1672, August 2011

ATC (2006a), National Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia — Volume 1
ATC (2006b), National Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia — Volume 2
ATC (2006c), National Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia — Volume 3
ATC (2006d), National Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia — Volume 4
ATC (2006e), National Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia — Volume 5

ATO (2011), Taxation Ruling RT 2011/2 Income tax: effective life of depreciating assets (applicable from 1
July 2011), accessible from http://law.ato.gov.au/atolaw/view.htm?rank=find&criteria=AND~Taxation~b
asic~exact:::AND~Ruling~basic~exact:::AND~TR~basic~exact:: AND"2011%2F2”bassc"exact&ta[geth A
&style=j i

&recnum=2&tot=7&pn=ALL:::ALL

Austroads (2011), Updating Austroads RUE Unit Values and Related Methodologies, Austroads
Publication Number AP-R373/11, February 2011

MRC (2009), ACT Strategic Public Transport Network Plan Final Report
RailCorp (2010), A Compendium of CityRail Travel Statistics, Seventh Edition, June 2010.

RTA (2009), Economic Analysis Manual: Appendix B — Economic Parameters for 2009.
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Costs, Risks and Funding

Staging

Can the initiative be staged to reduce risks/improve manageability?

During the option development process, some consideration was given to staging with the primary aim
of optimising economic returns.

Further work is proposed during the feasibility and forward design stage to consider further staging
options and their impacts on feasibility, design and procurement.

Risk Management
Have risks been formally identified, assessed and addressed through a management strategy?

Overview

A preliminary Risk Management Strategy was prepared as part of the preparation of a pre-feasibility
business case to the ACT Government in April 2012. The preliminary Risk Management Strategy
identified potential risks and mitigation strategies.

A detailed Risk Management Strategy will be developed once the Project enters the feasibility and
forward design stage. It is envisaged that the Detailed Risk Management Strategy will considers risks
associated with procurement and transactional processes, with the entire strategy peer reviewed when

developed.

Risk Management Governance

A high level provisional risk management governance structure for future stages of the Project are
illustrated in Figure 23. The preliminary Risk Management Strategy outlined a provisional governance
arrangement in order for the Project team to identify, manage and mitigate risks as the Project
progresses to a feasibility and forward design stage. The provisional Risk Management Governance
arrangements comprises of three key entities in order of importance:

o City to Gungahlin Project Office (Project Team): responsible for managing and implementing the Risk
Management Strategy

e Project Steering Committee: oversight and certification of the Risk Management Strategy and a
potential high level conduit for key stakeholders to provide input into the development of the Risk
Management Strategy

e Project Risk Management Group: a second conduit through which stakeholders can provide input into
the development of the Risk Management Strategy with membership aimed at an officer level

The provisional risk management governance structure makes provision for the Gungahlin to City
Project Office, established in the 2012-13 Budget by the Land Development Agency. The Gungahlin

to City Project Office recognises the link between transit and the redevelopment of the corridor. The
Project Office will coordinate current and future projects of various directorates within the corridor,
including transit corridor feasibility and design, redevelopment of public housing and corridor planning
studies to explore development scenarios to support higher densities and the like.
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Figure 23: High Level Provisional Risk Management Governance Structure

staKepolders

Risk Management Strategy Scope

The preliminary Risk Management Strategy considered:

® Identification of the risks associated with each future stage of the Project

° Assessment of the impact and likelihood of each of these risks on the Project

e Establishment of an appropriate mitigation mechanism for each risk management

® Monitoring and reporting of each of these risks over the course of the Project
°* Documentation of each risk within the associated Project Risk Register

The preliminary Risk Management Strategy and the associated Risk Register has been developed by the
Project Team. Its development has considered: '

* Typical risks associated with rapid transit projects similar to the Project
e Consultation undertaken with stakeholders
* Project specific issues known to the Project team

The Risk Register documents key risks and their consequence, assessed in terms of its impact and
likelihood. The likelihood and impact assessment provided a rating for each identified risk ranging from
‘Low to ‘Severe’. Table 62 and Table 63 outline risks and potential mitigation strategies identified during
the development of the preliminary risk register.
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Table 62: Risk Identification and Assessme

Limited
technical
expertise to
design and
construct
BRT and LRT
systems

Limited
operational
expertise to
operate BRT
and LRT

Non-
compliant
designs

Inability to
deliver upon
‘projected
-growth
assumptions

Inability to
secure upfront
financing

Significant
adverse
reaction to
poor design
and customer
experience

Potential
adverse
reaction
to poor
customer
experience

Significant
adverse
reaction
from specific
stakeholders

Higher
densities
within the
project
corridor may
encounter
political
resistance in
response to
community
pressure

Inability

to secure
financing

may force the
‘abandonment
of the Project
due to cost

Delivery of

infrastructure
assets below
expectations

Poor service
quality or
unrealised
improvements
in service
quality

Higher costs
associated
with remedial
design work
to meet
higher

_specification

Lower than
forecast public
transport
demand and/
or higher car
usage

Inability to
deliver the
project
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Increased capital
and operating
costs

Longer design
time

Potential impacts
on operating
costs associated
with inefficient
practices

or remedial

. measures

Increased capital
and potentially
higher operating
and maintenance
costs

Longer design
time

Lower farebox
revenue,
increasing the
funding required

Longer
payback period

"to finance

operating deficits

Higher costs
associated to
restart Project  or indefinite
should funding  deferral of
become available Project
later.

Postponement

Potential
adverse
impacts

on service
delivery,
reducing
customer
experience
and )
acceptance

Potential
adverse
impacts

on service
delivery,
reducing
customer
experience
and
acceptance

Possible

Possible

Possible

Higher
densities
within the
project
corridor may
encounter
localised
community
opposition

Likely

Community
opposition
associated
with deferral
or dropping of
Project

Possible

Major

Moderate

Moderate

Major

- Major

City to Gungahlin Transit Corridor Infrastructure Australia Project Submission 91



