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Thursday, 30 October 2008 8:14 AM

To:

Ce:

Subject: Majura Parkway- |A information

Attachments: Prioritisation proforma’lA - App C - Appralsal - Key results and assumptions_Majura
Parkway Stage 2.doc; Prioritisation proforma |A - App F - Appraisal - Key results and
assumptions_Majura Parkway Stage 2.doc; |A report on Majura Parkway_QOctober
2008.doc; Prioritisation proforma 1A - App E - Appraisal - Key results and
assumptions_Majura Parkway Stage 2.doc; Attachment 1_ Revised BCR Majura
Parkway.pdf

S

I will send down to you today a hard copy of relevant reports on the Majura Parkway to go
with this information .

Regards

Roads ACT
30/10/08
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Majura Parkway conne(:ting the Monaro and Federal

Highways, . ] |
o v it

Proposal

The ACT Government proposes that Infrastructure Australia consider the potential for
Majura Parkway, the proposed road upgrade that connects the Federal and the Monaro

- Highways to be a project of national significance. These roads in the vicinity of the

- Canberra airport play an important role for the ACT economy, the surrounding New
South Wales (NSW) region and nationally given the importance of both the Federal
and the Monaro Highways as well-used freight routes and being part of the national
road network. - , :

£y« Background

Both the National Capital and Canberra Spatial Plans identify the airport as a major
employment node and describe the importance of considering the Majura Parkway as.
a future major road. In a regional planning context the road plan provides improved
access from and to Queanbeyan and the wider NSW region via the Monaro Highway. .
In terms of the National road network, constructing the Majura Parkway will provide
better connections with the Federal Highway. The road improvement plan hasa
strategic context and is very important to support the current and the future economic
development of Canberra and the surrounding NSW region,

. The feasibility of this project was first studied in detail Febrﬁary 2007 by the ACT

- Government and further analysis has reaffirmed the need for the major road

- improvement to proceed. The most recent economic assessment study of November

2007 has been carried out by an independent consultant, and has returned a positive

- outcome in terms of its Net Present Value (NPV) and its Cost Benefit Ratio (CBR).

The project has been recommended as one which will significantly improve traffic
conditions in and around the local district, whilst at the same time provide a positive
outcome to the economics of the region primarily by improvement to the capacity and
access for freight traffic from and to the national road network but also in terms of eco
and snow tourist based industries that have developed along the Monaro Highway.

From a national perspective there are a number of key stakeholders who will benefit
from the proposed road improvement. These include: :
The Canberra Airport Group ‘

The ACT Government

The Department of Defence

RTA & Queanbeyan City Council

Department of Infrastructure Transport & Regional Services

National Capital Authority

Page 1




Majura Parkway
‘ACT Government
QOctober 2008

Whilst each of these stakeholders will be looking for a different outcome, there is one
common thread which binds them all - linking the Federal and Monaro Highways in
an efficient manner with sufficient capa(nty to accommodate freight traffic from the
national road network to the Monaro Highway an important regional road. There is a
pressing need to address the current bottleneck and i 1mprove a good level of access to
Canbena airport.

There are two over 11d1ng issues w1th this prOJect

1. Regional and Natmna] Frelght Routes

The ex1st1ng road network is being used more to transport freight into Region
via the Monaro nghway and nationally on'the Federal/Hume Highways

This use has grown significantly over the past few years, 01eat1ng atn afﬁc
bottleneck locally in and around the Pialligo Avenue as trucks compete for
space with private motor vehicles whlch are the result of residential and
business growth in the area.

The freight task nationally is for ecast to double by 2020and the cunent
national transport reforms being promoted by the Standing Committee on
Transport and the National Transport Commission focus on the provision of -
infrastructure which makes transportmg freight more efﬁc1ent and productlve

" The extensmn of the Higher Mass L1m1ted routes and the introduction of
performance based standards for commer01a1 vehicles are promoting -
efficiency and increased load carrying capacity while not neglecting the
importance of asset maintenance and protection

Commercial traffic on the Monaro Highway and the current Majura Road .
represent some 16% of the total traffic presently with the connection between
the Monaro Highway, Majura Road and the Federal Highway. These figures -
confirm this as an important freight route within the ACT but also for regional
NSW and nationally w1th the connections into the Hume nghway

2. Airport Freight Hub

There is potential for the redevelopment of the Canberra Airport into a
‘freight-hub’, allowing for the redirection of mgmﬁcant freight car go into the
airport, and for this to be transferred onto trucks for dispatch to various centres
within the region.

The airport has expanded significantly since 2002 and now has more than
6000 people working in the airport precinct. By 2020 some 15,000 people
may work at the airport which will become a reglonal hub for both passenger
and freight air traffic.
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Majura Parkway
ACT Government
October 2008

Canberra Airport is progressing major terminal and runway redevelopment
works and have invested some $270 million in supporting infrastructure to
date. ' -

Stakeholders

As well as being utilized by several groups of road u_sefs, the considered road network
is of interest to several stakeholder organizations at different levels. The table below 7
demonstrates the potential beneficiaries to any improvements occurring for this road
network. : ' - ' '

| Raad Users (Beneficiaries)®. |
-Canberra Airport Traffic (passengers) | Canberra Airport Group Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (freight) - . | Canberra Airport Group Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (employees) | Canberra Airport Group Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (passengers) | ACT Government : Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (freight) ACT Government Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (employees) | ACT Government Local
Gungahlin Commuter Traffic ACT Government (Land Sales) Local
Traffic related to Headquarters Joint | Department of Defence J.ocal
Operational Command _
Queanbeyan through traffic - RTA & Queanbeyan City Council Regional
Better Connections with thie Federal | Department of Infrastructure” .~~~ | Federal
Highway ' Transport & Regional Services ‘
_ : (Auslink) '
Politicians, Parliament Members & National Capital Authority Federal
Canberra Visitors - '

Financial Benefits

The results of the cost benefit analysis show that the road upgrade can be considered
as economically feasible. This is based on the two obtained key performance .
indicators nathely the Net Present Value (NPV) and the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR).

The considered option produces an NPV equating to ~ $358 million over the 25 years .

span life of the project at a 7% discount rate. The estimated BCR for this option is
~2.8 using a 7% discount rate.

Modelling was used to demonstrate the severity of the current peak traffic congestion
problems and the expected further deterioration of the traffic conditions in this
network. The modelling was also used to obtain key performance indicators including
the number of vehicle kilometres travelled as well as number of vehicle hours

travelled both for the existing road network as well as for the considered option in the

years 2006, 2016 and 2031. These were used in accordance with RTA Economic
Analysis Manual to estimate travel-related costs for éach option, and included the
costs of the following: ' ‘
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Majura Parkway

ACT Government
October 2008
Travel related Costs . Construction Costs
=  Vehicle operation | »  Capital construction
= Travel time ' = Contingencies

®»  Accidents » Design
' » Supervision

= Annual and cyclic maintenance

The travel benefits for the considered option were determined by subtracting the
travel related costs of the improvement option from those travel related costs of the do
nothing scenario 1 e. the exrstmg road network staying as it is with no future
intervention.

. Current works underway to address the local traffic congestion conditions are being

funded by the ACT and Federal Governments with the Canberra Airport making a
financial contribution as well. These are necessary works in advance of the
construction of the Majura Parkway

' Cdnstruction Cost

The anticipated project cost for the Majura Parkway project will be approximately
$250.0 Million. This project cost was established in the Preliminary design report
- prepared in July 2008.

- Supporting Documentation

~

The ‘Majura Parkway / Pialligo Avenue Economic Analysrs Report’, SMEC Austraha
Pty Limited (21 November 2007).

Preliminary Sketch plan design and report- SMEC, July 2008
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From: I .
Sent: Tuesday, 17 February 2009.11:21 AM
To: ' )

Subject: JA and Majura

—_——

Attached below are electronic copies of documents sent to IA. These documents were sent in a series of emails from
Wbt | don't have access to that email correspondence.
‘Would you like me to getyigiip to forward you the actual emails he sent to IA?

= -

=

™

MAJURA Table 1 — ‘Appendix B—  Appendix Cdoc Appendix Edoc  Appendix F.doc Appendix G —IA
'AY RISK MANAGEeliverability AssesAajura Parkway Ec. ' vinimum Informa..
-Executive

mmary 15 Januan
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‘2. Construction
risks and
budgetary
implications

Key questions:

the nature of the osmSoodumu location, geography or
.geology?
«  What scale of financial risks do these pose?
?+  Have those risks been adequately assessed in the
$  construction costs assessment? . .
+ Can the project be staged to reduce risks / i improve
- manageability?
« Isthere sufficient. capacity to ensure the mo:ﬁwd\ of the
project and realisation of benefits including relevant
skills and expertise both during and @o,ﬁ construction?

Information / documents likely to wo required:
+ Detailed engineering report by reputable mmmﬂo% or
consultant; and
« Descriptive information re project staging Emhm or
ﬁoﬁﬂﬁm_ :

»  Does the project uOmo particular construction risks due to

d._ouo are no zu:.mnm._ construction risks.
N/A
N/A
N/A

Yes.

Detailed design is underway and will Fo:.&o a comprehensive
report and staging plans. Some information is available in the
concept report.
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5.

Environment.
risks

Key questions:
« Have any major environmental impacts or dem been
highlighted in the project Cost Benefit Analysis?
«  What is the potential scale of impact?
» Hasa mitigation strategy been described?

Information / documents likely to be required:
» Environmental consultants report; and
« Environmental Impact Assessment.

A detailed analysis of environmental issues was undertaken
during the preparation of the Majura Parkway Concept
Evaluation Report (SMEC, 2006). This Report is contained as
Appendix E in the Preliminary Sketch Report provided to IA.

There are no major environmental impacts or risks related to
the project.

An ecology investigation is currently underway. An
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is currently being
prepared. The EIS will include consultation with all relevant
environmental and heritage departments. The draft EIS Report
will be available in March 2009 and the final EIS Report will

| be released in April 2009.

6. Social and other .

risks

Nb% nﬁmmﬂoum
» Have any major social E%moﬁ or risks been Em_._:urﬂoa
in the Cost Benefit Analysis? .
« What is the potential scale of impact? :
« Has there been community engagement / consultation?
« Has a mitigation strategy been described?
+ Have political risks been identified and assessed?
« Have any other risks been identified and assessed?.

Information / documents likely to be required::
+  Environmental consultants report (noise, m_anQ etc);
and
" Community report / oSmobom of community oummwmwBoE
/ oosmESﬁou

There are no major social impacts or risks associated with this
| project.

Consultation with the current lessees along the length of
Majura Parkway corridor has been undertaken. The lessees
comprised private rural lessees and Jand held or managed by
the Commonwealth and ACT Government mmabo_mm including
the Department of Defence.

.The ACT Emergency Services were also consiilted to ensure

that all parameters and issues were identified and understood
for the evaluation process and decision making.

The private leaseholders do not oppose the parkway
construction. Most of them would like to see it happen as
nEnEw as wOmmHEo to relieve the current pressure on g&ﬁm
Road.

Details of community consultation are contained in Section 21

“of the Preliminary Sketch Report provided to IA.
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Part B —Rating and Justification

advantage.

Item Expand Increase Diversify Build on | Develop our . Reduce Improve social | Linkages
Australia’s Australia’s Australia’s Australia’s cities and/or greenhouse gas | equity, and
productive . productivity economic global regions emissions quality of life,
capacity : ‘capabilities competitive in our cities

, advantages “and our regions
Rating Highly beneficial | Highly Neutral Neutral Highly Highly Moderately
_ : | beneficial beneficial beneficial beneficial
How does the An efficient link | The initiative Improved - Linking the Linking the The project will | Canberra’s
imitative between the will addressan | transportation Federal and the | Federal and divert heavy existing arterial
meet/does not Federal Highway | apparent decline | between Monaro Monaro vehicles from rcadwork is in
meet the and the Mopnaro | in productivity = | Canberra and highway will highways will in | the City Centre, | appropriate for
strategic Highway will in the transport | the surrounding . | have only a turn link the and residential | handling large
priority increase the - and storage Tegion can, slight impact on | residential and employment | freight vehicles.
o productive industry in the support Australia’s growth area of areas. The. The passage of
capacity of south | ACT. Improved | diversified global the ACT —the | improved such vehicles on
eastern NSW by | transportation economic competitive northern region | efficiency of the | inappropriate
facilitating through the opportunities advantage. By | named passage of such | suburbanroad
freight ‘ACT will reduce | including high facilitating the Gungahlin —. vehicles through | has a negative
movements and input cost for technology movement of with the ACT will impact on the
the inputs and businesses in industries business inputs { employment reduce quality of life
outputs of south east NSW -and outputs in areas and the greenhouse for ACT
businesses in the | and improve the south eastern | airport. emissions, residents and for
region. their region it will particularly in visitors to the
. productivity. have a positive close proximity | Nations capital.
: impact on to densely ‘
Australia’s populated and
global employment
competitive  areas.
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Provide an
outline of how
the initiative is
dependent on
policy,
regulatory,
demand,
pricing,
efficiency
and/or capital
investment
initiatives

Micro-simulation
with updated
traffic count
information has
highlighted that
the performance
of the proposed .
Federal _
Highway/Monaro
Highway link

| could be

improved further
by removing
emergent ‘pinch
points’ at three
roundabouts on
the eats-west
transit. Further
work is required
to develop design
solutions and
cost estimates.




Appendix E — Summary of Initiative Profiling
Part A - Overview
Title of Initiative — Federal Highway link to Monaro Highway — Mﬁjura Parkway

Summary of Initiative — The ACT is seeking fundlng to create an efficient 11 kilometre dual carnageway freight transport business travel and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the
Monaro Highway.

The joining of these national highways will prov1de a vital transport link relevant to a Slgmﬁcant populatlon and geo graphlc region of Australia — from the south eastern coast, through the snowy mountams .the
Nation’s capltal and further north to’ e1ther side of the Great Divide.

In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Hi ghway by linking the regions north and south of the Australian Capital Territory
The proposed Ma_]ura Parkway will also form pa.rt of the Territory’s arterial road network, lmprovmg north-south tran31t partlcularly to the Alrport and eastwards towards Queanbeyan

'Broadly, the project involves the constructlon of 11km dual carriageway with 7 bridges.

T



Part B — Rating and J usﬁfication

Expand Australia’s

Build on Australia’s

Item Increase Australia’s Diversify Australia’s Develop our cities and/or | Reduce greenhouse gas Improve social equity, -Linkages
productive capacity productivity economic : global competitive regions emissions and quality of life, in our
capabilities advantages cities and our regions
Rating Highly beneficial | Highly beneficial Neutral . Moderately beneficial Highly beneficial Moderately beneficial Moderately beneficial .
How does the imitative An efficient link between | The initiative will address | Improved transportation Linking the Federal and Linking the Federal and The project will reduce The project will improve The project will complete
meet/does not meet the the Federal Highway and | an apparent decline in between Canberra and the | the Monaro highway will | Monaro highways willin | vehicle travel time and access from the residential | a missing link in National
strategic priority the Monaro Highway will | preductivity in the surrounding region can reduce freight costs and turn link the residential divert heavy vehicles from | growth area of Canberra to | Highway networks,
increase the productive transport and storage support diversified enhance the growth area ofthe ACT — | the City Centre, and centres of employment
capacity of south eastern industry in the ACT. economic opportunities competitiveness of the northern region named | residential and and other areas of social The project will also
NSW by reducing freight - | Improved transportation. including high technology | exporters in the south '| Gungahlin — with employment areas. The activity. provide an efficient link to
transport costs. through the ACT will industries eastern region of NSW. employment areas and the | improved efficiency of the : the Canberra Airport.

reduce input cost for
businesses in south east
NSW and impreve their
productivity..

t

airport.

passage of such vehicles
through the ACT will
reduce greenhouse
emissions, particularly in
close proximity to densely
populated and
employment areas.

Canberra’s existing
arterial roadwork is

| inappropriate for handling

large freight vehicles. The
passage of such vehicles

on inappropriate suburban
road has a negative impact

‘on the quality of life for

ACT residents and for
visitors to the Nations

. . capital.
Provide data and - Economic analysis by . ABS national accounts Canberra’s strategic land | The estimated 50 per cent | The project will link the Economic analysis by Economic analysis by
evidence of how the  SMEC Australia shows a | and labour force data | use planning document, reduction in vehicle residential growth area of | SMEC Australia shows SMEC Australia shows a
initiative meets/does not | 50 per cent reduction in indicate that productivity ACT Spatial Plan, operating costs will reduce | the ACT with the other the present value of the 50 per cent reduction in
meet the strategic total vehicle operating in the transport and identifies a future input costs for exporting three established districts | environmental benefits total vehicle operating
priority costs (including travel storage industry in the diversified industrial and | businesses in south east of the ACT. The ‘over 30 years is costs (including travel

time) by 2031.

Average speed on
North-South transit is
projected to increase from

18km/hr to 77km/hr, and

travel time in AM peak
hour is projected to reduce
from 40 minutes under ‘do
nothing’ scenario to less
than 9 minutes in 2031,

The significant reduction
in vehicle operating costs
will reduce freight
transport costs and
increase the productive
capacity of south eastern
NSW.

Reduced travel time for
car passengers will

increase the time available

for marketable economic
production,

| ACT is declining — in

confrast to increasing
productivity in all other
jurisdictions.

The estimated 50 per cent
reduction in vehicle

operating costs will reduce

input costs for businesses
in south east NSW and

| thereby improve their

productivity.

commercial emnployment
corridor — the Eastern.
Breadacre development —
for which a link between
the Federal and Monaro
highway is the key
enabler.

NSW and thereby improve
Australia’s global

_competitive advantage.

residential land supply of
the three established
districts is now highly
-limited. Hence,
Gungahlin is the majofr
source for the ACT to
meet its pressing need for
housing and to stimulate
ACT’s (land development
based) economy.

$24 million (using a
discount rate of
7 per cent).

time) by 2031.

The economic analysis
also shows the present
value of the accident cost
saving over 30 years is

| $19 million (using a

discount rate of -
7 per cent).




Provide an outline of As highlighted in the Executive Summary, a number of other projects have been completed, or are currently underway, that are linked to this project in terms of traffic flows. These projects are:
how the initiative is : ' ' . : .

dependent on policy, - ¢  Single castbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Drive roundabout;
regu'latory, d'emﬂlld, ¢ - Duplication of Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;
pricing, efficiency and/or ' . . ) s
capital investment o Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Highway/Morshead Drive;

initiatives . Wldenmg of Morseliead Drive between Pialligo Avenue and Fairbairn Avenue;

- *  Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialligo Avenue {(including a new brldge over Woolshed Creek);

¢  Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Morshead Dr and Fairbairn Avenue (including a new bridge at Woolshed Creek and 31gnahsed intersection at Fairbaim Avenue) and
¢ Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Falrbalm Avenue/Beltana Road mtersectlon and a new airport access (currently at Ulinga Place).

For the purposes of the economlc analysus it has been assumed that all of the above works w111 be completed prior to construction of the Federal Highway/Monaro Highway lmk

Micro-simulation with updated traffic count mformatlon has hlghhghted that the performance of the proposed Federal nghwaylMonaro nghway ]1nk could be unproved further by removing emergent pmch points’ at three
roundabouts on the eats-west transit. Further work is requu'ed to develop des1gn solutions and cost estimates '




Appendix F —Transport and Stt?rag_e Industry Productivity Analysis

The ACT’s largest industry is public administration and defence. The ACT produces
these public administration and defence services to the benefit of the Nation. As a
predominately service producing economy, most goods are transported into the ACT.

Efficient freight transport links into and through the ACT are vital to the efficient
functioning of such an econpmy.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics State Account data show that, in 2007-08, the
ACT’s State Final Demand (SFD) exceeded its Gross State Product (GSP) by .
$15.4 billion or 66 per cent. This imbalance largely reflects the 51gn1ﬁcance of the
importation of goods into the ACT.

However, freight transport in the ACT relates not only to residents of the ACT — the
ACT also serves as an important regional centre and ﬁel ght hub for south eastern -
New South Wales. :

Given the 1mportance of freight transport links to the nation’s capital, it is a matter of
concern that the productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT is
declining. This pattern of decline is in sharp contrast to a pattern of improved
productivity in all other jurisdictions (Chart 1). ABS data show that over the 18 years
from 1989-90 to 2007-08 the average annual rate of productivity improvement in
other jurisdictions ranged from a low of 1.2 per cent in the Northern Territory up to a
high of 4.2 per cent in Tasmania. The ACT was the only jurisdiction to record a
decline (-0.5 per cent).

Had productivity in the transport and storage industry'not declined and remained at
around the average level of the early 1990s then, assuming the same number of people
employed, the value added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been $702 million
rather than $544 million — an additional $158 million. The cumulative loss over the
18 years since 1989-90 is estimated at $412 million in today’s dollars.

' The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT most
likely reflects the fact that the ACT has not had the capacity to enhance freight routes
‘to accommodate growth in the local and regional economy.

“The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT
adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales.

The proposed project will significantly increase traffic speed, and reduce freight
transit times. It will also result in the Canberra Airport being within a kilometre or so
of a north — south ﬁelght transit link. This coalescence can be expected to have
significant economic output and productivity beneﬁts for the south eastern region of
Australia,

Passenger numbers through Canberra airport are alr'eady the highest per capita of any
airport — and not withstanding that Canberra airport is largely a domestic airport with
limited international flights. In part, the relatively large traffic flow at the airport -

Page 1 of 2

&




Appendix F —Transport and Storage Industry Productivity Analysis

The ACT’s largest industry is public administration and defence. The ACT produces
these public administration and defence services to the benefit of the Nation. Asa
predominately service producing economy, most goods are transported into-the ACT.

Efﬁc1ent frei ght transport links into and through the ACT are vital to the efficient
- functioning of such an economy

The Australian Bureau of Statistics State Account data show that, in 2007-08, the
ACT’s State Final Demand (SFD) exceeded its Gross State Product (GSP) by
$15.4 billion or 66 per cent. This 1mba1ance largely reflects the mgmﬁcance of the
importation of goods into the ACT

However, freight transport in the ACT relates not only to residents of the ACT — the
ACT also serves as an important regional centle and freight hub for south eastern
New South Wales. :

Given the importance of freight transport links to the nation’s capital, it is a matter of -
concern that the productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT is
declining. This pattern of decline is in sharp contrast to a pattern of improved
productivity in all other jurisdictions (Chart 1). ABS data show that over the 18 years
from 1989-90 to 2007-08 the average annual rate of productivity improvement in
other jurisdictions ranged from a low of 1.2 per cent in the Northern Territory up to a

-high of 4.2 per cent in Tasmania. The ACT was the only jurisdiction to record a
decline (-0.5 per cent).

Had productivity in the transport and storage industry not declined and remained at
around the average level of the early 1990s then, assuming the same number of people
employed, the value added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been $702 million
rather than $544 million — an additional $158 million. The cumulative loss over the
18 years since 1989-90 is estimated at $412 million in today’s dollars.

. The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT most
likely reflects the fact that the ACT has not had the capacity to enhance freight routes
to accommodate growth in the local and regional economy,

"The dete1'iotating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT
adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales.

* The proposed project will significantly increase traffic speed, and reduce freight

_ transit times. 1t will also result in the Canberra Airport being within a kilometre or so
of a north — south ﬁeight transit link, This coalescence can be expected to have
significant economic output and productivity beneﬁts f01 the south eastern region of
Australia,

Passenger numbers through Canberra airport are alr.eady the highest per capita of any

airport —- and not withstanding that Canberra airport is largely a domestic airport with
limited international flights. In part, the relatively large traffic flow at the airport
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~ reflects a hlgh proportion of busmess travel and Canberra’s increasing role as a freight
hub.

~Chart1 Transport and Storage Industry‘Productivity(l) by State and Territory
Gross product per full-time equlvalent employee, Chain volume measure, Lmear
trend E

—SA e WA
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(1) The Pr oductivity measure used is the total dollar value of gross product for the
transport and storage industry divided by the full time equivalent number of persons .
- per employed in that tndusn V

Source -ABS State Accounts (Cat. no. 5220 0) and Labour Force, Australia, Detatled
Quar terly (6291.0.55.001 )
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From:

- ]
Sent: Thursdan 7 Hay 2009 8:31 AM
To:

A

Cc:

Subject: Majura Parkway
Flag Status: Flagged
-

T understand the letter to Federal Minister for Defence regarding the land acquisition at Duntroon has not been signed off as yet
and is still with the Chief Minister. He has arranged a meeting with me on 18 May to discuss this along with aspects of ancther

Federal Road Program.

As you know the activity of acquiring land from Defence is the critical action in terms of timing and our ability to progress either
the first stage of the project or an expanded project should funding be announced by IA,

The letter secks to trigger the formal process of land acquisition which our advice can take between 3-6 months to complete so the

‘ooner we start the ball rolling the better.

In relation to the EIS, it will be formally lodged with ACT PLA on tomorrow and I will confirtn this when it has taken place.

Regards

Roads ACT
7/5/09
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

e O
Aesngl

Wednesday, 13 May 2009 4:02 PM

FW: Budget Letter - Minister Albanese to ACT Chief Minister [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Flag Status: _ Flagged

1

Well - we weren't expecting that sort of response! We won't take it up in any bottomline update.

WV e —
L

From:
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 3:58 PM

To:
Cc: _
Subject: RE: Budget Letter - Minister Albanese to ACT Chief Minister [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] o oy .

I have been informed by the Feds that the ACT has been used as balancing column in table 2.91. The surplus
(  ounts of $19.6m and $20.0m in 10-11 and 11-12 respectively, relate to unallocated Heavy Vehicle Safety funding.
" s these are unallocated in the forward estimates they took the view that best place to park the money was in the
ACT (apparently we don't read the Budget Papers) — go figurel N.

From: aiEEE— ' -agD
Sent: Wednesday, 13 May 2009 12:20 PM :
To:
Cc: - : : _
Subject: FW: Budget Letter - Minister Albanese to ACT Chief Minister [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

il

Tony/Paul
RE — Roads Funding in Commonwealth Budget Papers

Federal Budget Papers available at www.budget.gov.au — Budget Paper 3

A snapshot of TAMS view of the roads funding:

i

09-10 1011 11-12 12-13 A
Majura 20 10
Lanyon 3.5 4
Roads to Recovery 586 b6 56 56
Black Spot 1.9 096 096 096
National Highway 047 047 047 047
Total (TAMS) 31,5 211 74 7.1

Total (Feds table 2.91) 315 406 270 7.1

Difference ¢ 195 199 0

Note that Kings Highway ($7m) has been accounted separately in table 2.98 page 88, FIRS ($0.3m ongoing)
accounted for separately in table 2.95 page 87.

There is around $20m in 10-11 and 11-12 that is unaccounted forl! Unfortunately the attached advice from Albanese
does not shed any light - as per Neil’s request below, can you talk to your contacts in the Feds who deal with RIR,
Black Spots etc and see if they know what's going on? Thanks Nick :




From: Riingiyip|
Sent: Wednesday,
To:
Cc: ,
Subjlct: FW: Budget Letter #Mthistet Alb&fiese to ACT CIEEES

13 May 2009 11:55 AM

Nick -~ "

I don't think this helps! Can you talk to your contacts in the Feds who deal with RtR, Black Spots etc and
see if they kgow what's going on '

ta A

From: GRS [mailto el infrastructure. qov. au] e

Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 11:47 AM
To:

Subject: Budget Letter - Minister Albanese to ACT Chief Minister [SEC= UNCLASSIM

& Hellogin o S,

As discussed this morning and last night respectively, attached is a pdf of Minister Albanese’s letter to the Chief (
Minister. ‘Please let me know if you need any clarification or need to discuss.

Regards

A T
L ]

General Manager

Nation Building-Infrastructure Investment Division

Department of Infrastructure, Transport,

Regional Development and Local Government

GPO Box 594
CANBERRA ACT 2601

Telephone: 02 6274 8222(W) ' _ ;

Disclaimer

This message has been issued by the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government.

The information transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and may
contain confidential and/or legally privileged material.

Any review, re-transmission, disclosure, dissemination or other use of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons

or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may result in severe
penalties.

If you have received this e-mail in errcor, please notify the Department on (02} 6274~
7111

and delete all copies of this transmission together with any attachments,
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From: | | ’

i
Sent: ‘ Thursdag, 21 May 2009 9:01 AM w m

To: )
Subject: RE: Meeting invitation with [nfrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLAS’SIFI_

Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks for the feedback, WilllR, I'll make sure the Treasurer sees it,

From: @i
Sent: Wednesday, 20 May 2009 7:24 PM

To: Sl . ' m

Cc: (N
Subject: RE: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
A
A quick note on the feedback after our meeting with Michael Deegan and the IA officers. Dan Stewart from CMD also

attended the debrief.

No issues or arguments around the BCR or the business case. They advised that the business case was strong, and
well presented, and the IA had recommended the project fo the Federal Government. They particularly recognised the
linkages with the freight transport system. They indicated that the project received quite strong support from the
infrastructure Minister as well. Ultimately, however, it was the Government's decision.

The project will remain on their list, and we have undertaken to keep providing them with any updated information as
it becomes available.

Obviously, prospects of funding would depend on the Federal Government's decisions, however, they indicated that
IA would be proposing to apply the same framework to Auslink funding, and that would be an avenue for this project.

Majura Parkway is identified in their list of priority projects (issued this month) under the national Freight Network
priorities-along with four other projects.

1ppy to provide you with more detail if required.

Regards

| Executive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury
207 0228 |

Phaone: (0

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 12 May 2009.1:10 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Ny

Please note invitation for debrief. Would be useful to gauge avenues for the future rounds.

Dan: | assume you would be attending from CMD? | was hoping to go after our estimates coming Monday.

A




(oL

WY | Executive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury
Shene: (02) 6207 0228 |_

¥ : ¥ ' ,
L

From: (NN R [1nailto: SENERER @ infrastructure.gov.au] Pe——
Sent: Tuesday, 12 May 2009 9:10 AM _ -

To:
Subject: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Mr-
L

With the Commonwealth Budget to be delivered tonight | would like to offer you a debrief on the proposals
presented by your jurisdiction and to discuss the way ahead. : "y

Please contact Rachael Black on 02 8114 1912 to discuss a suitable time for these meetings. The meetings will be
scheduled in our Sydney office. . RN

infrastructure Coordinator ' m

Disclaimer : ‘ m

This message has been issued by the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional
Development and Local Government.

The information transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and may
contain confidential and/cr legally privileged material.

Any review, re-transmission, disclosure, dissemination or other use of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons

or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may result in severe
penalties.

If. you have received this e—mall in error, please notify the Department on (02) 6274-
7111

and delete all copies of this transmission together with any attachments.
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From: - SRR
Sent: Thursday, 21 May 2009 7:33 AM
To: )
JO=ACTGOV/OU=CALLAM/CN=RECIPIENTS/C
Ce:
Subject: RE: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia {SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Flag Status: Flagged
Thanks for the update Wi - fingers crossed for next timel!
o
From: Siunmimkiienit
Sen}: Wednesday, 20 May 2009 7 24 PMoc. 0 0 e
To: U
\

€
jbiect: RE: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

A quick note on the feedback after our meeting with Michael Deegan and the 1A officers. SN cm CMD also
attended the debrief.

No issues or arguments around the BCR or the husiness case. They advised that the business case was strong, and
well presented, and the [A had reccmmended the project to the Federal Government. They particularly recognised the
linkages with the freight transport system. They indicated that the project received quite strong support from the
infrastructure Minister as well. Uitimately, however, it was the Government's decision.

The project will remain on their list, and we have undertaken to keep providing them with any updated information as
it becomes available.

Obviously, prospects of funding would depend on the Federal Government's decisions, however, they indicated that
1A would he proposing to apply the same framework to Auslink funding, and that would be an avenue for this project.

Majura Parkway is identified in their list of priority projects (issued this month) under the national Freight Network
‘riorities along with four other projects.

Happy to provide you with more detail if required.
Regards
e Executive Director | Polici“Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury

Phone: (02) 6207 0228 |

&

From: SENETRR

Sent: Tuesday, 12 May 2009 1:10 PM

To:

Cc!

Subject: FW: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Please note invitation for debrief. Would be useful to gauge avenues for the future rounds.

Dan: | assume you would be attending from CMD? [ was hoping to go after our estimates coming Monday.

1
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SRR | Exccutive Director | Pollcy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | Gy [ IR

PR R

Sent: Tuesday, 12" May 2009 9:10 AM

To: GlNENNED
Subject: Meeting invitation with Infrastructure Australia [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Mr SiSEEED
.

© With the Commonwealth Budget to be delivered tonight | would like to offer you a debrief on the proposals ‘ﬁh
presented by your jurisdiction and to discuss the way ahead. '

Please contact Rachael Black on 02 8114 1912 to discuss a suitable time for these meetings. The meetings will be

scheduled in our Sydney office.
--———.._'
v R

Infrastructure Coordinator ) ( '

Disclaimer ' ‘ Sweniifiilp

This messagm issued by the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regicnal
Development and Local Government.