@O@E®®

{Outputs
Impact’ - |andiService
“|IDelivery”
Pos: Higher costs
5 . Significant associated Increased capital
information : : i
: A adverse with remedial and potentially -
dissemination : - - ; Longer design : ;
reaction designwork  higher operating . Unlikely Minor
amongst ig i time
from specific  to meet and maintenance
stakeholder 5
. stakeholders  higher costs
audiences i
specification
Potential
Higher adverse
Poor Adverse operational impacts
integration reaction in costs on service
of BRT apd responsg to a:‘:somated delwelry, Possibia Minor
LRT services  poordesign  with reducing
with existing  and customer modifying customer
services experience operating experience
plan and
acceptance
ionifi _ '
Transport Sanitioant Higher costs  Higher costs
adverse A Adverse
Product ; associated associated S s
reaction o g reaction in Likely - Moderate
exceeds with over with over
due to cost e i response to
budget specification  specification
overruns cost overruns
Adverse Adverse
Changesto  reactionin Higher costs Longer design reaction in
project scope response associated with | 8 g response Likely Moderate
or objectives  to delays in resspecification to delays in
program program
Lower than Botential
forecast
public adverse
. Significant transport Potential costs |rnpacts_
Project does adverse A i on service
i ; demand and/ associated with :
not deliver reaction to : : . delivery, ’
. or higher car  remedial service Possible Major
customer poor design ; reducing
: usagedueto orinfrastructure
‘requirements and customer customer
. poor service treatments :
experience : experience
delivery and and
infrastructure
2 acceptance
design
Significant
adverse
Patronageis  reactionin No impact on
substantially response to costs apart Adverse -
different from lower than from costs reaction in Rossibla  Miodarate
forecast expected associated with response to
demand overservicing the overallocation
forecasts corridor of resources
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.ESDD staff not'

available as
required or
inrequired
numbers to
provide input
and direction
to the project
execution

Stakeholders
have
unrealistic
expectations
of the Project
and its
specifications

Not all risks
are identified

Table 63: Risk Management Strategy Table

Limited technical

expertise to
design and
construct BRT

Adverse
reaction in
response
to potential
delays in
program

Significant
adverse
reaction
from specific
stakeholders

Potential

significant

adverse Potential
reaction in adverse
the event of a impacts
significant risk on service
materialising  delivery

$i 4

L;Z)
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Adverse
Potential costs  Potential :::;:::;n
Ia‘:rs;o::-ateg '.:ai::: dre;a?a :’: 16 potential Possible Major
ger prog prog delays in
and sourcing of e
alternative staff prog
or resources
Higher costs
associated with Possible Moderate
overspecification
Potential
significant
Potential adverse
adverse impacts  Potential reaction in ‘Possible Moderate
on costs adverse the event of a
impacts on significant risk
program materialising

operating plans

Development ofa robust procurement strategy to |dent|fy
preferred designers, contractors and constructors

Development of a peer review process to certify design and

Consideration of a shadow operator model to advise on key

and LRT systems

Limited
operational
expertise to
operate BRT and
LRT

Moderate %,ﬂi h

design and operational aspects

Consider an open market tender to operate BRT and LRT services
Development of a robust procurement strategy to identify
experienced operators '

Upskilling and training of operationally focused TAMS staff to
benchmark and monitor operational performance

Upskilling and training of ACTION Buses staff

Where internal training and upskilling are insufficient, consider
external recruitment or engagement of consultants to
benchmark performance
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| * Involve key stakeholders as part of the draft and detailed
concept design stages through the Steering Committee and a
Project Control Group
Non-compliant . - .
design * Development of a product definition report to specifically specify
Project attributes and agreed upon by stakeholders to avoid
overscoping and to obtain agreement between stakeholders on
| keydesign parameters
* Development of an integrated land use and transport strategy
with community signoff
Undertaking of extensive community consultation within the
project corridor with respect to planned increases in density
Inability to Formation of a Special Purpose Authority with legislated power
deliver upon - to implement land use strategies
i ajor
Pmlec““—‘_j growth Formation of a Special Purpose Authority empowered to acquire
assumptions and develop land within the corridor
Engage commercial property experts early to appropriately
influence design
Implementation of planning reforms and planning controls to
encourage appropriate and timely development around stations
Consider alternative modes and staging strategies to spread
inabilityto secure ). funding requirements
upfront financing Diversify funding sources to include farebox strategies, parking
levies, redevelopment
Poor information
dissemination Communication plan to ensure information dissemination
amongst Minor . ) 5
stakeholder Regular meetings with the project control and reference groups
audiences

Developing and implementing physical (e.g. lifts/ramps/
escalators) and non-physical measures (real time info) to
facilitate travel and transfers

Communication plan to involve the community in designing
Minor [EEMedium! routing and frequency

% Undertaking on-board surveys to better understand
demographic profile of current bus users

Undertaking analysis of MyWay fare data to better understand
travel patterns

Engage specialist infrastructure advisors to ensure capital costs are
accurately priced and subjected to a probabilistic risk assessment

Poaor integration
of BRT and LRT
services with
existing services

Further refinement and execution of the Risk Management
Strategy to manage identified risks

Cost benchmarking referencing comparable projects

Development of sub-options to allow for the scaling down of
non-essential elements of the Product

Transport :
Product exceeds Moderate |
budget
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Changes to
project scope or
objectives

Project does not
deliver customer
requirements

Patronage is
substantially
different from
forecast

ESDD staff not
available as
required or

in required
numbers to
provide inputand
direction to the
project execution

Stakeholders
have unrealistic
expectations of
the Project and
its specifications

Not all risks are
identified

Major

Moderate

Major

g
Moderate |

Moderate |

Ensure alignment of Government intentions with current or
emerging government strategies and policies

Product Definition includes analy5|s of alternative designs and
options within designs

Undertake stakeholder and community consultation on

a reasonably broad range of designs and options to meet
community issues

© Undertake further market analysis on existing datasets (e.g.

MyWay) to uncover travel patterns within study corridor

Commission focus groups and surveys to investigate and
interrogate community preferences and willingness to pay
Consider engaging a shadow operator to report upon customer
preferences

Undertake further market analysis on existing datasets (e.g.
MyWay) to uncover travel patterns within study corridor

Commission focus groups and surveys to investigate and
interrogate community preferences, willingness to pay and
willingness to trade-off between costs and service quality
Undertake a peer review of the demand modelling process

Ensure concept designs can cater for optimistic levels of demand

Develop a resourcing strategy to identify required skills, the
number of personnel required and staff that could fill positions
Consider up skilling and training for staff

Consider contractors and consultants to fill posmons or provide
contingent cover

Involve key stakeholders as part of the draft and detailed
concept design stages through the Steering Committee anda

Project Control Group

Development of a product definition report to specifically specify
Project attributes and agreed upon by stakeholders to avoid over
scoping and to obtain agreement between stakeholders on key

design parameters
Undertake frequent briefings

Further refine Risk Management Strategy that develops a
systematic approach to identifying risks, managing risks

Undertake both internal and external peer risk reviews
periodically
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Construction Risks
Does the initiative pose any significant construction risks due to its location, geology, design, etc.? Are

- those risks reflected in the construction cost estimate? Are those risks reflected in the initiative’s cost '

estimate and cost/benefit analysis?
The Project Corridor is an established road corridor through an area that is relatively flat.

The key construction risks identified to date include impact to utilities, the local environment, and traffic
delays. Site surveys, desktop studies and stakeholder consultation has been undertaken to understand
these risks to the level of detail suitable for a pre-feasibility study, as such suitable contingency has been
allowed for these risks in the capital cost estimate.

These risks have been quantified within the construction costs estimates that form the basis of the
economic appraisal.

All construction cost estimates will be revised with a more accurate account of project risks, informed by
more detailed design and specifications during the Feasibility and Forward Design stage.

Is there sufficient capacity (including relevant skills and expertise) to ensure the delivery of the
initiative and realisation of benefits?

The Project team that will responsible for delivering the Project will be formed in a manner to ensure
the appropriate resources are selected that are capable of delivering the scope identified to provide the
benefits predicted in the transport demand modelling and economic assessment.

Further consideration to the resourcing needs both within the ACT Government and its agencies as well
as the need for external advisory services will be considered during the initial stages of the Feasibility and
Forward Design Stage once the Terms of Reference and the scope of the stage have been formalised.

Will delivery require associated works to enahle initiative to succeed in practical terms?

No major associated works have been identified. All works have been identified in the planning work
undertaken to date for development as an integrated package.

How will interface risks with the initiative be managed?

The ACT Government, as proponent, is esta blishing the Gungahlin to City Project Office to ma nage the
delivery of the project. This dedicated team will liaise with all relevant ACT Government agencies as
well as Commonwealth Government agencies and other stakeholders and have primary responsibility

for coordination.

What requirements will need to be satisfied prior to construction of the initiative, including relevant
planning and environmental approvals, land acquisition? _

Approval will be required from National Capital Authority (NCA) for any changes to roads of national
significance, which includes Northbourne Avenue.

If impact avoidance of Commonwealth listed species or Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) are
found to occur within the area of proposed works and im pacts were unavoidable, a referral to the
Minister under the EPBC Act would be required to ensure adequate assessment of impacts on Matters
of National Environmental Significance. ‘

Approval will also be required from other ACT Agencies, including Treasury, ACT Planning and Land
Authority, Roads ACT, Territory and Municipal Services, Parks and City Services, and ACTION buses. Part
of the role of the Project Office will be to ensure all relevant a pproval processes are followed at the

appropriate stages of the project.
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Environmental Risks

A high level desktop assessment of potential environmental risks and likely future environmental
assessment needs was undertaken as part of the preparation of an ACT Government Business Case
prepared in April 2012. The desktop assessment identified the following environmental risks:

Heritage
Non-indigenous heritage items are located at the southern end of Northbourne Avenue and include
the Sydney and Melbourne buildings and in Haig Park. The Project is likely to have a minimal impact on

these items.

Land Use and Landscape Character

The character of much of the Project Corridor and its immediate surroundings will not be detrimentally
affected by the Project due as the Project’s impacts will be confined largely to the existing and
established road corridor.

Northbourne Avenue between Antill St to Alinga St will be impacted on by the loss of median and
significant trees. This loss will be offset by an increase in pedestrian verge and high quality landscaping
and treatments. Investments along the Avenue are aimed at improving the character of Northbourne

Avenue and will be notable and significant.

Further consultation with the National Capital Authority on the design of any transport improvements
within the Project Corridor will be required to ensure that the design is consistent with the National Capital
Plan. In particular, treatments along Northbourne Avenue will need to be design and completed to a high
level of quality to reflect the ceremonial role bestowed upon the Avenue within the National Capital Plan.

Ecology
Commonwealth and ACT listed endangered species and threatened ecological communities have been

recorded immediately adjacent to the existing road corridor.

In terms of ecological constraints, online data covering 2 km either side of the existing Project Corridor
were reviewed resulting in the identification of a range of recorded Territory and Commonwealth
protected and threatened species and communities. Records included:

o Threatened Flora—1 threatened flora species. There is the potential for suitable habitat for nine
additional threatened ACT/Commonwealth protected flora species to occur in proximity of the
Project Corridor

o Threatened Fauna—13 threatened fauna species have been recorded within proximity of the Project
Corridor. There is the potential for suitable habitat for twenty-three additional threatened ACT, /
Commonwealth protected fauna species to occur in proximity of the Project Corridor

o Threatened Ecological Communities—2 Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs) have been recorded
in proximity of the Project Corridor. These TECs are protected under ACT and Commonwealth legislation

Targeted site surveys will be required to reconfirm these records and establish the environmental

impacts of the project.

Soils, Geology and Groundwater
The project is not likely to have any significant impacts on soils, geology and groundwater.

Noise, Vibration and Air Quality

The Project will reduce the number of car movements along the corridor but the resulting increase in bus
or light rail movements has the potential to generate increased peak intermittent noise and vibration (in
the case of light rail). This is likely to negatively impact on properties fronting Northbourne Avenue.
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The reduction of vehicles movements along the corridor as a result of the Project is likely to result in
improvements to localised air quality. '

Should the F;roject proceed to the Feasibility and.Forward Design stage, the following assessments will
be undertaken:

e Detailed assessment of environmental risks

* Land use and planning approvals required, including the need for a formal Environmental Impact
Statement

* Associated community engagement and consultation

Need for Government Funding

Should the Project proceed into the Feasibility and Forward Design Stage, further feasibility, design and
planning work will need to be commissioned by the ACT Government to assess the Project’s feasibility
in detail. Full government funding for the next stage of the Project’s development is considered
appropriate. The Feasibility and Forward Design Stage will be aimed at:

development

Further definition of the transport modes to be used Frequent Network is required to ensure
that options and treatments applied along the Project Corridor will align with treatments and
investments applied across the remainder of the Frequent Network

Detailed Product definition including vehicle options and LRT/BRT infrastructure and operational
design specifications
Detailed design of the Project Corridor, Dickson Station and the Gungahlin Terminus

Cost Refinement of the capital cost estimates, which should be based on a detailed design and

estimation include an appropriate project contingency as a result of a probability based project risk
assessment process

Public Rationalisation of the assumed bus network to ensure the appropriate level of bus service is

transport provided, to maximise the level of integration of rapid transit within the current network and

operations to ensure that operating costs and the level of operating subsidy for public transport services

are optimised

Land use Refined land use analysis to ensure that the population and employment distributional and
growth impacts are assessed in detail, reflect a sustainable level of growth in terms of demand
and supply, and are reflected in the demand assessment and economic benefits quantification

Refined land value capture analysis to ensure all of the potential revenue sources are captured
to contribute to the funding of the project

Demand Detailed strategic modelling of the preferred option to ensure the service characteristics of the
modelling proposed options (BRT or LRT or a combination of the two) are appropriately reflected. This
may involve the commissioning of stated preference studies to better assess the willingness to
pay for (or alternatively the willingness to use) BRT and LRT services
Model validation and calibration using updated demand data including 2011 Journey to Work
data

Environmental  Confirm whether an Environmental Impact Statement will need to be prepared for the Project
Assessment

ACT Government ® Environment and Sustainable Development Directorata



e R ey o

[ Deue!npment
; e
Plannlng Confirm what planning approvals will be reqmred to progress the Project
approvals
Governance Consider what governance arrangements will be required to facilitate the integrated
development of the Project Corridor, with a specific emphasis on the integration of land use
and transport outcomes
Procurement  Development of an appropriate procurement strategy to fully scope the optimum approach to

the future development of the project

Further investigation is required to identify components of the Project that are most
amenable for private sector involvement and assess the financial attractiveness of private
sector involvement using a Public Sector Comparator approach to assess value for money.