The information transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and may
contain confidential and/or legally privileged material.

Any review, re-transmission, disclosure, dissemination or other use of, or taking of
any action in reliance upon, this information by persons '
or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may result in severe
penalties,

If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the Department on (02) ©274-
7111

and delete all copies of this transmission together with any attachments.

a
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o Australian Government ' '
“’*%?5, X Infeastructure Australia . _ : ‘QV

12 Junhe 2009

Mr Khalid Ahmed
Executive Director

ACT Treasury

b GPO Box 158

S Canberra ACT 2601 .

Dear Mr Ahmed,

| refer to our recent debrief session on the 20 May 2009 regardlng your
Government's submissions to Infrastructure Austratia. | would like to extend my
gratitude to your government for the continued engagement during Infrastructure
Australia’s prioritisation process. We look forward to continuing our productive
worktng relationship.

As you would be aware, Infrastructure Australia recently released its National
Infrastructure Priorities report. The purpose of the report was to provide advice to
government on projects that were ready.to proceed. A number of projects submitted
by governments were Identified as a priority infrastructure pipeline projects with real
potential. We are keen to continue to work with governments to determine '
readiness of these and other initiatives.

As discussed during our recent debrief, this letter Is to further outline the key issues
and the next steps in Infrastructure Australia's development of the prlority pipsline,

. --) Infrastructure Australia’s national approach to decision making uses a robust, ‘top-
e down', seven step analytical framework to Identtfyrng solutions to Australia's
Infrastructure needs. The framework seeks the clear articulation of the problems
and challenges facing Australia, before governments identify and assess various’
options or solutions to those problems, To assist governments in their further work,
Infrastructure Australia proposes to undertake a series of workshops wrth gach state
and territory to detail the critical elements of the framework.

We propose the following tlmelme over the coming six months:

* July 2009 ~ August 2009 - Workshops to explain in full Infrastructure Australia’s
seven step analytical framework. The workshops will also seek to further
Infrastructure Australia's understanding of the first step in this framework
pracess. Therefore we will be seeking to discuss your jurisdiction’s approach to
integrated planning for infrastructure networks and how initiatives respond to

. wider Issues identified In Infrastructure Australia's "A report to the Councﬂ of
Australian Governments", Issued Decernber 2008.

Infrastructure Australia

GPO Box 594, Canberra ACT 2601 Australla
Telephone (02) 8114 1900 facsimile (02) 8114 1932
www.infrastructure.gov.au
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. August 2009 — October 2009 - on- going collaboration on the deveIOpment of
Initiatives foliowing the stages set out in the seven step analytical framework.

e End October 2009 — New submissions to be received for Infrastructure Australia
- to carry out assessment and evaluation for the national Infrastructure plpellne
and possible budget consIderatlons

Infrastructure Australia looks forward to worklng ‘with your government to progress
both the list of pipeline projects, potential other projects and wider issues affectlng
the efficiency and effectweness of our natlon s infrastructure.

Yours sincerely

: Mlchael Deegan

Infrastructure Coordmator

1%
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From: | ”
Sent: onday, 31 August 2009 9:17 PM
To: i
", Papps, David
Ce:
Subject: - FW: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia
Importance: High
Flag Status: Flagged

- To:

Andrew, Neil, Gary, David.

Pls find-notes to the 1A meeting/de-brief held by IA and our agencies last week. [pls note this is an
informal information note].

Mark - | have included you due to the water/energy "theme".

The main issue for us is that |A is undertaking a further funding round, and we need to identify some appropriate
projects. Please note also that | understand they have a desire to move away from the transport focus of the past
round.

| can confirm that, unfortunately, we don't appear to have received the letter that informed us that 1A was
undertaking a further round of bidding sent in July. We now have a copy.

IS il get something more formal out on this, but in the meantime, be good if you can get your pecple
to get theirthinking caps on. Proposals are due by the end of October.

Regards
]

From: GilNE»
Sent: Saturday, 29 August 2009 3:;12 PM

Cc:
Subject: RE: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia

this is relevant to my previous email

httlj://www.inf_rastmctureaustralia.gov.au/ﬁlestational Infrastructure Priorities.pdf

From: (NN | <2

Sent: Saturday, August 29, 2009 3:12 PM m '
To:
Cc:
Subject: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia

* Reps from Tsy, CMD and DECCEW meet with (SRR 2 «melBPT:om 1A

yesterday. JA wanted to recap infrastructure prioritisation process last year, discuss their
approach to the next proposals round and affirm a more collaborative approach moving forward.

» Proposals from jurisdictions are due by the end of October. (Advice had not been received
advising the ACT of this timing).




b

o Fiscal context for all jurisdictions significantly different to last round. All funding inthe _
Building Australia Fund has been allocated. Cwealth has yet to indicate whatm

may be available in future. ———
o IA has a focus this time on Demand Management-and M’l&(eg {ransport pricing

linked to us Included in this better or
more optimal use of existing assets. ‘
» Strong focus on next round is better linking ects. "What is the

problem that the project seeks to be the solution for?"
o Linkage and focus needs to be on the 7 themes published by IA in its May 09 report:

1. A national broadband network: developing a more extensive, globally competitive broadband system:;

2. Creation of a true national energy market: more extensive national energy grids to enable greater flexibility and
competition in the nation’s electricity and gas systems, whilst creating opportunities for the development of
renewable energy sources, .

3. Competitive international gateways: developing more effective ports and associated Iamsystems to
more efficiently cope with imports and exports;

4. A national rail freight network: development of our rail networks so that more freight can be moved by rail;

(

5. Transforming our cities: |ncreasmg pubfic transport capacity in our cities and making better use of exnstmg
transport infrastructure;

8. Providing essential Indigenous infrastructure: improved services for Indigenous communities; and

7. Adaptable and secure water supplies: more adaptable and resilient water systems to cope with climate change.
"« IA with circulate a guidance note in the next few weeks regarding its proposed more -

collaborative approach with jurisdictions. It should be noted that collaboration does not man
approval or prioritisation of proposals.

o IA interested in scenario planning for projects eg looking forward how might projects h’
sensitive to climate change, fuel pricing, demographic changes. '

« 1A looking for smaller number of "richer" projects; better quality; supported by robust CBAs;
clear focus on outcomes.

« IA seeking to encourage non transport optlons (last round, 95% of plO_]CCtS d were
transport related). IA mentioned interest in watel telecoms and electricity.

« Interestingly, IA indicate

capital costs, the ACT's low urban density and CBA".  oumiiihesanny

Way Forward
We need to work through which projects would be updated (eg Majura) or proposed and start some

work/coordination. I think some of this work could be linked to the Sustainable Transport Plan but for
future rounds, not this one...

4 '
| EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR | FINANCE AND BUDGET DIVISION | ACT TRM
PH: 6207 0264 | FAX: 6207 0298 |

nits(
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, 4 September 2009 8:42 AM
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RE: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia

Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks for the update

Given the energy and water theme, | was wondermg if with all the work we are doing to increase the sustalnablllty
and adaptation for East Lake and Molonglo, if there is an opportunity to put forward alternative energy, water and
waste delivery, management and collection systems for these areas?

| also would like to strengthen our case for a rapid transit system that does not focus so much on light rail, but as
had been planned four years ago, can be designed to adapt for that over time as densities increase in line with
our strategic plans and land use policies?

Cheers

From: QRN
Sent: Monday, 31 August 2009 9:17 PM

To: U SRR o ctov.com.au); SRR

Cc:
Subject: PW: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia
Importance: High

Andrew, Neil, Gary, David.

Pls find _ notes to the 1A meeting/de-brief held by 1A and our agencies last week. [pls note this is an
informal information note].

Mark - I have included you due to the water/energy "theme".

The main issue for us is that A is undertaking a further funding round and we need to identify some appropriate
projects. Please note also that | understand they have a desire to move away from the transport focus of the past
round.

| can confirm that, unfortunately, we don't appear to have received the letter that informed us that IA was
undertaking a further round of bidding sent in July. We now have a copy.

SR /il get something more formal out on this, but in the meantime, be good if you can get your people
to get their thinking caps on. Proposals are due by the end of October.

Regards

From: esumuliiiie»

Sent: Saturday, 29 August 2009 3:12 PM
To:

Cc:
Subject: RE: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia

this is relevant to my previous email




‘http://www.infrastructureaustralia. gov.au/files/National _Infrastructure Priorities.pdf

L

~a . ¢

From: I :
Sent: Saturday,

To:
Cc:
Subject: Notes from mtg with Infrastructure Australia

o Reps from Tsy, CMD and DECCEW meet with Stephen Alchin and Paul Roe from TA
yesterday. 1A wanted to recap infrastructure prioritisation process last year, discuss their
approach to the next proposals round and affirm a more collaborative approach moving forward.

+ Proposals from jurisdictions are due by the end of October. (Advice had not been received

- advising the ACT of this timing).

e Tiscal context for all jurisdictions significantly different to last round. All funding in the
Building Australia Fund has been allocated. Cwealth has yet to indicate what additional funding
may be available in future.

¢ IA has a focus this time on Demand Management and Reform agendas (eg transport pricing
linked to use or congestion; capacity management through technology). Included in this better or
more optimal vse of existing assets. ,

« Strong focus on next round is better linking of policy objectives to projects. "What is - (

problem that the project seeks to be the solution for?"
 Linkage and focus needs to be on the 7 themes published by A in its {ggiiitangiliny

e ! broadband ne (RN AR

2. Creation of a true national energy market: more extensive national energy grids to enable greater flexibility and
competition in the natign's electricity and gas systems, whilst creating opportunities for the development of
renewable energy sources;

3. Competitive international gateways: developing more effective ports and associated land transEii systems to -
more efficiently cope with imports and exports;

4. A national rail freight network: development of our rail networks so that more freight can be moved by rail;

5. Transforming our cities: increasing public transport capacity in our cities and making better use of existing
transport infrastructure;

6. Providing essential Indigenous infrastructure: improved services for ndigenous communities; and (
7. Adaptable and secure water supplies: more adaptable and resilient water systems to cope with climate change.

+ 1A with circulate a guidance note in the next few weeks regarding its proposed mo TR
collaborative approach with jurisdictions. Tt should be noted that collaboration does not man
approval or prioritisation of proposals. :

+ A interested in scenario planning for projects eg looking forward how might projects be
sensitive to climate change, fuel pricing, demographic changes. )

» IA looking for smaller number of "richer" projects; better quality; supported by robust CBAs;
clear focus on outcomes. :

+ IA seeking to encourage non transport options (last round, 95% of projects put forward were
transport related). TA mentioned interest in water, telecoms and clectriciuiilifinsamee

» Interestingly, IA indicated that the ACT's Light Rail project "would always struggle" given its
capital costs, the ACT's ld

Way Forward




We need to work through which projects would be updated (eg Majura) or proposed and start some
work/coordination. I think some of this work could be linked to the Sustainable Transport Plan but for

future rounds, not this one...

a| EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR | FINANCE AND BUDGET DIVISION | ACT TREASURY
PH: 6207 0264 | FAX: 6207 0298 |
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TRASPORT AND INFRASTRUCTURE DIVISION

‘Mr Alex Foulds -

General Manger NSW/ACT

Department of Infrastructure, Transport,
Regional Development and Local Government
GPO Box 594

CANBERRA ACT 2601

Dear Alex

i refer to our meeting of 8 October 2009 regarding a number of issues associated with -
roads at the Airport precinct covered by the Federal Government's Natlon Burldrng
program

The key element of the Federal Goyernment's electaon commitment was to improve
roads in the Airport precinct and as such the focus to date has been the planning and
_ desrgn issues assocrated wrth the Majura Parkway (the Parkway)

- The envrronmental |mpact assessment for this project is well advanced and a formal
request has been submitted to the Department of Defence to acqurre land necessary
to progress the Parkway:.

A recent review of the economic and environmental issues associated with the
Majura Parkway has confirmed it to be a very robust project with a strong economic
benefit/cost ratio in excess of 3.0.

The review and subsequent enwronmental assessment has hlghlrghted the drfF iculty in
staging the project. Some of the major difficulties include: ‘

1) Given the high ecotogrcal values in the Majura VaI'Iey Corridor and the
* presence of a number of endangered species such as the legless lizard and
earless dragon, it is not possible to stage the work and link back across to
Majura Road without having a slgnlf cant |mpact on the habitat of these
endangered species.

2) The transport benefits of staged works are very marginal with rndlvrdual
‘ stages not cost effectlve in their own right.

3)  The negotratrons with the Department of Defence regardrng Iand acquisition
' has progressed more slowly than anticipated which has impacted on the
program and staging options that could be considered in the short term

" Roads ACT
Macarthur House » 12 Watthe Street Lyneham ACT 2602
Locked Bag 2000, CIVIC SQUARE ACT 2608 « Telephone {02) 6207 6588 » Facsimlle (02] 6207 6872




" Copies of the relevant consuitant reports underpinning these views are included as
Attachments 1 and 2 with this letter. o .

On the basis of this advice; Roads ACT has explored a number of options to best
-~ utilise the $30 million available and deliver on the Federal Govemment's election
- commitments under the Building Australia Program (2009-14).

These options have included the construction of the Majura F’arkway over a number of.
stages; progressing the Majura Parkway in one stage only; and the option of
completing associated work along the Monaro Highway in the first instance. '

On balance, Roads ACT cons,ider the following is the best strategy to deliver on the
Federal Government's election commitments:

(1) complete the environmental assessment, planning and design work for the

full Majura Parkway project;

~-(2) complete the land acquisition from the Department of Defence to enable the
Majura Parkway to be progressed,; : _ ' :

(3)  forthe ACT and Federal Government to commence negotiations: on the
funding of the Majura Parkway to enable it to be constructed in one stage;

for the balance of available funds to be used to complete the duplication of
the Monaro Highway through Fyshwick and on works on Fairbairn Avenue,

' Morshead Drive and Majura Road that would be necessary as part of the
Majura Parkway. :

Acopy of a rebort cohiirming the economic case to duplicate the section of
Monaro Highway in Fyshwick is included with this letter at Attachment 3.

In surnmary, the above proposal is co_'nsistent with the Federal Government's election
commitment is to fund roads in the vicinity of the Canberra Airport precinct.