The Feasibility and Forward Design Stage is projected to cost $30 million over 201314 and 2014-15.

Funding from the Commonwealth Government will enhance the ACT Government’s ability to accelerate
the Feasibility and Forward Design Stage and investigate potential measures regarding an integrated
land use-transport governance framework for the Project.

Need for Commonwealth Government Funding

Partial funding for the Feasibility and Forward Design Stage is sought from the Commonwealth
Government on the basis that: -

¢ Consistent with National Building Il objectives: The Project directly addresses three Nation Building
I objectives: Connecting People, Safety and Innovation

« Consistent with the objectives of projects funded under the Commonwealth Government’s
Liveable Cities Program: The Project aims at exploring opportunities for cooperation between
the ACT Government and the private sector to directly address issues including climate change,
affordable housing, traffic congestion and a growing, ageing population

o Corridor of national significance: Northbourne Avenue, which forms a large part of the Project
Corridor, has been identified within the National Capital Plan as a corridor of national significance.
Proposed investments as part of the Project are aimed at reinforcing the nationally significant
ceremonial role of the Avenue. A number of design elenients are likely to be required that are over
and above the requirements for typical rapid transit projects in order to meet the requirements of
the National Capital Plan.

e Opportunity to develop an integrated land use-transport governance structure: A number of
parties including the Productivity Commission, Infrastructure Australia and COAG have outlined
the need for improved governance in relation to the development of Australia’s cities. The ACT
Government’s commitment to the establishment of the Gungahlin to City Project Office, aimed at
coordinating transport, redevelopment of public housing and land use planning, provides a potential
special-purpose vehicle to promote and realise potential transport and land use outcomes outlined

within this submission.

1
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Delivery Strategy

The process currently underway establishes the concept design for the project and its feasibility. The
next stage of the project cycle for which funding is required is Feasibility and Forward Design. Further
detailed feasibility analysis and detailed design work will be required prior to procurement. Table 65
outlines a provisional timeline between the detailed feasibility process and the commencement of
construction. The timeline will be refined during the Feasibility and Forward Design Stage.

1st month

. Select Design/Feasibility Consultants 4th month

- Design Option Studies 7th month
Preliminary Sketch Plan 15th month
Consultation Completion 12 - 15th month
Final Sketch Plan 21st month
DA Lodged 21th month
DA Approved 22th month -
EIS Required To be confirmed
EIS Complete To be confirmed
Document ready 27th month
Tendering and Evaluation 28 - 30th month
Construction Contracts Signed 31st month

Construction Begins 32nd month

A number of assets and related services will need to be procured under the Project to firstly develop
the design, construct the works and then to operate the transport services. in keeping with ACT
Government procurement processes, the fundamental principles of the future procurement will be to
ensure that the items procured are:

e Fit for purpose

* Represent value for money for the ACT Government

* In accordance with ACT procurement guidelines.

The Feasibility and Forward Design Stage will consider the nature and level of involvement of the private
sector to develop and finance the Project.
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Governance Strategy

Proposed governance arrangements to discuss key issues and Project direction are already in place.
The provisional governance arrangements broadly reflect governance arrangement to date, with the
exception that the Gungahlin to City Project Office now takes the place as the lead project team, in lieu
of ESDD. The Project Steering Committee will ensure senior executive commitment to the Project with
direct input from the Minister for ESDD as well as from key stakeholders. A Project Reference Group
will deal with day-to-day issues and to highlight key issues for the Steering Committee’s consideration.
Figure 24 outlines at a high !evel the provisional governance structure for the Feasibility and Forward

Design stage.

Figure 24: High Level Provisional Governance Structure

Stakeholders

As the Project moves to the Feasibility and Forward Design stage, a detailed governance plan will be
developed that sets out in detail the governance arrangements for the planning and procurement of the
project and includes the roles and responsibilities associated with specific governance bodies in order to
assist in the project’s delivery and achievement of outcomes.

Specific details on membership will be dependent on the potential level of private sector involvement.
Potential stakeholders may include:

e Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate

o Territory and Municipal Services Directorate

o Treasury Directorate

o Chief Minister and Cabinet Directorate

e Economic Development Directorate

e Community Services Directorate

e National Capital Authority

Depending on the level of private sector funding, alternative governance arrangements may be explored.
For instance, the Gold Coast Light Rail project established an authority of multiple agencies and
consortium partners. Associated Gateway procedures will also be revisited by Treasury should this occur.

Should Commonwealth Government funding be secured, current governance arrangements will also be
reviewed to allow for greater involvement from the Commonwealth Government.
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Economic Appraisal Table: BRT under a Business As Usual Land Use Scenario

All values in June 2011 prices. All valuations with respect to base case. All figures in millions

PR AL, SRS BT

<00

S001%7 83707 805
S0g: 37 3505
0,1 [ $3.71 905

$37 505

0i 837 %05

X K837, 8180.5;

£0.0
£0.0
50,0
0.0
50.0
0.0
$23.0
$26.3
$29.6
$32.8
$34.7
$36.5
$38.3
$40.1
$41.9
$43.7
$45.5
$47.4
$49.2
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0
$51.0

$109.5  $13.5 $1,355.8
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$0.0
S0.0
$0.0
50,0
0.0
&0.0
-$15.4
-$17.6
-$19.8
-$22.0
-$22.6
-$23.3
-$24.0
-$24.7
-$25.3
-$26.0
-$26.7
-$27.4
-$28.1
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7
-$28.7

-$28.7

. -$791.3

$0.0

0.0 50,

$0.0 $0.0
500 40.0
$0.0 500
$0.0 $0.0
$0.0 $0.0
S0.0 $3.4
$0.1 $3.9
$0.1 S4.4
$0.1 $4.9
$0.1 $5.2
$0.1 '$5.5
$0.1 $5.8
$0.1 $6.2
$0.1 $6.5
$0.1 $6.8
$0.1 $7.1
$0.1 $7.4
50.1 $7.7
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
$0.1 $8.0
so1  $80

$28 $2113,

$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
$3.2
_$32
| $86.7



0.0

SN0
200
40,0
h)
£0.0
$0.5
$0.6
$0.7
$0.7
$0.8
$0.8
50.9
$0.9
$1.0
$1.0
$1.0
$1.1
$1.1
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
51.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$1.2
$30.8

$13.8'

$99.8 5358 2 5123 0 $1 992.0' 51 510.8.

50,0 R0 | S80S0 60 1000;
00, L& soal 860 -s51 T093s)
400 Les76). 300 “Seg0l 576 [0873]
00 _ 6199,  &u S0 $199 0816
00, $589  ¢589 0763
-_io.\v 51101_ 500 $1101 0713
V0.0 23748 . g _..§-_7ﬁ§... . 0.666
500 00 $31° §366  $335 0623
5001 900, 338! .._$.4.7-0 32 0544:
0.0 800 $42) a___$"5"23 55%;,_1_ 0503'
5007 o '._‘_5555

$00 900 542 [$57:2 5531 0415
$0.0 50! 5589 $547 0388,
500, 300! 342 ___§§Q;§‘.._§$§_{l,_,,_ 0362
S00  $73,  $42  $e22  $507 0339,
o GoL S42 638 $597 0317,
o0l S0 842 655  $613 029,
00 %00 Ladh %672 $630 0277
500 S07 842 $6B8  S646 0258
s00  $225  $42, $e88 s421 0242
S00! 500 $42. $688 646 0226
500 $42 S688 646 0211
$0.0 $42 se88|  $646 0197
o0 400 42 9688 %646 0184’
so0| $222 _ $42. $688 3425 0172,
5001 L8007 542 5688._‘;5646
$0.0 . 2800, . _$688  $646 050
0.0 | 88 $64.6. 0141
5001 . 646 0431
50.0 2| $6881  S646. 0123,
$0.0¢ $42|' 55381 _$646 0115
502 %42 $688  S646 0107,
500! %42! 688 $646 0100
S0 iu $42° %688, $64.6  0.094;
$998  $208.  $42. $168. 6 $1346 0088

14035 $215.3°

GoCe1

@O@E®®

\n,u 50.0
54.7 S0.0
$6.6 £0.0
$16.2 Q.0
$45.0 $0.0
$78.5 e
$49.8 £0.0
00 $1.9
50.0 $2.0
S0 s2.1
S0.0 §21
S0 $2.0
0.0 $1.9
50.0 $1.7
20.0 $1.6
<00 S1.5
$2.5 $1.4
0.0 $1.3
S0.0 $1.2
0.0 $1.2
S0.0 s1.1
$54 %10
£0.0 $0.9
<03 $0.9
500 $0.8
20,0 $0.8
1§38 07
0.0 $0.7
50.0 $0.6
SO0 $0.6
€n.0 $0.5
SO0 $0.5
0.0 $0.5
S0.0 $0.4
S0.0 $0.4
00 $0.4
$26 %04
$33.2'
NPV =$243.3

50.0 50.0
50.0 -54.7
00  -$6.6
00 -816.2
¢0.0  -$45.0
00 -$78.5
$00  -549.8
$22.8  $20.9
$24.3  $223
$256  $23.5
$266  $244
$25.6  $23.6
$24.7  $22.8
$23.7  $22.0
$228  $21.2
$21.9  $204
$21.1 8172
$20.2  $18.9
$19.4  $18.1
$186  $17.4
$17.8 5167
$16.6  $10.2
3155  $14.6
$145  $13.6
$136  $12.7
$12.7  $119
$11.8 $7.3
$11.1 5104
$10.3 $9.7
$9.7 $9.1
$9.0 $8.5
$8.4 $7.9
$7.9 $7.4
$7.4 $6.9
$6.9 $6.5
$6.4 $6.1
$148  $118
$491.8 $243.3
BCR=1.98
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Economic Appraisal Table: LRT under a Business As Usual Land Use Scenario

All values in June 2011 prices. All valuations with respect to base case. All figures in millions.

0.0 S0.0
50.0 $0.0

2013 $0.0 S0.0 $00  $no
2014 $0.0 50.0 300 0.0
2015 50.0 S0.0 300 500
2016 0.0 0.0 500 S0.0
2017 0.0 %00 500 200
2018 $14.7  $275  $13.9  $0.2
2019 $16.8  $31.4  $159  $0.2
2020 -$189  $353  $179  $0.3
2021 -$21.0 $39.2 $199  $0.3
2022 SO0 1937 $20.6  $46.7  $203  $0.3
2023 oS00l T ie3.7 5/ $742 $202  $541  $207 %03
2024 301 ;.p.;}_l’_ $37...505 $813 -$19.8 $615 $211  $0.3
2025 80, 00 537 0 $88.3° -$194  $68.9 $215  $0.3
2026 i o -$189  $763  $21.9  $0.3
2027 So.01 $185  $838 $223  $03

-518.1 $91.2 $22.7 $0.3

2028
2029 $17.7  $986 $230  $03
2030 $173  $1060 $234  $0.4
2031 -$169 $1134 $238 %04
2032 $169 $1134 $238 304
2033 $169 $1134 $238 %04
2034 $169 $1134 $238  $04
2035 -$169 $1134  $238  $0.4
2036 $169 $1134  $238 %04
2037 -$169 $1134  $238 304
2038 -$169 $1134  $238  $04
2039 -$16.9 $1134  $23.8 $0.4
2040 $169 $113.4 $238  $04
2041 $169 $1134 $238 404
2042 | 800! -$169 $1134 $238 %04
2043 sdo o C $169 $1134  $238  $04
2044 80 $169 $1134 $238  $04
2045 | 80 -$169 $1134  $23.8 304
2046 2300 1837} $169 $1134 $238 304
2047 00 $37: 305| $1304  $169 $1134  $238 S04
Total F00. 81095 $13.5($3278.5 | $529.6$2,748.9 $669.7  $10.0.