Roads ACT consider this election commitment is best delivered by progressing the
Majura Parkway project in the longer term and in the short term, progressing all the.
necessary planning; environmental and land acquisition requirements that will enable
this to happen when a project funding arrangement has been finalised between the
ACT and Federal Government. : : -




19%

In the mtenm as well as completmg the pre- constructlon activities for the

Majura Parkway! the completton of the duplication of the Monaro Highway is
consistent with improving the Majura Parkway/Monaro Highway as.an important freight
route and is a good investment of public funds. A copy of a plan showing the links
between the Federal Highway; Majura Parkway and Monaro Highway is included at
Attachment 4 to assist your understanding on this matter. Roads ACT will be in a
position to deliver works forming part of this proposatl with the ACT funding approved

~ under the BAP (2009-14).

| also seek your advice on the administrative requirements to modify the current
funding agreement and any views you may have on how best to dellver on the election

' _commltments by the Federal Government in this lnstance

Yours sincerely

Tony Gill -
Director - _
Roads ACT _

October 2009 -







Majura Parkway

- Construction Cost $250M

30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0
{$50,000) $0 $0 $761 $14,365 $164 ($34,710)
10 $0 $0 $0 - $1,025 $19,342 $167 - $20,534
($100,000) $0 $0 $1,324 $24,989 $170 ($73,517)
($100,000) $250) $0 $1,.663 $31,386 $173 {$67,028)
$0 $625) $0 $2,047 $38,62h $175 $40,223
$0 {$625) $0 $2,480 $46,808 $178 - $48,842
0 ($625) $0 $2,970 $56,049 $i84 $68,675 .
$0 $0 ($2,500) $3,523 $66,474 . $184 $67,680
30 {$625) $0 $3,528 $66,572. $186 $69,660
30 {$625) 50 $3,533 $66,670 $187 .$69.765
$0° . ($625) . $0 $3,5638 $66,768 $188 $69,870
$0 $625) $0 $3,543 . h66,867 $190 $69,975
___$0. _$0_ _{$2,500) | $3.548 _ 566,965 $191 $68,205
$0 ($625) $0 $3,554 $67,064 $193 $70,186
$0 ($625) $0 $3,559 . $67,163 $194 $70,291
$0 {$625) $0 $3,564 $67.262 $196 - - $70,397
50 {$625) 30 $3,570 $67,361 $197 $70,503
$0 $0 {$2,500) $3,675 $67,460 $199 568,734
$0 {$625) $0 $3,580 $67,560 $200 $70,715
$0 - $625) $0 $3,685 $67,659 $202 $70,821
0] {$625) $0 $3,591 $67,759 $203 $70,928
$0 ($625) $0 $3,596 $67,859 $204 $71,034
$0 $625) $0 $3,601 $67,959 $206 $71,141
{$250,000) {$10,250) ($7,500) $69,258.7 . | $1,306,987.1 $4,327.6 $1,112,823.3
[PRESENT VALUES T T T T T
PV@7% | ($191,260) | ($4,029) | ($3,021) $27,877 | $526,063 | . $1,926 | $3857,556
PY@4% | ($213,901) | (§5856) | ($4,387) | 940,075 | $756,261 | $2643 |. $574,836
PV@10%| ($171,716) | ($2.870) | ($2,127) | $20,112 " | $379.544 [ $1,460 | $224,404
Discount Rate - 4.0% 7.0% 10.0%
NPV ('000) $574,836 $357,556 $224,404
BCR 3.56 2.80 2.27
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Majura Parkway
Construction Cost $300M

$0 E $0
{$50,000) $0 $0 $761 $14,365 $164 ($34,710)
£0 30 $0 $1,025 $19,342 $167 $20,534
- ($150,000) $0 30 $1,324 $24,989 $170 ($123,517)
{$150,000 {$375) $0 $1,663 - $31,386 $173 ($117,153)
50 . {$875) $0 $2,047 $38,625 $175 $39,973
30 $875) $0 $2,480 $46,808 $178 $48,592
$0 - ($875) $0 $2,970 556,049 $181 $58,325
30 $0 ($3,500) $3,523 66,474 $184 $66,680
30 {$875) $0 $3,528 $66,572 $186 $69,410
30 {$875) $0 3,533 $66,670 $187 $69,515
50 $875) $0 $3,538 $66,768 $188 $69,620
$0 $875) $0 $3,543 $66,867 $190 $69,795
$0 $0 {$3,500) $3,549 $66,965 $191 $67,205
$0 {$875) $0 $3,554 "$67,064 $193 $69,936
$0 $675) $0 $3,559 $67,163 $194 $70,041
30 ($875) 50 . $3,564 $67,262 $196 $70,147
$0 {$875) i0 $3,570 $67,361 $197 ~ $70,253
30 30 {$3,500) $3.575 $67,460 $199 $67,734
$0 _{$875) $0 $3,580 $67.560 $200 $70,465
$0 ($875) - $0 $3,585 $67,659 §202 $70,571
$0 ($875) $0 " $3,591 $67,759 $203 $70,678 -
$0 ($875) $0 $3,596 $67,869 | - $204 $70,784
$0 (3875) $0 | $3,601 $67,959 $206 $70,891
. (3350,000) | ($14,375) | ($10,500) | $69,258.7 | $1,306,987.1 | $4,327.6 | $1,005,698.3
RESENT VALUES e T B T U I
PV @ 7% | @5.658) | ($4229) | $27,877 | $526,068 | $1,926 | $280,924
[PV@a% | ($297,736) | ($8.219) | ($6,141) | $40075 | $756,261 - $2643 | $486,882
_ ($4,033) | ($2978) [ $20,112  $379,544 | §$1460 | $157,193
Discount Rate 4.0% 7.0% 10.0%
NPV ('000) $486,882 $280,924 $157,193
BCR 2.56 2.02 1.64
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Departrhent_of Treasury

Mr Michael Deegan
Infrastructure Coordinator
Infrastructure Australia _
Level 21, Deutsche Bank Building
126 Phillip Street ‘
SYDNEY NSW 2000 - M

Dear Mr D /cgan BRI e
I am writing in response to your letters of 14 August and 23 September 2008 in which you

sought further information to support the ACT’s submission to the National Infrastructure
Audit which is currently being undertaken by Infrastructure Australia (IA). :

1 would like to take this opportunity to rcrterate our position regarding the projects which the
ACT has put forward. These are a mix of projects which are current and prospective which
matcrrally impact on economlc productivity and growth of the ACT and the surrounding
reglon

In line with the ACT’s original audit input, 1 am pleased to provide fuirther information,
including:
- o 'the ACT’sJ urrsdtctlonal and Sectoral Analysis to support the project solutions identified
in our submission;
individual Proposal Overviews and Summaries; -
more detailed Project Plans and Business Cases, where avatlable, and
the individual project self-assessment audits (as requested by JA), for those projects that
are well-developed solutions (however, some projects are seeking funding to pursue
further solution development) )

I trust this information will assist IA in identifying both the problem and solutlon assessment
of the ACT’s nominated prlorlty infrastructure prOJects

- Attachment A provides a summary of all the addittonal information provided to support further
assessment of the projects by Infrastructure Australra

It should be noted, however, that while IA asked for project solutions that are well developed
and can immediately response to Australia’s challenges and contribute to national productlvity,
some of the projects identlfied fall into the planning category, and whilst further work is
required, funding assistance is sought to progress these projects through the development phase,

ACT Depurtment of Trensory
Canberta Nara Centre 1 Constitution Avenue Canberra ACT 2601
QPO Box 158 Canberra ACT 2601
T132281
http [Iwww.treasury.act.gov.au/




In suppott of our Submission, I have also provided a courtesy copy of ‘An infrastructure plan for
the ACT released in September 2008, This document represents an important first step towards

- the development of a detailed ACT Infrastructure Plan, which will be released annually and
establish ACT infrastructure priorities for the coming decade and beyond, including major -
investments that could be achieved in parinership with the Commonwealth once Infrastructure
Australia has investigated projects of national significance.

If you require any fun‘ther'information or clarification please do not hesitate to contacl‘

NN 02) 6207 0264 o WENENNMES@act.gov.au. , o

Yours sincerely-

Megan Smithies
Under Treasurer
3 November 2008
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From: %

Sent: ‘ Monday, 3 November 2008 10:00 AM
To: W
Subject: RE: Transport Summary

The information in Table 2 is based on a revised CBA assessment last week covering the overall Majura Parkway
project and should be used for the IA submission- the earlier advice related to stage 1 construction only.

L
¢

Regards
w—

From:
Sent: onday, 3 November 2008 9:52 AM
To: :
Subject: Transport Summary

; i

| have provided a snippet from the Transport Sector Summary which outlines some cost savings (benefits) associated
with the construction of the Majura Parkway. These figures differ from the table provided in the Audit Summary for
the Majura Parkway, which | have also provided below.

Could somecne please advise which are correct??

Thanks
MW“WW
‘"‘Mw.a PR e e 47 ,pmw;q._-;.,mmﬂ

The ACT’s car reliance also has negative environmental and social consequences:

_4“*"‘?"*G1eenhouse emissions from the transport sector represented about 23 per cent of the ACT’s
emissions in 2005, a s1gmﬁcantly h1ghe1 proportion than the national average of around 14 per cent.
The ACT’s car related emission cost is estimated around $64 million per annum.

e Aneconomic assessment of constructing the Majura Parkway compared to a do nothing situation
estimated travel time savings in excess of $500 million, $70 million in terms of reduced vehicle

opz’falatlng costs and $16 million in terns of road safety savmgs
FER L :Hlk’h -.

TABLE 2 — MONETISED BENEFITS AND COSTS ($m, 2008 dollars)
Monetised costs/benefits
COSTS
Capital Cost $260 m
Operating Cost $17.76 m
Etc

Percentage
BENEFITS
Vehicle operating costs $70.0m . 5.0%
Travel Time savings $1,300.0m 94.7%
Accident cost savings $5.0m 0.3%

100%
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, 24 November 2009 11:26 AM

To: ‘

Cc: ;

Subject: ubmission.to |A - Fed Hway Link

Attachments: 1A Reform Investment Framework Stages 1 to 6 - Fed Hway Link.doc;
Submission_Coversheet - Fed Hway Link.doc; Fed Hway Link - Supp Info.doc; Ultimate
Majura Parkway Econamic Analysis - Revda — 15 October 2009.pdf

Neil

Please see aftached the Submission to Infrastructure Australia for the Federal nghway Link to Monaro Highway,
which has been cleared by -

Regards
Yy

< | POLICY OFFICER | POLICY COORDINATION AND DEVELOPMENT | ACT TREASURY | PH: 02 6207 0198




265

SUBMISSION COVERSHEET
o 3 LT
This coversheet should be included with all submissions to Infrastructure Australia. Please complete all
flelds. <

Organisation: ACT Government . s Date: November 2009
Submission title: Federal Htg%\way. i_mk iowMonaro Highway

Author(s):

Contact person: Khalid Ahmed Position: Executive Director, Policy Coordination and Development

Division, ACT Department of Treasury
‘| Postal address: PO Box 158, Canberra ACT 2601

State: ACT HI Postcode: 2601

_Email address: khalid.ahmed@act.gov.au ‘ Telephone: 02 6207 0228

o

Two (2) ha?‘oples {one marked as the original), plus one (1) CD/DVD of the submission must be provided to;

- SUBMISSIONS
Infrastructure Australia
Level 21, 126 Phillip St
Sydney NSW 2000

Ph: 02 8114 1900

CONFIDENTIALITY

If this submission contains material which you believe is confidential, this material should marked as confidential on
this coversheet and the reason for claiming confidentiality must be provided. The material must also be marked as
confidential in the body of the submission. Infrastructure Australia may review claims of confidentiality with the
proponent.

Document Reason

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Please acknowledge the following submission guidelines: .
+ This submission conforms with [nfrastructure Australia’s requirements as set out in Betfer Infrastructure Decision-
Making: Guidelines for making submissions fo Infrastructure Australia’s infrastructure planning process, through
Infrastructure Australia's Reform and Investment Framework (available at www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au).
¢ Where any third party material has been incorporated into the submission, the appropriate rights to use this
material have been obtained.
» Infrastructure Australia may review claims of confidentiality with the proponent:
» | have included (please tick ¥ ):
[] 2 hard copies and 1 CD/DVD of this submission
[ ] List of documents included in this submission (please complete page 2 of this coversheet)
[] Completed templates
[] GIS data
]

Other, please state:
Signed
Name {please print)

Position
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INFRASTRUCTURE AUSTRALIA

REFORM AND INVESTMENT FRAMEWORK
TEMPLATES FOR USE BY PROPONENTS

(To be read in conjunction with Infrastructure Australia’s

" Better Infrastructure Decision-Making)

Summary Template
and

Templates for Stages 1-6

October 2009




Proposal Summary (2 pages, excluding maps)

Initiative Name: Federal Highway Link to Monaro Highway

Location (State/Region{or City)/ Locality): Eef=liloir-Rated)

Name of Proponent Entity: ACT Government

Contact (Name, Position, phone/e-mail): Khalid Ahmed, Executive Director, Policy Coordination and
Development, ACT Treasury, 02 6207 0228.

Project Description:

» Provide a 2-3 paragraph description of the initiative and the capability it will provide. The description
needs to provide a concise, but clear description of the initiative's scope.

The ACT is seeking funding to create an efficient 11 kilometre dual carriageway freight transport, business
travel and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway. Broadly, the project
invelves the construction of 11km dual carriageway with 7 bridges.

The joining of these national highways will provide a vital transport link relevant to a significant population ano/
geographic region of Australia. In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Highway by linking the
regions north and south of the Australian Capital Territory. The proposed Majura Parkway will also form part of
the Territory's arterial road network, improving north-south transit, particularly to the Airport, and eastwards
towards Queanbeyan. :

¢ Include two maps (in pdf format) showing the location of the proposal, one showing the broader area
within which the initiative sits, and one showing the initi_ative in more _detail.

See attached Economic Analysis.

«  As part of the submission, attach Geographic Information System data for the initiative (either in Mapinfo
tab or mif format, or ESRI| shape file or geo-database format), where available.

Theme alignment

e  With reference to Infrastructure Australia's themes, describe the strategic planning or decision-making
task for which assessment against the Reform and Investment Framework is being undertaken eg.
Transforming [City X], Water Security for [ ], Developing the national energy market through [ ]. (

Improving the national freight network by linking the Federal Highway to the Monaro Highway.
e  Qutline how the initiative could contribute to these themes and create national benefits

The initiative will address an apparent decline in productivity in the transport and storage industry in the ACT
and surrounding regional NSWV.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT adversely affects not just the
ACT but south eastern New South Wales. The project has significant benefits for the national freight transit
system, essentially by providing a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access to the
Airport.

Capital Cost of Initiative by Proponent

‘Thee current estimated total cost is $250 million.

~{$M, nominal, undiscounted):

2iPage
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Commenweaith contribution sought by
Proponent, and cash flow in financial
years ($M, nominal, undiscounted):

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million
from the Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia
Program for works around the Airport precinct. Those works are
an integral part of the proposed link project.

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million.

Other funding (source/amount/cash flow)
{$M, nominal, undiscounted):

BCR by Propanent excluding Wider

Economic Benefits 3.32 at a discount rate of 7 per cent over 30 years

High level development and
implementation program

*  Show key steps, eg planning, project development, business case consideration, environmental
approvals, procurement, and construction, with expected start and end dates.

- Confidentiality

+ Indicate which part(s) of the submission have been submitted to Infrastructure Australia on a confidential
basis, and provide a brief explanation of the reason(s) for the confidentiality request.

Templates for Individual Stages in the Reform and
Investment Framework |

Stage 1: Goal Definition

Goal List the goal(s) that the initiative is seeking to address:

Statements
Increase Australia's productivity

Expand Australia’s productive capacity

Develop our cities and/or regions

List and provide sources for the higher and/or lower order goals such as those of a
National/State/Regional/City/Location specific focus with reference back to existing
plans and strategies:

Increase the Capital Region’s productivity

Expand the Capital Region's productive capacity

Develop the Capital Regton

3[Page




Stage 1: Goal Definition

The ACT Government's Capital Development Plan states that Airports are a crucial
part of the infrastructure of a modern economy. The primary economic function and
wider social importance of airports is to facilitate the efficient movement of people and
freight in and out of the regions they serve, improving inbound tourism and trade. The
ACT Government recegnizes the significant role that Canberra International Airport
plays as a regional gateway and a generator of investment and employment.

The ACT Government has committed to upgrading the road infrastructure around the
airport to assist the flow of traffic and maximise transport opportunities.

The ACT Chief Minister's Department in February 2008 commissioned the Report “The
ACT and its Region; economic relationships and key drivers of economic growth” to
support the preparation of the ACT's economic policy framework

(Capital Development), and to inform policy deliberations and decision making by

ACT Government agencies and businesses. The report examines economic activity
and linkages in the ACT and its region, the outlock and structure of the ACT economy,
and the economic opportunities and risks facing the ACT.

The Report identified Majura Road (the focus of this initiative} as insufficient to meet
needs as a Canberra bypass for freight. Majura Road is part of the "National Highway
23", and forms the connecting link between the Federal and Monaro Highways,
meaning it is a significant link in the route between Sydney and the Snowy Mountains,
as well as the truck freight bypass of Canberra.

The Report also noted the inadequacy of the current link will increase as development
of the airport at the southern end continues.

Objective
Staternents

List the objective(s) that the initiative is aiming to meet;

The proposed project will significantly increase traffic speed, and reduce freight transit
times. 1t will also result in the Canberra Airport being within a Kilometre or so of a
north — south freight transit link. This coalescence can be expected to have significant
economic output and productivity benefits for the south eastern region of Australia.

List the higher and/or lower order objectives such as those of a
National/State/Regional/City/Location specific focus:

The project will have wider implications by improving north — south links along the
eastern seaboard, and more broadly by completing a link in the National highway

“system.

Where available, outline the targets against these objectives, with references back to
the documents where they originate from, eg "State pfans’, planning strategies:

Some draft targets/performance measures could include reduced freight delivery
times, increased number of freight vehicles, higher activity at the airport and a rise in
tourism to the capital.
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Goal and
Objective

Alignment

‘Qulline other goals and objectives nof directly relevant fo the fask which may be

Stage 1: Goal Definition

Outline how the proponent’s goals and objectives for the initiative align with higher
and/or lower arder goals and objeclives of others.

Oufline how the proponent’s goals and objectives align with Infrastructure Australia’s
strategic priorities.

Expand Australia’s productive capacity, and Increase Australia’s productivity — The
highway link should reduce the cost of freight and storage, and improve the
competitiveness of Australian exports.

Develop our cities and/or regions - The joining of these national highways will provide

a vital transport link relevant to a significant population and geographic region of
Australia.

affected.