104 ACT Government = Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate

0.0 .0
$0.0 S0.0
0.0 £0.0
$0.0 S0.0
0.0 S0.0
0.0 50.0
$3.3 $17.5
$3.7 $20.0
$4.2 $22.5
$4.7 $25.0
$5.0 S$24.9
$5.4  $24.8
$5.7  $24.7
$6.1  $245
$6.4 $24.4
$6.8 $24.3
$7.1 s24.1
$7.5 8240
$7.8 $23.9
$8.2 $23.8
$8.2 $23.8
$82  $23.8
$82 5238
$82  $238
$8.2 §23.8
$8.2 $23.8
$82 5238
$82 5238
$8.2 $23.8
$8.2 $23.8
$8.2 $23.8
$82  $238
$8.2 $23.8
$82  $238
$8.2 $238
$82  $238
| $2127 $70855
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%0 00 10000 00  $00 00 $00

$00 $00  S0.0 SnO %00

S0 300 oS00 $po | 851 §51, 0935 $47  s00 00 -847
00 500 S60 00§76  $76. 0873, $66  $0.0  $00 866
00 300 f0.0 500 $199 & $199° 0816 $162 00 s00  -$162

$589: 0763' $450 S0 00 -$450
300 $1101 0713 $785 00 00 -$785

£00  $748 0666, $498 00 0.0 -$49.8
$732 $7010 0623 00 $19 456  $437
$837  $80.2 0582 00 $20 487  $46.7
$941 %003 0544, 00 $21  $512  $49.1
51046, $1004 0508) 00  $21  $53.2  $510
1129 $108.8) 0475 S0.0  $20 $53.7  $517
S1171 0444  $00  $19  $539  $520
31296 $1255. o, 15§00 $17  $53.8  $521

S0.0 $0.0 $0.0 3000 $58.9 X
T S0.0 S0.0 £0.0 5110.1'_ _ ~
500 00 $0.0 00 $748 00
$25 %20  $09 00, 800 |
$2.8 523 $1.0 $0.0(
$32 $26 | S11  Su0 €00 S
$3.5 $2.9 $1.2 $0.01 TF800Q s
$36  $30  $13 500! - %00
$37  $30 313 500 __'$_|]__:‘__-__ oA

$38  $31 13  f00. 800 ¢ |
$38  $32  $13  $00. 300 542 $138.0° ,51333 0388 00 $16  $535  $519

$39 $32 $14  So0  EO0° T 0362 <00 $15 $53.0  $515
$40  $33  $14 500 §73 ] osagl $2.5 $1.4  $524 %485
$41  $33  $14 00 S 0317 S0 $13  $516  $50.3
$4.1 $3.4 514 500 ;590000 p171.4 /.2, ‘_Q_._ggﬁ_, SO0 $12  $50.7  $49.5
$42 835 515 $0.01  S0CT saz 51793 51755 0277, s0.0 $1.2  $49.7  $486
$4.3 $3.5 $1.5 50.0 ___5_4.2__._ L_;1_s_z_a._1____ ﬁ;a_q.o_ : 0_._258? $0.0 $1.1 %486  $47.5
{3 835 s15 G005 $42 S18B1 Sl6L4| 0242 $54 10 $454  $390
%43  $35  $15 00 . $42) $1881 S1840 0226 00  $09  $425 415
$43  $35  $15 00, e $42 $18810 $1840 0211 00 $09  $39.7  $38.8
$43  $35  S15 00 Su0. 42 S1B1 SI840. 0197' 500 $08  $37.1  $363
$43  $35  $15  $00  SUu. | $4.2) $188.1: §_1§_g__;.q?___ 0184 00 $0.8 $347  $339
$43 835  S15 so,cn _ 5222 __$42. $188.1 $1618 0172 $3.8 $0.7 $324  $27.9
$43 %35  S15  s00) % 5420 $1331'_ $1840° 0161 w00 %07  $303  $29.6
$43  $35  $15 500, ~ f00 542 $188.1 $184.0. 0150 $0.0  $06 $283  $27.7
$43  $35 $1.5 s00f 800 4. 21 $188.1, $184.0 0141. $0.0 $0.6  $26.4  $25.9
$43  $35  $15  $00|  $00  $42' $1881° $1840' 01310 $0.0 05 $247  $24.2
$43  $35 15 Sno. 00 $a2) $1881 $1840 023 00 $05  $231  $226
$43  $35  $15 vvil st'_.J_%a%iﬂ§;§§£¢;53§@93.,01455 f00  $05  $216  $211

$43 835  S15  4no (42 $1881 $1840°  0407] 00 $04  $202  $197
$43  $35  $15  s00 $42i__, 51881 $1840/ 0100, $00  $04 $189  $184

$43  $35  $15 *D.J._____._ sho $a2] 1881 $1840 0098, <30 $04 $176  $17.2

$43  $35  $15  $998' $298  $42' $2879 $2539. 0088 $26 S04 252 222

$1202  $985 $42.0 $993 $3582 $123.0 $4,970.8 $4,489.6 14.035 $2153  $33.2, $1,187.6 $939.1
NPV = $939.1 BCR=4.78
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- Economic Appraisal Table: BRT under a Higher Density Land Use Scenario

All values in June 2011 prices. All valuations with respect to base case. All figures in millions.

2012 $113 500000 50,0 0.0 Sr_w 500 $0.0 $0.0 500 30.0
2013 .| 8160 nsu0ic) ___~uoi *eua 0.0 %00  $0.0  $00 300 00 500 $0.0
2014 Igés_,‘s‘___l__;;;o_o__i___ ;-,w, '_- $600 00 $00 300 %00 00 500 50.0 300
2015  $1293 00, 500, 8500] $00  $00  $00 300  $00  $0.0 $0.0 400
2016 | $248.5 00 u %A so 0 %00 00 sno go0 $0.0

2017 | $172.8° .. 500y 4 L3ROVER sa.oj $0.0. $00  $00  $00 00 $00 $0.0 ;0.0
2018 S04 L1300 ‘_‘_530 524, $243 5155  $88  $43 %01 336 $186  $1.7

2019 | 400 . 500 $3sii $24r $27.8  $17.7 .$101 %49  $01 41 $213  $19

-$3.910F8% 524 $31.2 5199  $11.3 $55  $0.1 $4.6 $239 522

2020 ., 50,04 4 e

2021 | 5 gS00: 4 8007 55431 s24 $34.7 -$22.1 8126 $6.1  $0.1 $5.1 $266 $24
2022 8005 3000, Lisa3n .,,_! $36.5 $227 $138  $64 $0.1  $54  $263 825
2023 | 500 LS00 $43]  $24] $382 $232 $150  $67 $01  $58  $260 $26
2024 490 500l | $43' 6241 3400 -$238 $162  $70 $01  $61  $257 $27
2025 ( 4 $244 5174 $73 %01 $6.4 $25.4  $2.9
2026 $249 5186 $75  $0.1 $6.7 $251  $3.0
2027 -$255  519.8 $7.8  $0.1 $7.0 $249  $3.1
2028 -$26.1  $21.0 $8.1  S0.1 $7.3 $246  $3.2
2029 -$26.7  $22.2 $84  S0.1 $7.7 $243 533
2030 | -$27.2  $234 $8.7  s0.1 $8.0 $24.0 $3.4
2031 $27.8  $24.6 $9.0 %01 $8.3 $23.7  $35
2032 -$278  $24.6 $9.0 $0.1 $8.3 $23.7 o+ .
2033 $27.8  $246 $9.0 0.1 $8.3 $23.7 .5
2034 -$27.8 5246 $9.0 S0.1 $8.3 $23.7 $35
2035 $27.8  $24.6 $9.0 %01 $8.3 $23.7 $35
2036 $27.8  $246 $9.0  $0.1 $8.3 $23.7 435
2037 -$27.8 5246 $9.0 $0.1 $8.3 $23.7 835
2038 $27.8  $246 $9.0  $0.1 $8.3 $23.7 $35
2039 $27.8  $24.6 $9.0  $0.1 $8.3 $23.7 $3.5
2040 $27.8  $246 $9.0 s0.1 $8.3 $23.7 $35
2041 $27.8  $246 $9.0 s0.1 $8.3 $23.7 $35
2042 -$278  $246 $9.0 %01 $8.3 $23.7  $35
2043 -$27.8 5246 $9.0 %01 $8.3 $23.7 $35
2044 1R $27.8  $246 $9.0  $0.1 $8.3 $23.7 $3.5
2045 n a. S $27.8 5246 $9.0 501 $8.3 $23.7 $35