5|Page

%12




Stage 2: Problem Identification

Problem

Current
issues

ldentification:

List those current problems, issues or challenges that the proponent considers will fimit the
ability to achieve the goals and objectives identified in Stage 1:

This could be accessibility, availability, prices/cost, capacily, emissions, safely elc.
Identification should be based on empirical observations and could be generated based on
surveys, interviews or studies from a wide range of sources.

The ACT's largest industry is public administration and defence. The ACT produces these
public administration and defence services to the benefit of the Nation. As a predominately
service producing economy, most goods are transported into the ACT.

Efficient freight transport links into and through the ACT are vital to the efficient functioning of
such an economy.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics State Account data show that, in 2007-08, the ACT's Sta/
Final Demand (SFD) exceeded its Gross State Product (GSP) by $15.4 billion or 66 per cent.
This imbalance largely reflects the significance of the importation of goods into the ACT.

However, freight transport in the ACT relates not only to residents of the ACT — the ACT also
serves as an important regional centre and freight hub for south eastern New South Wales.

Given the importance of freight transport links to the nation’s capital, it is a matter of concern
that the productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT is declining. This pattern
of decline is in sharp contrast to a pattern of improved productivity in all other jurisdictions.
ABS data show that over the 18 years from 1989-90 to 2007-08 the average annual rate of
productivity improvement in other jurisdictions ranged from a low of 1.2 per cent in the
Northern Territory up fo a high of 4.2 per cent in Tasmania. The ACT was the only jurisdiction
to record a decline (-0.5 per cent).

Had productivity in the transport and storage industry not declined and remained at around
the average level of the early 1990s then, assuming the same number of people employed,
the value added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been $702 million rather than

$544 million — an additional $158 million. The cumulative ioss over the 18 years since 1989-
90 is estimated at $412 million in today's dollars. (

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT most likely
reflects the fact that the ACT has not had the capacity to enhance freight routes to
accommodate growth in the local and regional economy.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT adversely
affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales.

The proposed project will significantly increase traffic speed, and reduce freight transit times.
It will also result in the Canberra Airport being within a kilometre or so of a north — south
freight transit link. This coalescence can be expected to have significant economic output and
productivity benefits for the south eastern reglon of Australia.

Passenger numbers through Canberra airport are already the highest per capita of any airport
— and not withstanding that Canberra airport is largely a domestic airport with limited
international flights. In part, the relatively large traffic flow at the airport reflects a high
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proportion of business travel and Canberra’s increasing role as a freight hub.

Problem

| identification:

Future
scenarios

Qutline the ‘drivers of change’ that are likely to have the greatest impadt on the relevant '
infrastructure network(s), for example:

s Socio-demographic change
s  Economic chahge

*  FEnergy prices

s  Climate change

+  Technological change

s  Governance change

The drivers with the greatest impact are likely to be economic and demog'raphic growth and,
in particular, growth of the Canberra Airport in terms of freight and passenger movements.

What are the unceriainties around these ‘drivers’?

There are negligible uncertainties as the Nationa! Capital, Canberra and the Capital Region
can be expected to continue to grow.

Outline any scenarios that have been generated from the drivers of change, i.e. High-oil
prices scenario, High-population scenario efc — delailing the horizon year, data sets, models
used, outcomes)

List potential future problems or challenges from the scenarios. Are they same as the current
problems? Have some problems disappeared? Would new problems arise under some
scenarios?

This could be accessibility, availabilily, prices/cost, capacity, emissions, safety efc.
Identification should be based on empirical observations and could be generated based on
surveys, interviews or foundation studies from a wide range of sources.

Future challenges related to this project could include environmental restrictions, land use
parameters, geotechnical and heritage investigations, impact on Pefence activities and
negotiation with leaseholders.
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Stage 3: Problem Assessment

Problem To what extent does (or will) the problem impacts upon the goals and objeclives?
assessment '
How is the problem currently affecting the nation/ state/ region (city)/ locality?
Quantify the extent to which the problems may affect the attainment of the
Current goals/objectives.
problems
List the data and evidence is available to support the quantification.
How is the problem likely to affect the nation/ state/ region/ city/corridor?
: Quantify the extent to which the problems may affect the attainment of the
Future goals/objectives.
problems
List the available data and evidence to support the quantification.
Identify which are the most pressing problems — i.e. demonstrate which problems are
most likely to hinder the achievement of goals and objectives.
Problem : '
Prioritisation
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Stage 4: Problem Analysis

Qulline the underlying causes of the problem.

Give the policy argument explaining the genesis of the problem (e.g. market failure,
Problem incorrect pricing, lack of investment signals, governance).

analysis
Provide data and other evidence to back up the policy arguments.

Focus on the fundamental cause of the problem, e.g. the root cause of road
congestion should not simply be claimed as a "lack of capacity” — what has caused
Identify the lack of capacity?

fundamental . , .,
it may, for example, be a demand/supply mismatch caused by incorrect pricing and

cause, not il ;

Sympt excess demand, or a lack of supply side investment due lo the absence of price
ymptoms, signals or targeted revenue streams.

of the

problem
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Stage 5: Option Generation

REFORM (ESSENTIALLY NON-CAPITAL INVESTMENT) OPTIONS

Option 1

Short description of the option, and how it is likely fo achieve the goals/objectives.

Option 2

Short description of the option, and how it is likely to achieve the goals/objectives.

Option 3

Short description, ele.

INVESTMENT OPTIONS

Option 1

(Option 5 in the SMEC report}. Construct 11 km of dual carriageway linking the
Federal Highway and the Monarc Highway. Work includes cross sections of 2 x
3.5m traffic lanes, 2.5m roadside shoulder and 1.0m offside shoulder, as welf as
associated ramps, interchanges and bridges.

Option 2

(Option 6 in the SMEC report). Similar to Option 1 but with-some changes to
alignment and interchanges layout in the northern part of the parkway which will
reduce the impact on Majura Pines.

Option 3

(Option 7 in the SMEC report). Upgrade Majura Road in the northern part of the
site, merge the parkway to the existing alignment of Majura Road with an at-grade
intersection at the junction between Majura Parkway and the AFP Access Road.
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Stage 6: Options Assessment

Infrastructure Australia is not mandating a partlcular process for moving from a long list of potential
_optlons to.a short list of lead cand:dates The followmg three-step process.is an indicative gwde

Long list

Explain how an original full list (‘long list’) of options was initially narrowed down to
an interim list.

Summarise the results of this process, for instance the scores from a high level
Multi Criteria Analysis process.

Where possible, explain how this process incorporated different scenarios.

Option 1 is the current preferred option, which is similar to the previous preferred
option presented in January 2009 but with some changes to the interchange
design. This option was assessed against two additional alignment options.

All three opticns were also assessed relative to the traffic operational conditions if
the existing condition is continued (ie:"a "do nothing” scenario).

Strategic transport modelling was conducted to produce the demand matrix used
for micro-simulation modelling. The modelling results were used as inputs for the
economic assessment, which aims to produce the economic indicators to determine
the feasibility of each option.

The economic analysis considered construction and maintenance costs, travel
related costs such as vehicle operating cost-and accident cost, generated traffic
flows, residual values, environmental externalities and other relevant factors.

Interim list

Explain how the interim list of options was then narrowed down to a short list.

Summarise the results of this process, for instance the scores from a detailed Multi
Criteria Analysis process and the headline results of Rapid Economic Appraisals.

Where possible, explain how this process incorporated different scenarios.

As above.

Short list

Explain how the interim list of options was finally narrowed down to a lead option.

Summarise the results of this process, for instance the scores from a detailed Multi
Criteria Analysis process and the main results from a detailed economic appraisal
of two or three lead contenders (presenting, for instance, the Appraisal Summary
Table for each lead option).

Where possible, explain how this process incorporated different scenarios.

The economic analysis shows that all options could he considered economlcally
feasible, with positive NPVs and BCRs greater than one.

Option 1 is the preferred option, with the best economic results of a NPV over
$484 million and a BCR of 3.32 at a 7 per cent discount rate.
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Stage 6: Options Assessment
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1.  Background

The ACT Government had submitted a proposal for consideration by Infrastructure
Australia (IA) for the construction of an efficient link between the Federal Highway
and the Monaro Highway.

Following its initial appraisal, IA has sough further information and clarification.

This paper provides summary of key information relating to the project, as well as
response to specific questions and issues raised by IA.

2.  The Proposal

The ACT is seeking funding to create an efficient freight transport, business travel
and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway.

The joining of these national highways will provide a vital transport link relevant toa
significant population and geographic region of Australia — from the south eastern
coast, through the snowy mountains, the Nation’s capital and further north to either
side of the Great Divide.

In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Highway by linking the regions

- north and south of the Australian Capital Territory, as well as providing a highway
bypass to Canberra.

The proposed Majura Parkway will also form part of the Territory’s arterial road 7
network, improving north-south transit, particularly to the Airport, and eastwards

towards Queanbeyan.

The projects involves the construction of around 11 km of dual carriageway and 7
bridges.

Appendix A provides an aerial view showing the proposed link.

3. Benefits and Costs

3.1 Cost Estimates and Economic Analysis

Construction staging and cost estimates have been updated by SMEC Australia from a
previous study undertaken in 2007. The capital cost of the project is estimated at

$250 million over a three year construction period.

Economic appraisal of the project (also undertaken by SMEC Australia) has been
updated to address feedback comments from IA. This is provided at Appendix B.

3.2  Approach to Analysis

The economic analysis is based on strategic and micro traffic modelling to estimate
the effects of the proposed improvements.
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Micro-simulation modelling was validated by traffic counts. The Paramics model was
calibrated by adjusting the default parameters in the standard behavioural models to
local conditions. This relied mamly on the RTA guidelines. The model vahdatlon is
in line with the best practice minimum fits.

The total expected benefits are estimated by calculating the savings from the proposed
option as compared to the base option (‘do nothing”) in terms of travel time, vehicle
operating costs, accident costs, and environmental costs.

The ‘generated traffic’ in the study refers to the traffic diverted from elsewhere in the
transport network — no induced demand is assumed'.

The approach and the parameters used in the analysis are in accordance with the
-relevant guidelines.

33 Benefit to Cost Ratio

The economic analysis indicates a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of 4.05 over 30 years
at 7 per cent discount rate. The analysis also provides BCR at discount rates of 4 per
cent and 10 percent. The BCR is greater than 2.75 under all discount rates.-

The Net Present Value (NPV) of benefits is estimated around $637 million. The
benefits largely arise from a reduction in travel time (captured through decrease in
. vehicle operating costs in the analysis),.and accident costs. .

Traffic modelling highlights significant increase in traffic congestion, and
consequently, increase in transit times under a ‘do nothing’ scenario. This is
considerably alleviated through the construction of this link.

The micro-simulation modelling was also used to estimate changes in key
performance indicators. Those are summarised in the economic analysis report. In
general, the level of service improves from F under ‘do nothing’ scenario to B.
Average speed on North-South transit is projected to increase from 18km/hr to
77km/hr, and fravel time in AM peak hour is projected to reduce from 40 minutes
under ‘do nothing’ scenario to less than 9 minutes in 2031.

In summary, the ploject will significantly alleviate congestion and reduce transit
costs.

3.4  Overall ACT Treasury Assessment

The overall approach and methodology appears reasonable. The BCR estimates
appear robust, and are likely to be understated, as externality benefits for the rest of
“the network have not been estimated. Those are likely to be significant given that the
proposed link would provide a more efficient link for freight traffic which is currently
using the main thoroughfare, hence reducing congestion on Northbourne Avenue.

"n the analysis, the ‘study area’ refers to the project road. Freight carriers (and other traffic) diverted
from, for example, Northbourne Avenue because of a quicker link between the highways is referred to -
as the traffic originated from outside the study area.
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4. Related Studies and Project Readiness

The project has been developed to Preliminary Sketch Plan (PSP) stage. Appendices
C and D provide PSP documentation and the detailed plans, respectively.

A detailed Environmental Impact Study (EILS) is currently underway. A draft of the
EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

_ Initial consultation was undertaken during the initial design stage. The alignment and
PSPs incorporate input from the stakeholders. Further consultation is now being
undertaken as part of the statutory process.

5. Related Projects

A number of other projects have been completed, or are currently underway, that are
linked fto this project in terms of traffic flows. Those are:

+ Single eastbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Drive roundabout;

* Duplication of Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;

¢ Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Highway/Morshead Drive;

¢  Widening of Morsehead Drive between Pialligo Avenue and Fairbairn Avenue;

e Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialligo Avenue .
(including a new bridge over Woolshed Creck);

¢ Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Morshead Dr and Fairbairn Avenue
(including a new bridge at Woolshed Creek and signalised intersection at
Fairbairn Avenue); and

* Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Fairbairn Avenue/Beltana Road
intersection and a new airport access (cwrently at Ulinga Place).

For the purposes of this economic analysis, it has been assumed that all of the above
works will be completed prior to construction of the Majura Parkway.

The micro-simulation with updated traffic count information has highlighted that the
performance of the proposed Federal Highway/Monaro Highway link could be
improved further by removing emergent ‘pinch points’ at three roundabouts on the
east-west transit. Without these improvements, the project has a negative impact on
these parts of the east-west link. The improvements have not been included in the
project scope at this stage. Further work is required to develop design solutions and
cost estimates.
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6. Response to Infrastructure Australia’s Feedback®
6.1  Profiling Against IA’s Strategic Priorities

More information required to justify ratings. In particular no information was
provided against strategic priorities ‘Diversify Australia’s economic capabilities and
build Australia’s global competitive advantages’.

Ratings against strategic priorities have been completed and provided in Appendix E.

Analysis based on Australian Bureau of Statistics® national accounts data indicates
that productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT has been declining.
Had productivity in the transport and storage industry remained stable, the value
added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been an additional $158 million.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT
adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales®. The project
has significant benefits for the national freight transit system, essentially by providing
a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access to the Airport. The
reduced costs of freight transit will potentially improve competitiveness of Australian
exports. A short paper summarising this analysis is at Appendix F.

6.2  Cost Benefit Analysis

Project mentions different stages, focuses on Stage 2. This raises two questions:

o Need information on other stages to be clear that costs and benefits have been
correctly apportioned to this stage and not hidden/taken from other stages where
ther are mutually dependent.

e Need BCR information specifically applying to this stage, not other stages (some
info seems to come from Stage 1).

As mentioned above in Section 5, from the ACT Government’s perspective, the
project forms part of a range of works around Airport, and hence was referred to as
Stage 2. Reference to stages has now been removed to avoid confusion.

Undoubtedly, improvements at one point or part of the transport network have flow
on effects on other parts of the network. For the purpose of this analysis, however, all
the modelling assumes that those works have been completed, and that no costs or
benefits from those works are attributed to this project. '

o Three flaws in the methodology — all likely to increase slightly the BCR: time
period of evaluation short (24 vs 30 years); no residual value included; and no
externalities assessed.

? In this section, IA’s feedback comments appear in italics. '
? It is noteworthy that the national accounts attribute a proportion of the ransit costs of freight passing
through Canberra to the ACT.

Page 5 of 7




Time period of evaluation has been extended to 30 years. The analysis also includes
BCR over 40 years for reference. This has been included given that a significant part
of the project involves bridges which have much longer economic life.

Residual value has been included in the analysis. Residual value at the end of the
appraisal period of 30 years is estimated as the present value of benefits for the
remaining life of the asset for the remaining 10 years of the assumed 40 year
economic life, in accordance with the National Guidelines for Transport System
Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Appraisal of Initiatives) by the Australian
Transport Council (ATC).

The economic analysis includes an assessment of externality benefits, albeit, partially.

6.3 Delivery

o Cost and fund sharing arrangements not shown in the submission. Clarification sought
on maintenance costs — unlike Auslink BAF does not include maintenance.

s Capital cost — clarification required — cost benefit analysis contains a capital cost of
8125 million while the submission refers to a preliminary design figure of 3250 million —
require copy of report and any supporting analysis.

The capital cost estimated for the project in July 2008 was $242 million (excluding
GST), as in Appendix C, Chapter 20. This has been escalated by 3 per cent to

$250 million. The final cost of the project is likely to be higher subject to further cost
escalation to tender time. '

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million from the
Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia Program for works around
the Airport precinct. Those works are an integral part of the proposed link project.

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million. As mentioned above, this does
not include the cost of works required to address the impact of this project on
east-west transit.

Maintenance costs, while included in the economic analysis, do not form part of the
$250 million figure.

Risks — need more detail

In essence, the PSP report covers a number of the risks flagged by IA, and responds
how these are being addressed. The report contains some useful information
including environmental and cultural heritage assessments, geotechnical
investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public
consultation and discussion with leaseholders and or key stakeholders to date.

In addition to the PSP report, there have been number of actions to address a number
of project risks.

¢ An extended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to
discuss the impact of the proposal on Defence lands and activities. A formal
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approach to the Department of Defence is now being prepared to acquire
necessary land

o A workshop in December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT
Government’s Parks Conservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for
Sustainability and the Environment to identify a management strategy to protect
high value native grasslands and areas of Yellow Box Gums.

¢ A request to the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the
recently released Best Practice manual in cost estimation for public road and rail
infrastructure projects by Evans and Peck prepared for the Federal Department of
Infrastructure.

e The full EIS is now underway and includes a statutory consultation component - a
draft of the EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009,

The target is to be in a position to go out for a construction tender in July 2009.
6.4  Infrastructure Australia’s Minimum Requirements Template

This has been comple.ted and provided at Appendix G.

Appendix List and Transmission Mode

Appendix A: Aerial view showing the proposed link (hard copy; courier)

Appendix B: Updated Economic Appraisal (electronic)

Appendix C: Preliminary Sketch Plan Documentation (hard copy; courter)

Appendix D: Preliminary Sketch Plan (detailed plans) (CD ROM; hard copy; courier)
Appendix E: Rating Against Strategic Priorities (electronic)

Appendix F: Transport and Storage Industry Productivity Analysis (electronic)
Appendix G: Minimum Information Requirement Template (electronic)
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Katy Gallagher MLA
DEPUTY CHIEF MINISTER
'~ TREASURER = .
: MINISFER FOR HEALTH
. 'MINISTER FOR INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

MEMBER FOR MOLONGLO

Mr Michael Deegan
Infrastructuré Coordinator
Infrastructure Australia _

. Level 21, Deufsche Bank Building -
126 Phillip Street = '

- SYDNEY NSW 2000

Dear MeA éégaf_l'

I am writing in response to your létter of 12 June 2009 fo the Depairtménl of Treasury, In which you
sought newsubmis'sions to carry‘pu’_l gssessient and evaluation for the national infrastructure pipeline.

| appreciate _Infra'strgcfure Australia’s (1) consideration of these Sdprh’issions'.‘

Further fo earliet ad!«'fl;;e fo Infrastructure Australia listing the profects identified for ficlision by the ACT,”
pleaise find atiached the ACT submissions for the national infrastructure pipeline for consideration.
have provided a brlef summary of each individual project at Attachment A.

" Please note that a nurber of these brojects have been previously submitted to IA, and were Included in
- its list of projécts for further development. Where applicable, the submissions have been updated or
revised for any additional informaticn and analysis available stnce that time. : :

The éu,bmiss’loris provide for stages 1-6 of the Reform-and investment Framework. Th'e_Stagé 1~
Solution Proritisation component of the submission will be provided to IA by Treasury as they are
considered. ' - s

If you require any furiher information o clarification please do riot hesitate o contact Mr Neil Bulless,

=

. Execitive Director - Finance'and.Buc_lgét Divisfon, ori (02) 6207 0264 or nell.bulless@act.gov.au,

Yours sincerely

' KatyG[alIagher 5 '

Treasurer
21 Décember 2009

- ACT LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
London Circuit, Canbierra ACT 2601 GPO Box 1020, Canbéra ACT 2601
Phone (02) 62050840 Fax (02) 62053080 Ewmail: gallagher@actgov.au




Attaehment A

Summary of Austrahan Capltal Terrttory prO]ects for conSIderatton by ]nfrastructure
Australia '

- Protects 15 summarised be[ow were submitted {0 1A prekuely Slgnif cant further work has

been undertaken in these areas including tost benefit analysis; economic evaluations and

" feasibility studles The outcome of this further work | i incorparated in the project submissions.

P Federal Htghway Link o Monaro nghway — Majura Parkwa1

Thé Majura Parkway will connect the Monaro Htghway. an lmponant reglona! Iransport comidor

" for the ACT and NSW, with the Federal Higliway which Is part of thie National Road Network. The
* Parkway would also provide an opportunity for the further dévelspment of the Canberra Airport,

noting tié Federal Governments approval for the Atrport's Mastér Plan lnctudlng the

E ‘ establishment of324 hour fre[ghthub

e A WRY . m . W m X eeedn e

The project i is of nattonal sngmttcanoe as tt Itnks two Nahonal Highways and provides S|gn|t' cant
fransport and freight linkages between Sydney. Canberra and regional south-eastern NSW

D .
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From::

Sent: Friday, 22 January 2010 3:52 PM

To:

Cc:

Subject: Infrastructure Australia Submission on Majura Parkway - Stage 7 Template

Attachments: 1A Submission Coversheet - Fed Hway Link.doc; IA Reform Investment Framework
Stages 1 to 6 - Fed Hway Link.doc; Fed Hway Link - Supp Info.doc; IA Template Stage
7.doc .

Hay

As you would be aware, the ACT prepared a submission for Infrastructure Australia (lA) about the Federal Highway
Link to the Monaro Highway. In light of recent media about freight linkages and Aust Govt infrastructure plans, it
would be timely to strengthen our submission.

| have attached what we have submitted to date which includes the cover sheet, Stages 1-6 template and supporting
information. | would appreciate your assistance with completing the Stage 7 template which | have also attached.

Thanks for your help, and happy to be of assistance where possibte.

' Regards
- .

RSN | POLICY OFFICER | POLICY COORDINATION AND DEVELOPMENT | ACT TREASURY | PH: 02 6207 0198
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1. Background

‘The ACT Government had submitted a proposal for consideration by Infrastructure
Australia (TA) for the construction of an efficient link between the Federal Highway
and the Monaro Highway.

Following its initial appraisal, IA has sou gh further information and clarification.

This paper provides summary of key information relating to the project, as well as
response to specific questions and issues raised by IA.

2. The _Proposal

The ACT is seeking funding to create an efficient freight transport, business travel
and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway.

The joining of these national highways will provide a vital transport link relevant to a
significant population and geographic region of Australia— from the south eastern
coast, through the snowy mountains, the Nation’s capital and further north to either
side of the Great Divide.

In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Highway by linking the regions
north and south of the Australian Capital Territory, as well as providing a highway
bypass to Canberra.

The proposed Majura Parkway will also form part of the Territory’s arterial road
network, improving north-south transit, particularly to the Airport, and eastwards
towards Queanbeyan.

The projects involves the construction of around 11 km of dual carriageway and 7
bridges.

Appendix A i)rovides an aerial view showing the proposed link.

3. Benefits and Costs

3.1  Cost Estimates end Economic Analysis

Construction staging and cost estimates have been updated by SMEC Australia from a
previous study undertaken in 2007. The capital cost of the project is estimated at

$250 million over a three year construction period.

Economic appraisal of the project (also undertaken by SMEC Australia) has been
updated to address feedback comments from IA. This is provided at Appendix B.

3.2  Approach to Analysis

The economic analysis is based on strategic and micro traffic modelling to estimate
the effects of the proposed improvements.
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Micro-simulation modelling was validated by traffic counts. The Paramics model was
calibrated by adjusting the default parameters in the standard behavioural models to
local conditions. This relied mainly on the RTA guidelines. The model validation is-
in line with the best practice minimum fits.

The total expected benefits are estimated by calculating the savings from the proposed -

option as compared to the base option (‘do nothing’) in terms of travel time, vehicle
operating costs, accident costs, and environmental costs.

The ‘generated traffic’ in the study refers to the trafﬁc diverted from elsewhere in the
transport network — no induced demand is assumed'.

The approach and the parameters used in the analysis are in accordance with the
relevant guidelines. '

3.3  Benefit to Cost Ratio

The economic analysis indicates a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of 4.05 over 30 years
at 7 per cent discount rate. The analysis also provides BCR at discount rates of 4 per
cent and 10 percent. The BCR is greater than 2.75 under all discount rates.

The Net Present Value (NPV) of benefits is estimated around $637 million. The
benefits largely arise from a reduction in travel time (captured thlough decrease in
vehicle operatmg costs in the analy31s) and acmdent costs.

Traffic modelling highlights significant increase in traffic congestion, and
consequently, increase in transit times under a ‘de nothing’ scenario. This is
considerably alleviated through the construction of this link.

The micro-simulation modelling was also used to estimate changes in key
performance indicators. Those are summarised in the economic analysis report. In
general, the level of service improves from F under ‘do nothing” scenario to B.
Average speed on North-South transit is projected to increase from 18km/hr to
77km/hr, and travel time in AM peak hour is projected to reduce from 40 minutes
under ‘do nothing” scenario to less than 9 minutes in 2031.

In summary, the project will SIgmﬁcantly alleviate congestion and reduce transit
costs.

3.4  Overall ACT Treasury Assessment

The overall approach and methodology appears reasonable. The BCR estimates
appear robust, and are likely to be understated, as externality benefits for the rest of
the network have not been estimated. Those are likely to be significant given that the
proposed link would provide a more efficient link for freight traffic which is currently
using the main thoroughfare, hence reducing congestion on Northbourne Avenue.

! In the analysis, the study area’ refers to the projectroad: Freight carriers (and other traffic) diverted
from, for example, Northbourne Avenue because of a quicker link between the highways is referred to
as the traffic originated from outside the study area.
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4. Related Studies and Project Readiness

The project has been developed to Preliminary Sketch Plan (PSP) stage. ‘Appendices
C and D provide PSP documentation and the detailed plans, respectively.

A detailed Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is currently underway. A draft of the
EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

Initial consultation was undertaken during the initial design stage. The alignment and
PSPs incorporate input from the stakeholders. Further consultation is now being
_undertaken as part of the statutory process.

5. Related Pfojec_ts

A number of other projects have been completed, or are currently underway, that are
linked to this project in terms of traffic flows. Those are: - '

e Single eastbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Drive roundabout;

¢ Duplication of Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;

o Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Highway/Morshead Drive;

e Widening of Morsehead Drive between Pialligo Avenue and Fairbairn Avenue;

¢ Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialligo Avenue
(including a new bridge over Woolshed Creek);

« Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Morshead Dr and Fairbairn Avenue
(including a new bridge at Woolshed Creek and mgnahsed intersection at
Fairbairn Avenue); and

e ' Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Fairbairn Avenue/Beltana Road
* intersection and a new airport access (currently at Ulinga Place).

For the purposes of this economic analysis, it has been assumed that all of the above
works will be completed prior to construction of the Majura Parkway.

The micro-simulation with updated traffic count information has highlighted that the
performance of the proposed Federal Highway/Monaro Highway link could be
improved further by removing emergent ‘pinch points” at three roundabouts on the
east-west transit. Without these improvements, the project has a negative impact on
these parts of the east-west link. The iniprovements have not been included in the
project scope at this stage. Further work is required to develop deSIgn solutions and
cost estimates. -
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6. Response to Infrastructure Australia’s Feedback?
6.1  Profiling Against IA’s Strategic Priorities

More mformanon requtired to justify ratings. In particular no information was
provided against strategic priorities ‘Diversify Australia’s economic capabilities and
build Australia’s global competitive advantages’.

Ratings against strategic priorities have been completed and provided in Appendix E.

Analysis based on Australian Bureau of Statistics’ national accounts data indicates
that productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT has been declining.
Had productivity in the transport and storage industry remained stable, the value
added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been an additional $158 million.

~ The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT
adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales®. The project
has significant benefits for the national frelght transit system, essentially by providing

_ a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access-to the Airport. The
reduced costs of freight transit will potentially improve competitiveness of Australian -
exports. A short paper summarising this analysis is at Appendix F.

6.2  Cost Benefit Analysis

Project mentions different stages, focuses on Stage 2. This raises two questions:

e Need information on other stages to be clear that costs and benefits have been
correctly apportioned to this stage and not hrdden/taken from other stages where
ther are mutually dependent.

s Need BCR information speci’ﬁcally applying to this stage, not other stages (some
info seems to come from Stage 1).

As mentioned above in Section 5, from the ACT Government’s perspective, the
project forms part of a range of works around Airport, and hence was referred to as
~ Stage 2. Reference to stages has now been removed to avoid confusion.

Undoubtedly, improvements at one point or part of the transport network have flow
on effects on other parts of the network. For the purpose of this analysis, however, all
the modelling assumes that those works have been completed, and that no costs or
beneﬁts from those works are attributed to this project. '

s Three ﬂmvs in the methodology — all likely to increase slightly the BCR: time
period of evaluation short (24 vs 30 years); no residual value included; and no
externalities assessed. :

2 In this section, IA’s feedback comments appear in italics.
I tis noteworthy that the national accounts attnbute a proportion of the transit costs of freight passing
through Canberra to the ACT.
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Time period of evaluation has been extended to 30 years. The analysis also includes
BCR over 40 years for reference. This has been included given that a significant part
of the project involves bridges which have much longer economic life.

Residual value has been included in the analysis. Residual value at the end of the
appraisal period of 30 years is estimated as the present value of benefits for the
remaining life of the asset for the remaining 10 years of the assumed 40 year
economic life, in accordance with the National Guidelines for Transport System
Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Appraisal of Initiatives) by the Australian

. Transport Council (ATC). ' '

The economic analysis includes an assessment of externality benefits, albeit, partially.

6.3 Delivery

e Cost and fund sharing arrangements not shown in the submission. Clarification sought
on maintenance costs — unlike Auslink BAF does not include maintenance.

e Capital cost — clarification required - cost benefit analysis contains a capital cost of
$125 million while the submission refers to a preliminary design figure.of 8250 million —
require copy of report and any supporting analysis.

The capital cost estimated for the project in July 2008 was $242 million (excluding
GST), as in Appendix C, Chapter 20. This has been escalated by 3 per cent to

-$250 million. The final cost of the project is likely to be higher subject to further cost
escalation to tender time. '

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million from the
Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia Program for works around
the Airport precinct. Those works are an integral part of the proposed link project.

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million. As mentioned above, this does
not include the cost of works required to address the impact of this project on
east-west transit. :

Maintenance costs, while included in the economic analysis, do not form part of the
$250 million figure. '

Risksé need more detail

In essence, the PSP report covers a number of the risks flagged by TA, and responds
how these are being addressed. The report contains some useful information
including environmental and cultural heritage assessments, geotechnical
investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public
consultation and discussion with leaseholders and or key stakeholders to date.

In addition to the PSP report, there have been number of actions to address a number
of project risks.

e Anextended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to
discuss the impact of the proposal on Defence lands and activities. A formal
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approach to the Department of Defence is now bemg prepared to acqulre
necessary land

o A workshop in December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT
- Government’s Parks Conservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for
Sustainability and the Environment to identify a management strategy to protect
high value native grasslands and arcas of Yellow Box Gums.

* A request to the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the
recently released Best Practice manual in cost estimation for public road and rail
infrastructure projects by Evans and Peck p1 epared for the Federal Department of

Infrastructure.

o The full EIS is now underway and includes a statutory consultation component - a |
draft of the EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

The target is to be in a position to go out for a construction tender in July 2009.
6.4  Infrastructure Australia’s Minimum Requirements Template

This has been completed and provided at Appendix G.

Appendix List and Transmission Mode

Appendix A: Aerial view showing the proposed link (hard copy; cour1er)

Appendix B: Updated Economic Appraisal (electronic)

Appendix C: Preliminary Sketch Plan Documentation (hard copy; couner)

Appendix D: Preliminary Sketch Plan (detailed plans} (CD ROM; hard copy; cou11e1)
Appendix E: Rating Against Strategic Priorities (electronic)

Appendix F: Transport and Storage Industry Productivity Analysis (clectronic)
Appendix G: ‘Minimum Information Requirement Template (electronic)
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Proposal Surhmary (2 pages, excluding maps)

fnitiative Name: Federal Highway Link to Monaro Highway

Location (State/Region(or City)/ Locality): [ReEhleir-Rralea)

Name of Proponent Entity: ACT Government

Contact (Name, Position, phonefe-mail): Khalid Ahmed, Executive Director, Policy Coordination and
Development, ACT Treasury

p. 02 6207 0228 e. khalid.ahmed@act.gov.au

Project Description:

The ACT is seeking funding to create an efficient 11 kilometre dual carriageway freight transport, business
travel and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway. Broadly, the project
involves the construction of 11km dual carriageway with 7 bridges.

The joining of these national highways will provide a vital transport link relevant to a significant population and
geographic region of Australia. In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Highway by linking the
regions north and south of the Australian Capital Territory. The proposed Majura Parkway will also form part of
the Territory’s arterial road network, improving north-south transit, particularly to the Airport, and eastwards
towards Queanbeyan.

The attached Economic Analysis paper includes maps showing the location of the proposed project.