2046 ' HGO_{_ S00. - sa3i ¥ $27.8  $246  $90 $01  $83  $23.7 35
2047 | $1382 001 343 2. $27.8  $246  $9.0 $01  $83  $237 $35
Total  $8035  $0.0 $127.4  $727 $13905 7721 $6275 $2410 $39 $286  $7196 $948
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e

: ) so0  S00. epn R TUE00 10000 00 0 S00  $00  $00
00 500  $0.0  $00  $113) 500 50¢ $113 0935 $105 00 00 -$105
$00 %00 00 00 $160, f0u  S..  $160 0873 $139 00 300 -$139
S0 00 00 00 $366 500 S0 $366) 0816 $299 500 500 -$29.9
00 00 300 300 $12930 ) %1293 0763 $986  $0.0 00 -$98.6

$2485 0713 $1772 00 00 -$177.2

n.0 S0.0 S0,0 S04 5248.5 J
A0 $00  $00 o0 $1728  f0g i $172.8 0666 $1151  $0.0  $0.0 -$115.1

$08 %07 $03 00 00§55 $388  $334 0623 00 $34 $242  $208
$10 08 03 S00 L0 $59 S444. S5 0S8 00 334 $58  $24
$11  $08 %04 500 S0 $63  $499° $436 0544, 500 $34  $27.1  $237
$12  $09 %04 00 S0, $68 $555 $487 0508 00  $34 $282  $24.8
$12 $10 S04 oo 00 $68 $572 S04 0475 00 932 $272 $240
$13  $10 S04  S00  s00l  $68| $580 $522 044l 00  $30 $262  $232
$14 $11 S04 00 S0 $68 07 $s39 0als 00 %28 $52  $24
$14  $11  $05 500, ¢ $68  $624 $557  0388] S00  $26 $242  $216
$15 $12 %05  $00 . sbo

. $12 0 68 s642  $574 0362 00 $24  $233  $208
15 $12  $05 00 $109:  $68 $659. %482 0339 $37  $23 $223  $163
$16 $12 %05  $00  S0o;  $68' 8676 $60.9) 0317] 00 $21  $214  $193
$13 %05 §00 0T $68 9694  $626 029 (0.0  $20 5205  $185
$17 $13 %06 00 suo! 868  S711° $644  0277: 00 $19  $197  $178
500 S0C.  $68' $729 $661 0258, 00 . $17 $188  $171
W7 $14  $06  $00 $253°  $68  $729 4408 0242 $61  $16 $176  $9.9
-7 $14  $06 00 SO0l $68° $729° %661 0226 SO0 $15  $164  $149
$17  $14  $06  $00. GO0 68 $729  ¢e6.1 0211 00 $14  $154  $139
$17  $14  S06 00 il 868 $729 661 0197, 00  $13 $144  $130
$17  $14  $06 o0 100 $68,  $729 %661 0184  s00  $12 $134  $122
$17  $14  $06 00 8146 $68  $729. $515 0172 $25  $12 $125  $89

$17  $14 06 00 00 %68 $729:

i $66.1 01611 00 $11  $117  $106
00 S0l 868 $729 $661' 01500 00  $10 $110  $9.9
$17  $14  $06 005U 968 $729. $66.1 0141 500 $09  $102  $93
00 0 $68  $729  $661 0431, 0.0 $09  $96  $87
$17.  $14  $06 00 FG. $68| $729 %661 0123 oo $08  $89 881
$17  $14 %06 00 500 $68  $729! $661. 0115 <00 $08  $84  $7.6
$17  $14  $06 S0 SN0 $68! $729 $66.1, 0107  s00 $07  $7.8 87
$17  $14 %06 00 __s00  $68  $729 661 0100 00 $0.7  $7.3  $66
$17  $14  $06 00 00 $68  $729  $66.1 0094 io  $0.6  $68  $6.2
$17  $14  $06 $2621 $1382  $68 $3350 $1900° 0088 $121  $0.6 $293  $16.6

$46.8 $37.0 $153 $262.1 $803.5 $200.1 $2,266.6 $1,263.1 14.035 $469.8 $54.3 $534.9 $10.8
NPV =$10.8 BCR=1.02
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Economic Appraisal Table: LRT under a Higher Density Land Use Scenario

Allvalues in June 2011 prices. All valuations with respect to base case. All figures in millions.

2011 800 $0.0 %00

2012 $113 FeS 0.0 25 SR $0.0 0.0 S00 £0.0 £0.0 50.0 0.0 ¢0.0
2013 . $160 00, S04, - 808] 00  $00  $00 00 %00 500 %00 $00
2014 | $366 ¢ %00 7800 s00 500 $00 00 S00 %00 00 50.0
2015 $_129.3_" R0 50.0 50.0 $0.0 00 800 0.0 $0.0 0.0
2016 $248.5 865 soo %00 %00 06 90 00 00