Theme alignment

Once implemented this proposal will Improve the national freight network by linking the Federal Highway to the
Monaro Highway.

The initiative will address an apparent decline in productivity in the transport and storage industry in the ACT
and surrounding regional NSW. :

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT adversely affects not just'the
ACT but south eastern New South Wales. The project has significant benefits for the national freight transit
system, essentially by providing a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access to the
Airport.

Capital Cost of Initiative by Proponent

(SM, nominal, undiscounted): The current estimated total cost is $250 million.

Commonwealth contribution sought by
Proponent, and cash flow in financial
years ($M, nominal, undiscounted):

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million
from the Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia
Program for works around the Airport precinct. Those works are
an integral part of the proposed link project. :

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million.

Other funding (source/amount/cash flow)
(M, nominal, undiscounted):

BCR by Proponent excluding Wider
Economic Benefits

3.32 at a discount rate of 7 per cent over 30 years.
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| Templates'for Individual Stages in the Reform and
Investment Framework

Stage 1: Goal Definition

Goal The Goals this initiative is seeking to address are:

Statements .
¢ increase Australia’s productivity;

e expand Australia’s productive capabity; and
e develop our cities and/or regions.

Higher and/or lower order goals with reference back to existing plans and strategies
include: :

« increase the Capital Region's productivity,
e expand the Capital Region’s productive capacity; and
s  develop the Capital Region.

The ACT Government's Capital Development Plan states that Airports are a crucial
part of the infrastructure of a modern economy. The primary economic function and
wider social importance of airports is to facilitate the efficient movement of people and
freight in and out of the regions they serve, improving inbound tourism and trade. The
ACT Government recognizes the significant role that Canberra International Airport
plays as a regional gateway and a generator of investment and employment.

The ACT Government has committed to upgrading the road infrastructure around the
airport to assist the flow of traffic and maximise transport opportunities.

The ACT Chief Minister's Department in February 2008 commissioned the Report "The
ACT and its Region: econoimic relationships and key drivers of economic growth” to
support the preparation of the ACT's economic policy framework

(Capital Development), and to inform policy deliberations and decision making by

ACT Government agencies and businesses. The report examines economic activity
and linkages in the ACT and its region, the outlook and structure of the ACT economy.
and the economic opportunities and risks facing the ACT.

The Report identified Majura Road (the focus of this initiative) as insufficient to meet
needs as a Canberra bypass for freight. Majura Road is part of the “National Highway
23", and forms the connecting link between the Federal and Monaro Highways;
meaning it is a significant link in the route between Sydney and the Snowy Mountains,
as well as the truck freight bypass of Canberra.

The Report also noted the madequacy of the current link will increase as development
of the airport at the southern end continues.
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Objective
Staternents

Stage 1: Goal Definition

The proposed project will significantly increase traffic speed, and reduce freight transit
times. It will also result in the Canberra Airport being within a kilometre or so of a
north — south freight transit link. This coalescence can be expected to have significant

.economic output and productivity benefits for the south eastern region of Australia.

The project will have wider implications by improving north — south links along the
eastern seaboard, and more broadly by completing a link in the National highway
system. '

Some draft targets/performance measures could include reduced freight delivery
times, increased number of freight vehicles, higher activity at the airport and a rise in
tourism to the capital.

Goeal and
Objective
Alignment

Expand Australia’s prodUctive capacity, and Increase Australia’s productivity — the
highway link should reduce the cost of freight and storage, and improve the
competitiveness of Australian exporis.

Develop our cities and/or regions — the joining of these national highways will provide
a vital transport link relevant to a significant population and geographic region of
Australia.
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Stage 2: Problem Identification

Problem
Identification:

Current
issues

The ACT's largest industry is public administration and defence. The ACT produces these =
public administration and defence services to the benefit of the Nation. As a predominately
service producing economy, most goods are transported into the ACT. ‘

Efficient freight transport links into and through the ACT are vital to the efficient functioning of
such an economy. '

The Australian Bureau of Statistics State Account data show that, in 2007-08, the ACT's State
Final Demand (SFD) exceeded its Gross State Product (GSP) by $15.4 billion or 66 per cent.

This imbalance largely reflects the significance of the importation of goods into the ACT.

However, freight transport in the ACT relates not only to residents of the ACT — the ACT also
serves as an important regional centre and freight hub for south eastern New South Wales.

Given the importance of freight transport links to the nation’s capital, it is a matter of concern
that the productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT is declining. This pattern
of decline is in sharp contrast to a pattern of improved productivity in all other jurisdictions.
ABS data show that over the 18 years from 1989-90 to 2007-08 the average annual rate of
productivity improvement in other jurisdictions ranged from a low of 1.2 per cent in the
Northern Territory up to a high of 4.2 per cent in Tasmania. The ACT was the only jurisdiction
to record a decline (-0.5 per cent). .

Had productivity in the transport and storage industry not declined and remained at around
the average level of the early 1990s then, assuming the same number of people employed,
the value added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been $702 million rather than

$544 million — an additional $158 million. The cumulative loss over the 18 years since
1989-90 is estimated at $412 million in today’s dollars. .

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT most likely
reflects the fact that the ACT has not had the capacity to enhance freight routes to
accommodate growth in the local and regional economy.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT adversely
affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales.

The proposed project will significantly increase traffic speed, and reduce freight transit times.
It will also result in the Canberra Airport being within a kilometre or so of a north — south
freight transit link. This coalescence can be expected to have significant economic output and
productivity benefits for the south eastern region of Australia.

Passenger numbers through Canberra airport are already the highest per capita of any airport
— and not withstanding that Canberra airport is largely a domestic airport with limited
international flights. In part, the relatively farge traffic flow at the airport reflects a high

| proportion of business travel and Canberra’s increasing role as a freight hub.

Problem
identification:
Future
scenarios

The drivers with the greatest impact are likely to be economic and demographic growth and,
in particular, growth of the Canberra Airport in terms of freight and passenger movements.

There are negligible uncertainties regarding these drivers as the National Capital, Canberra
and the Capital Region can be expected to continue to grow..
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Stage 2: Problem Identification

Future challenges related to this project could include environmental restrictions, land use
parameters, geotechnical and heritage investigations, impact on Defence activities and
negotiation with leaseholders.
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Stage 3: Problem Assessment

P m '
roble Relevant information provided in section 1 and 2 ahove.
assessment 7
Current , . . , . '
- Relevant information provided in section 1 and 2 above.
problems
| Future Relevant information provided in section 1 and 2 abox
oroblems evant information provided in sectio above.
Problem
r.ob_.c-,? . Relevant information provided in section 1 and 2 above.
Prioritisation
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Stage 4: Problem Analysis

Problem

- Relevant information provided in section 1 and 2 above.
analysis

[dentify
fundamental
cause, not
symptoms,
of the
problem

Relevant information provided in section 1 and 2 above.
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Stage 5: Option Generation

REFORM (ESSENTIALLY NON-CAPITAL INVESTMENT) OPTIONS

Option 1

Not Applicable.

Option 2

Not Applicable.

Option 3

Not Applicable.

INVESTMENT OPTIONS

Option 1

(Option 5 in the SMEC report). Construct 11 km of dual carriageway linking the
Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway. Work includes cross sections of 2 x
3.5m traffic lanes, 2.5m roadside shoulder and 1.0m offside shoulder, as well as
associated ramps, interchanges and bridges.

Option 2

(Option 6 in the SMEC report). Similar to Option 1 but with some changes to
alignment and interchanges layout in the northern part of the parkway which will
reduce the impact on Majura Pines.

Option 3

(Option 7 in the SMEC report). Upgrade Majura Road in the northern part of the
site, merge the parkway to the existing alignment of Majura Road with an at-grade
intersection at the junction between Majura Parkway and the AFP Access Road.
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Stage 6: Options Assessment

nfrastructure Ausiralia is not mandatlng a partlcular process for moving from a long list of potentlal
options to a short Ilst of Iead candldates The foIIowmg three step process is an mdrcatwe gwde

Long list

Option 1 is the current preferred option, which is similar to the previous preferred |
option presented in January 2009 but with some changes to the interchange design.
This option was assessed against two additional alignment options. -

All three bptions were also assessed relative to the traffic operational conditione if
the existing condition is continued (ie: a “do nothing” scenario).

Strateglc transport modelling was conducted to produce the demand matrix used for
micro-simulation modelling. The modelling results were used as inputs for the
economic assessment, which aims to produce the economic indicators to determine
the feasibility of each option.

The economic analysis considered construction and maintenance costs, travel
related costs such as vehicle operating cost and accident cost, generated traffic
flows, residual values, environmental externalities and other relevant factors,

Interim list

As above.

Short list

The economic analysis shows that ail options could be considered economically
feasible, with posifive NPVs and BCRs greater than one.

Option 1 is the preferred option, with the best economic results of a NPV over
$484 million and a BCR of 3.32 at a 7 per cent discount rate.
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1. Background

The ACT Government had submitted a proposal for consideration by Infrastructure
Australia (IA) for the construction of an efficient link between the Federal Highway
and the Monaro Highway. :

Following its initial appraisal, IA has sough further information and clarification.

This paper provides summary of key information relating to the project, as well as
response to specific questions and issues raised by IA.

2. The Proposal

The ACT is seeking funding to create an efficient freight transport, business travel
and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway.

The joining of these national highways will provide a vital transport link relevant to a
significant population and geographic region of Australia — from the south eastern
coast, through the snowy mountains, the Nation’s capital and further notth to elther
side of the Gleat Divide. :

In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Highway by linking the regions
north and south of the Australian Capital Territory, as well as providing a hlghway
bypass to Canberra,

The proposed Ma]ula Pa1kway will also form part of the Terutory s arterlal road
network, improving north-south transit, partlcularly to the Alrpoﬂ and eastwards
towards Queanbeyan.

The projects involves the construction of around 11 km of dual carriageway and 7
bridges.

Appendix A provides an aerial view showing the proposed link.

3.‘ Benefits and Costs

31  Cost Estimates and Economi¢ Analysis

Construction staging and cost estfmates have been updated by SMEC Australia from a
previous study undertaken in 2007. The capital cost of the project is estimated at

$250 million over a three year construction period.

Economic appraisal of the project {also undertaken by SMEC Australla) has been - .
updated to address feedback comments from IA. This is pr0V1ded at Appendix B.

3.2  Approach to Analysis

The economic analysis is based on strategic and mICIO traffic modelling to estimate
the effects of the proposed improvements.
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Micro-simulation modelling was validated by traffic counts. The Paramics model was
calibrated by adjusting the default parameters in the standard behavioural models to
local conditions. This relied mainly on the RTA guidelines. The model validation is
in hne with the best practlce minimum fits.

The total expected benefits are estimated by calculating the savings from the proposed
option as compared to the base option (“*do nothing’ ) in terms of travel time, vehicle
operating costs, accident costs, and environmental ¢costs.

The ‘generated trafﬁc in the study refers to the tr afﬁc dlverted from elsewhere in the
transport network — no induced demand is assumed'.

The approach and the parameters used in the analysis are in accordance with the-
relevant guidelines. -

3.3 Benefit to Cost Ratio

The economic analysis indicates a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of 4.05 over 30 years
at 7 per cent discount rate. The ana1y51s also provides BCR at discount rates of 4 per
cent and 10 percent. The BCR is greater than 2,75 under all discount rates.

- The Net Present Value (NPV) of benefits is estimated around $637 million, The
benefits largely arise from a reduction in travet time (captured through decrease in
vehicle operating costs in the analysis}, and accident costs.

Traffic modelling highlights significant increase in traffic congestion, and
consequently, increase in transit times under a ‘do nothing’ scenario. This is
considerably alleviated through the construction of this link.

The micro-simulation modelling was also used to estimate changes in key
performance indicators. Those are summarised in the economic analysis report. In
general, the level of service improves from F undet ‘do nothing’ scenario to B.
Average speed on North-South transit is projected to increase from 18km/hr to
77km/hr, and travel time in AM peak hour is projected to reduce from 40 minutes
under ‘do nothing’ scenario to less than 9 minutes in 2031,

In summary, the project will significantly alleviate congestion and reduce transit
costs.

34  Overall ACT Treasury Assessment

The overall approach and methodology appears reasonable. The BCR estimates
appear robust, and are likely to be understated, as externality benefits for the rest of
‘the network have not been estimated. Those are likely to be significant given that the
proposed link would provide a more efficient link for freight traffic which is currently
using the main thoroughfare, hence reducing congestion on Northbourne Avenue.

! In the analysis, the ‘study area’ refers to the project road. Freight carriers (and other traffic) diverted
from, for example, Northbourne Avenue because of a quicker link between the highways is referred to
as the traffic originated from outside the study area.
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Related Studies and Project Readiness

The project has been developed to Preliminary Sketch Plan (PSP) stage. Appendices
C and D provide PSP documentation and the detailed plans, respectively.

A detailed Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is currently underway. A draft of the
EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

Initial consultation was undertaken during the initial design stage. The alignment and
PSPs incorporate input from the stakeholders. Further consultation is now being

5.

- undertaken as part of the statutory process.

Related Projects

A number of other projects have been completed, or are currently underway, that are
linked to this project in terms of traffic flows. Those are:

Single eastbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Drive roundabout;
Duplication of Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;
Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Highway/Morshead Drive;

Widening of Morsehead Drive between Pialligo Avenue and Fairbairn Avenue;

‘Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialligo Avenue

(including a new bridge over Woolshed Creek);

Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Morshead Dr and Fairbairn Avenue
(including a new bridge at Woolshed Creek and signalised intersection at
Fairbairn Avenue); and

Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Fanbalm Avenue/Beltana Road
intersection and a new airport access (currently at Ulinga Place).

For the purposes of this economic analysis, it has been assumed that all of the above
works will be completed prior to construction of the Majura Parkway.

The micro-simulation with updated traffic count information has highlighted that the
performance of the proposed Federal Highway/Monaro Highway link could be
improved further by removing emergent ‘pinch points® at three roundabouts on the
cast-west transit. Without these improvements, the project has a negative impact on
these parts of the east-west link. The improvements have not been included in the
project scope at this stage. Further work is required to develop design solutions and
cost estimates.
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6. Response to Infrastructure Australia’s Feedback?
6.1  Profiling Againsf IA’s Strategic Priorities

More information required to justify ratings. In particular no information was
provided against strategic priorities ‘Diversify Australia’s economic capabilities and
build Australia’s global competitive advantages’,

Ratings against strategic priorities have been completed and provided in Appendix E.

Analysis based on Australian Bureau of Statistics’ national accounts data indicates
that productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT has been declining.
Had productivity in the transport and storage industry remained stable, the value-
added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been an additional $158 million.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT

adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales®. The project

has significant benefits for the national frelght transit system, essentially by providing

a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access to the Airport. The

reduced costs of freight transit will potentially improve competitiveness of Australian
~exports. A short paper summarising this analysis is at Appendix F.

6.2  Cost Benefit Analysis

Project mentions different stages, focuses on Stage 2. This raises two questions:

s Need information on other stages to be clear that costs and benefits have been
correctly apportioned to this stage and not hidden/taken ﬁom other stages where
ther are mutually dependent.

e Need BCR information specifically applying to this stage, not other stages (some
info seems to come from Stage 1).

As mentioned above in Section 5, from the ACT Government’s perspective, the
project forms part of a range of works around Airport, and hence was refetred to as
Stage 2. Reference to stages has now been removed to avoid confusion.

. Undoubtedly, improvements at one point or part of the transport network have flow
on effects on othet parts of the network. For the purpose of this analysis, however, all
the modelling assumes that those works have been completed, and that no costs or
benefits from those works are attributed to this project. ‘

o Three flaws in the methodology — all likely to increase slightly the BCR: time
period of evaluation short (24 vs 30 vears); no residual value included; and no
externalities assessed.

"2 In this section, IA’s feedback comments appear in italics.
? It is noteworthy that the national accounts attribute a proportion of the transit costs of freight passing
through Canberra to the ACT.
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‘Time period of evaluation has been extended to 30 years. The analysis also includes
BCR over 40 years for reference. This has been included given that a significant part
of the project involves bridges which have much longer economic life.

Residual value has been included in the analysis. Residual value at the end of the
appraisal period of 30 years is estimated as the present value of benefits for the
remaining life of the asset for the remaining 10 years of the assumed 40 year
economic life, in accordance with the National Guidelines for Transport System
Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Appraisal of Initiatives) by the Australian
Transport Council (ATC).