2017 $1728 ¢ “S00] 00 500 300 $00 300 %00 00 400
2018 . 800 $24] $427 -$146  $281 $142  $02 $34 $175 $5.6
2019 300 $24| $488 5166  $321 $162  $03  $38  $200 $6.4
2020 | ¢ S0 $24] 4549 8187  $36.1  $182  $03  $43  $225 $7.2
2021 524!  $610 -$208 $402 $202  $03 48 250  $8.0
2022 $68.1 -$20.5  $47.7  $20.7 $0.3 $52  $24.9 $8.1
2023 $753 -$201  $552 211  $03  $55  $24.8 $8.3
2024 - 00 300] 1843 $82.5 -$19.8  $62.7 $215  $03  $59  $246 $8.4
2025 | 800 fsep! $89.7 -$19.5 $702 $219  $04  $63  $245 $8.6
2026 ' s000 N $969 -$19.1  $77.7 $223  $04  $66 $24.4 $8.8
2027 $109' $1040 $188  $852 $227 %04  $7.0 $24.2 $89
2028 1 SO0 k86, $1112 -$185  $927 $231  $04  $7.4 %241 $9.1
2029 | SSOW S04y 85431 8 $1184 -$181 $1002 $235  $04  $7.7  $240 $9.2
2030 ' SOD. . : $1256 $17.8 $1077 $239  $04  $81 $239 = $94
2031 $§132.7 -$175 $1153 5243 $0.4 $8.4 8237 $9.6
2032, $253 ;00 $43. $24 $1327 $175 $1153 $243  $04  $84 $237 .
2033 | 500 00 %43 524 $1327 8175 $1153 $243 S04  $84 $237 .6
2034 95000 %24 $132.7 -$17.5 $1153  $243 S04  $84  $23.7 $9.6
2035 1500 8 $1327 -$175 $1153  $243  $04  $84  $23.7 $9.6
2036 500 S04 $1327 $17.5 $1153  $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2037 ' $146 ;0O $43 S24] $1327 -$175 $1153 $243 304 984 $237 $9.6
2038 $00 S0 s43  $2a $1327 -$17.5 $1153 $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2039 | S00 5 $1327 -$17.5 $1153 $243 S04  $84  $237 $9.6
2040 | 809 $1327 $17.5 $1153 $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2041 | S0 500 $132.7 -$17.5 $1153 $243  $0.4  $84  $237 $9.6
2042 | 30 ' $1327 -$17.5 $1153 $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2043 $1327 $17.5 $1153  $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2044 $1327 $17.5 $1153 $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2045 $1327 $17.5 $1153  $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
2046 $1327 -$17.5 $1153 $243 S04  $84  $237 $9.6
2047 $175 $1153  $243  $04  $84  $237 $9.6
Total -$540.1 $2,7953 $682.3 $11.1 $2195 $707.8  $268.5
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S0,0 SO0 =00 S!].'}E SIS0 ST ) 155153 __t_:)._935_§ $10.5 VA fo0 -810.5
50, : %00 $16.0 300, 360, -5160 0873 $139  $00 500 -$13.9
0.5 500 foh S0 $366 00 00 9366 0816 $299 (0w (00 5299
00 300 00 $00 $1293 ol (0 $1293 0763 %986 00
a0 20,0 f00) $2485, Suu 000 52485 0713 $177.2 20 S0 81772
- S00° $1728 .04 ou 81728 0666 S151 00 s00 $usi
$28 %22 $09  s0o; G00 $55  $748  $69.3. 0623 (00 $34  $466  $432
$32  $25 $10 so0| 00 859  s8ss $796 0582 f00 334 $498 463
$35 %28 812 300, 00 $63,  $962  $89.8 0544 00 $34  $523  $48.9
$39 431 $13 900 o0 $68 $1069' $1001 0508 00 $34  $543  $509
$40  $32  $13 00 00 $68 $1153 $1086 0475 00 $32  $54.8  $516
a1 $32  $13  s00, 00§68 $138 171 04 00 $30  $550  $520
$42  $33  S14 <00 £00  $68 $1323| S1256 0415 Su0  $28  $549  $521
$43  $34  $14  S00. 00  $68  $1408  $1340 0388  $0.0  $2.6  $54.6  $52.0
$43 934 514 00 $68  $1493' $1425 0362 o0 $24  $541  $517
$44 835  S14  S0.0 $6.8° $157.8 $140.1 0339  $37  $23  $534 5474
$35  $15  $00 00 $68  $1662 $1595 0317, 0.0 $21  $526  $50.5
$46  $36 S5 S00; . $68 81747 $1680 0296 00  $20  $517  $49.7
$46  $37  $15 00, cul $68  $1832, $1764 0277, 00 $19  $50.7°  $48.8
$47  $37  $15 300, <ha $68 $1917 $1849 0258! $00  $L7  $49.5 %4738
(a7 $37  $15  s00) $253  $68) S19L7. $159.6  0242°  $61  S16 463  $386
47 $37  $15  S00_ Li $68 $1917 $1849° 02261 S00  $15  $433  $417
$47  $37  $15  f00. . $68 $1917. $1849 0211,  i0u  $14  $404  $390
$47  $37  $15  $00 00 $68) $1917. $1849 0197, 300  $13  $37.8  $365
$47  $37  $15  Goo. 00 $68 $1917' $1849 0184) fon $12  $353  $341
$47  $37  $15  $00. $146  $68 1917, $1704 0172 25  $12  $33.0 $293
$47  $37 S5 sno ouv $68  $1917. $1849 0161 a0 $11  $308  $298
$47  $37  $15 00 04 $68 $1917 $1849 0150 - £0.0  $10  $288  $27.8
$47 37 $15 0o 09 $68 $1917 1849 0441 00 $09  $269  $260
$47  $37  $15 00, .ot $68. $1917 $1849 0131 £00  $09 $252  $24.3
$47  $37  $15 S0 00 $68' $1917° $1849. 0123 A0 - $0.8  $235  $227
$47  $37  $15 00, vl $68] $1917 $1849 0115 00 $08  $220° $212
$47 837 $15 400 00 $68) $1917 $1849, 0107, f00  $07  $206  $19.8
$47  $37  $15 00 i1 $68 $1917 $1849 0100, <00  $07  $192  $185
$47  $37  $15 00 ‘0 $68, $1917 $1849 0094 00 0.6  $180  $17.3
$4.7 $3.7 $1.5 $262.1 $138.2 $6.8 $453.8 $3089 0088 $12.1 $0.6  $39.7 $27.0

$132.8 $104.7 $43.5 $262.1 $803.5 $200.1 $5227.5 $4,224.0 14.035 $469.8 $54.3 $1,225.2 $701.1
NPV =5$701.1 BCR=2.34
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Project Board meeting paper

Meeting agenda item # 6

Meeting date and time Meeting #1, date to be confirmed

1 May 2013

Adam Boersma, Project Board Secretary

Manégé‘r e A | Glenn Bain

Subject - R Project Board operations
Relevant decision or action Not applicable

number

Attachment A: briefing paper on operations and meeting principles

.| Related papers
Attachment B: Project Board paper template

Endorsed by the Project Yes
Director

Purpose of this paper

To seek Project Board approval for the key elements of noted in Attachment A, which addresses Project
Board operations and meeting principles.

Background

The Project Board will be administered by a Project Board Charter. The Charter draws on the Governance
Framework, but adds further detail on how the Board will be administered.

The key elements of this subject are summarised in Attachment A, which following Board approval would
form the basis of the Project Board Charter.

Results of consultation across government

Significant cross-government consultation occurred for the Governance Framework document (refer to Board
meeting #1, ltem 3). :

No such consultation has occurred for this agenda item given that the recommendation concerns principally
Board members only.

Government budget impact

None.