“The economic analysis includes an assessment of externality benefits, albeit, partially.
6.3 Delivery

e Cost and fund sharing arrangements not shown in the submission. Clarification sought
on maintenance costs — unlike Auslink BAF does not include maintenance.

o Capital cost — clavification required — cost benefit analysis contains a capital cost of
8125 million while the submission refers to a preliminary deszgn figure of 8250 million —
require copy of report and any sz.rpportm g analysis.

The capital cost estimated for the project in July 2008 was $242 million (excluding
GST), as in Appendix C, Chapter 20. This has been escalated by 3 per cent to

$250 million. The final cost of the project is likely to be higher subject to further cost
escalation to tender time.

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million from the
. Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia Program for works around
the Airport precinct. Those works are an integral part of the proposed link project.

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million. As mentioned above, this does
not include the cost of works required to address the impact of this project on
east-west transit.

Maintenance costs, while included in the economic analysis, do not form part of the
$250 million figure.

Risks — need more detail

- In essence, the PSP report covers a number of the risks flagged by IA, and responds
how these are being addressed. The report contains some useful information
including environmental and cultural heritage assessments, geotechnical
investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public
consultation and discussion with leaseholders and or key stakeholders to date.

In addition to the PSP report, there have been number of actions to address a number
of project risks.

s Anextended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to
discuss the impact of the proposal on Defence lands and activities. A formal
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approach to the Department of Defence is now being prepared to acquire
necessary land :

¢ A workshop in December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT
Government’s Parks Conservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for
Sustainability and the Environment to identify a management strategy to protect
high value native grasslands and areas of Yellow Box Gums.

¢ A request to the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the
- recently released Best Practice manual in cost estimation for public road and rail
infrastructure projects by Evans and Peck prepared for the Federal Department of |

Infirastructure.

e The full EIS is now underway and includes a statutory consultation component - a
draft of the EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009,

The target is to be in a position to go out for a construction tender in July 2009.
6.4  Infrastructure Australia’s Minimum Requirements Template

This has been completed and provided at Appendix G.

Appendix List and Transmission Mode

- Appendix A: Aerial view showing the proposed link (hard copy; courier)

- Appendix B: Updated Economic Appraisal (electronic)

Appendix C; Preliminary Sketch Plan Documentation (hard copy; courier)

Appendix D: Preliminary Sketch Plan (detailed plans) (CD ROM; hatd copy; courier)
Appendix E: Rating Against Strategic Priorities (electronic)

Appendix F: Transport and Storage Industry Productivity Analysis (electronic)
Appendix G: Minimum Information Requirement Template (electronic)
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INFRASTRUCTURE AUSTRALIA

REFORM AND INVESTMENT FRAMEWORK
TEMPLATES FOR USE BY PROPONENTS

(To be read in 'conjunction with Infrastructure Australia’s

Better Infrastructure Decision-Making)

Templates for Stage 7




Stage 7: Solution Prioritisation

In Stage 7, Infrastructure Australia requires substantial
supporting evidence to justify the proposal.

Supporting evidence for Infrastructure Australia’s assessment
of an initiative’s strategic fit (the profiling step) will be drawn
from information provided in the templates covering stages 1-6
of the Reform and Investment Framework.

Two pro-forma are provided here, for the appraisal and delivery
steps of Infrastructure Australia’s assessment.
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DETAILED APPRAISAL

This- sectton sets out Infrastructure Australla s requwements for detalled appralsal of L
transport options. Specific information on the appraisal of transport proposals is being set
oout here, as the vast majority of |n|t|at|ves presented to lnfrastructure Austraha last year
were in the transport sector, _ : : :

For other sectors a slmllar ]evel of detail shoutd be provnded usmg relevant sector practlce -

in partrcular those reqmred by mdependent regulators

!

Introduction

Infrastructure Australia will be using Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) as a key tool in the solution

prioritisation stage of the framework.

Infrastructure Australia will be working collaboratively with stakeholders to assist and guide
them in preparing appraisals and presenting the key results and assumptions.

The following material provides guidance on:

» what costs and benefits to include in the appraisals;

» what assumptions and key variables should be used; and
+ how to present the appraisal resuits and assurttptions.

Infrastrucfure Australia expects that the information requested in the templates, and referred
to in this guidance, should already be'available in economic analyses which proponents will
have had prepared (and considered) as part of their normal infrastructure planning
processes. In other words, any credible economic appraisal would address the matters set
out below and have considered the information required in the tables that follow.

Demand Forecasting

Levels of demand are crucial to the economic viability of infrastructure initiatives.
Infrastructure Australia needs to understand the basis upon which demand estimates have
been created. For each initiative, the following information should therefore be provided: '

1. A comprehensive list of the detailed assumptions WhICh drive demand, including the rate
of population growth, employment growth, private vehicle demand, public transport
demand: and how these change over the appraisal period,;

2. The underlying justification for these assumptions and growth rates, particularly the
benefit extrapolation approach used in the post forecast period, and sensitivity testing of
core assumptions such as Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rates;
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3. Detail of any changes in land use such as residential densification or Transport
Orientated Developments (TODs) assumed in the demand modelling, including any
commitments to rezoning or other planning law changes which would be necessary to
facilitate those land use changes;

4. The methodology used to estimate demand - the nature of the transport model used and
how ‘knock-on’ and wider network effects are calculated; plus an explanation of the
independence of forecasts and the degree of external or independent scrutiny of the
forecasts. This should include full details on how the model forecasts ‘generated’ and
‘induced’ demand; and

5. A-detailed disaggregation - by year, date and user type - of the results of the demand
modeliing, including all the information set out in Appraisal Summary Table 2 below.

Typically, this information will be contained in a detailed transport modelling report, which
will have been prepared for proponents for credible initiatives. Wherever possible, in
addition to completing the tables included in Appraisal Summary Table 2, proponents must

submit this report and then provide page references to the key sections contalnlng this
information.

Appraisal Methodology

The economic methodology used to conduct the appraisal is crucial in determining the
economic viability of the project. Therefore, for each project, a detailed report of the
economic methodology used, including all parameters and values used, assumptions,
algorithms, real discount rates, sensitivities, etc, should be provided.

Detailed guidance on the methodology is provided in Appraisal Summary Tables 1 -4 below.

Monetised Benefits an'd Costs

The following table provides a list of the potential costs and benefits that lnfrastructure
Australia expects to be monetised and included in a BCA of any initiative.

Benefit / Cost

: Costs ' Economic benefit/cost to non-users:
Capital costs . : S .. :E-Changes in. the cost of cen.gestion
Operating c03te . ' Grash costs

; Residual value - . - : o ' Noise impacts -

: Economic benefit/cost to the user of the service Local air pellution
- Changes in generalised trip cost + Carbon emissions
- Ghanges in vehicle operating costs Heaith / physical fithess

~Changes in revenues / fare box
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Cost Estimation

The capital and operational costs of initiatives play a fundamental role in determining the
economic viability of a proposal. Itis therefore imperative that the capex and opex estimates
used in the economic appraisal are robust.

" Therefore, proponents should detail full year by year costs for the lifetime of the project to at
least a P90 standard where appropriate. In addition, the basis for those costs, including
specialist engineering and operations reports, should be provided.

Key Parameters

A BCA uses a number of key parameters mcludmg the real dlscount rate, the appraisal
period and the base case.

Literature on BCA contains a number of debates about the key parameters that should be
used in different circumstances. For example, there are a range of views about the method
‘that should be used to set the public sector’s real discount rate for different asset types.

Infrastructure Australia will generally consider appraisals that have been prepared in
accordance with Commonwealth, State and Territory guidelines. Infrastructure Australia will
not be providing separate detailed technical guidelines on appraisal that will resolve all of
these debates.

Assumptions and methodologiesl used in appraisals will be carefully scrutinised by
Infrastructure Australia to prevent the overstatement of benefits or understatement of costs.
Unrealistic or inappropriate assumptions will be discounted by Infrastructure Australia in its
analysis.

In order to provide consistency of presentation of appraisals being prepared for
Infrastructure Australia, stakeholders should follow the following adwce for the selection of
key parameters.

Base Case and Project Case

Appraisals compare the costs and benefits of doing something — the ‘Project Case’ (for example,
building infrastructure), with a ‘Base Case’ (or the situation that would have occurred w1thout
the initiative, which is not, importantly, the same as a “do nothing” scenario).

Appraisal Summary Table 1 should include a clear and specific explanation of the base
case, including reference to the key planning documents and transport plans which inform it.
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Discount Rates

Summary results should be presented for the followiﬁg real discount rates:

. 4 per cent;

e 7 percent; and

. '10 per cent.

This is in accordance with the majority of national, state énd territory guidelines on BCA. In
cases where a different real discount rate is used in an appraisal, the Summary of Appraisal

Key Results and Assumptions should specify the basis for doing so and stakeholders should
contact Infrastructure Australia for specific advice in each case.

Appraisal Period and Residual Values

Appraisals of significant infrastructure should typically be conducte'd using a thirty (30) year
timeframe. This timeframe is measured from the first full year in which benefits to the
projects accrue.

“In cases where a different appraisal period is used (such as a telecommunications initiative
with a shorter asset life), the Summary of Appraisal Key Results and Assumptions should

specify the basis for doing so, and stakeholders should contact Infrastructure Australia for
specific advice in each case.

For infrastructure assets with a life of more than 30 years, a residual value should be

included, where appropriate. Appraisal Summary Table 1 should list the residual value and’
the assumptions which underpin it.

Other Parameters
'Where best practice & standard parameter values are available {(e.g. Austroads report for

road appraisals); their use is encouraged. Departures from standard parameters wifl not be
accepted unless a clear case is made. _

Sensitivity Testing

Sensitivity testing of the BCA is a key element of risk assessment. The purpose of the
sensitivity analysis is to acknowledge that there is always a degree of uncertainty and
ultimately risk surrounding an initiative. Typically there are four sources of uncertainty
surrounding an initiative:

‘s Capital costé;

¢  Construction duration and therefore opening date;

¢  Operating (including maintenance) costs; and

« Under and over estimation of the benefits (typically demand for the service).
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A risk assessment should be undertaken to estimate the typical variations around these
inputs with the sensitivity testing undertaken based on the variations. In addition, the
sensitivity tests should include:

¢« Changes in global oil prices;
e  Fluctuations in carbon prices; and

» Different population grovﬁhldecline scenarios.

Outline of Approach to the Monetisation of Wider
Economic Benefits

Infrastructure Australia will use the national and State and Territory guidelines on economic
appraisal as the primary framework in which to assess the economic costs and benefits of ali
transport projects. The main area of departure from the existing guidelines is that where
appropriate, Infrastructure Australia may take into consideration what have been referred to
as “wider economic benefits” (WEBs) of initiatives, such as agglomeration effects.

WEBSs are improvements in. economic welfare that are acknowledged, but which have not
been typically captured, in traditional BCA. Importantly, WEBs are not the same as the

.economic benefits determined by CGE (computable general equilibrium) or input — output
models.

WEBSs can be disaggregated into a number of specific sources of benefit. The most
significant is agglomeration, the notion that similar firms afe drawn towards to the same
location since ‘proximity generates positive externality’.” These are the benefits derived from
face to face contact, information exchange and networking only available to industries
working close to each other.

Another source of benefit covered by WEBSs is that related to imperfect competition in the
labour market. Travel time savings are used as a measure of improved productivity following
the reduction in journey time associated with a transport improvement. However, if the
labour market is imperfect, the value of the travel time change is not equal to the production
change, so that the travel time benefit will underestimate the true production improvement.

Finally, WEBs can include changes in welfare which result from a deepening of the labour
market and changes in productivity which result from improved job matching when they are
directly attributable to the transport initiative.

While it is recognised that the calculation of these wider benefits is still in its infancy, both in
Australia and internationally, Infrastructure Australia believes the correct interpretation and
accurate calculation of WEBs (using the most suitable data available) can add texture to the
decision making process for certain projects. However, it is crucial to acknowledge that:

' Head, Ries, Swenson, 1995, ‘Agglomeration benefils and location choice: Evidence from Japanese manufacturing
investment in the United States', Joumnal of Infernational Economics, 38, pp. 223-247.

7|Page

4%




T

e  Only certain projects, addressmg a specific set of economlc fundamentals, will generate
WEBSs;

o WEBs may be negative for some projects; and

o the availability of Australian seecific data needed to calculated WEBSs is currently sub-

optimal.

Therefore, Infrastructure Australia will treat WEBs separately to the traditional BCA. Itis
recommended that any proponent seeking to calculate WEBs consults with Infrastructure
Australia before proceeding. Any subsequent study should base the justification for
inclusion of WEBs on the economic theory and applicability of this to the project’s strategic
objectives and impacts upon the transport and labour market. The quantitative analysis
should follow the latest guidance and use well informed assumptions about the most
appropriate, project specific data. Applying a broad percentage up-lift to the results of the
traditional appraisal does not provide any additional or meaningful information for
Infrastructure Australia to consider in the decision making process.

The following links provide additional information on WEB and their calculation to assist
those preparing economic appraisals:

s  General guidance on wider economic benefits is included at the UK Department of
Transport site: http:/fwww.dft.gov.uk/pgr/economics/rdg/webia/

*  Specific technical guidance on the calculation of wider economic benefits is in the UK
Departrrient of Transport document titled, Transport, Wider Economic Benefits and
Impacts son GDP, June 2006, and The Wider Impacts Sub — Objective, April 2009,
available at the following site:
http://www.dft.gov. uk/webtag/webdocuments/doc_index.htm.

Equity and Distributional lmpac'ts |

Other important impacts, especially equity and distributional eﬁeéts, should be assessed and
reported separately from the above net benefit assessment.

No detailed guidance is provided here for undertaking equity and distributional analyses.
Stakeholders should describe and assess as hest as possible who the gainers and losers

are as a resuit of the initiative. An indication of the scale of those effects is also desirable. - -

This will be key information for assessing an initiative’s performance.

Regeneration can be an important public policy goal. The economic benefits of regeneration
are already captured in cost-benefit analysis, since such an approach appraises an

initiative's economic costs and benefits. However, the specific spatial element is not fully

described, and where this is a policy objective it may be appropriate to describe this impact
qualitatively alongside the cost-benefit analysis.
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"Non-Monetised Benefits and Cdsts

The following are benefit and cost categories that are relevant to the determination of net
benefits of an initiative, are not generally monetised. '

L -  Visual / landscape - =
| Social anﬁenity, eg pafkllands
" Social cohesion
Heritag.e orcultural irﬁpécts :
These non-monetised benefits/costs shOLiId be discussed after the monetised BCA results.
Refer to Appraisal Summary Table 4 for the required template. -

Each non-monetised benefit/cost shall be rated using the rating scale in the table below.
The descriptions in the following table will assist in making appropriate rating selections.

Rating e
{ evel Description

' - Highly Major positive impacts resulting in substantial and long-term
benefucual |mprovements or enhancements of the existing enwronment

Moderately Moderate positive impact, possibly of short, medium or longer-term
- beneficial duration. Positive outcome may be in terms of new opportunities or
outcomes which enhance or improve on current conditions.

 Slightly " Minimal positive impact, possibly only lasting over the short-term. May
- beneficial be confined {o a limited area.

Neutral Neutral—no discernible or predicted positive or negative impact.

. Slightly Minimal negative impact, probably short-term, able to be managed or

“defrimental  mitigated, and will not cause substantial detrimental effects May be
- confined to a small area.

: Moderately Moderate negalive impact. Impacts may be short, medium or long-
; detrimental  term and impacts will most likely respond to management actions.

- Highly Major negative impacts with serious, long-ferm and possibly

. detrimental irreversible effects leading to serious damage, degradation or

‘- deterioration of the physical, economic or social environment.
'Requires a major re-scope of concept, design, location, justification, or -
requires major commitment fo extensive management strategies to '
mitigate the effect.
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The Use of Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) Models

The outputs of CGE (computable genefal equilibrium) models do not play a role in BCA.
CGE models focus on ‘economic activity |mpacts which are not a measure of efficiency
effects.

_ Infrastructure Australia does not encourage stakeholders to undertake CGE modelling.

However, it recognises that some initiatives will have CGE information avallable which will
be included in submissions to Infrastructure Australia.

Infrastructure Australia W|lI primarily use BCA data for measuring the benefits of an initiative

. and will not consider CGE benefits as additive or complimentary to BCA benefits.

Reporting and Documentation

The results of the appraisal need to form a central element of the business case for each
initiative submitted to Infrastructure Australia. The appraisal needs to comply.with this guide.
Proponents need to provide Infrastructure Australia with:

s Completed templatés as set out in appraisal summary results Tables 1 -5 below;

¢ Full Business Cases; and |

o Where available, a series of supporting documentation, including:

o A detailed, independent, report setting out predicted demand and the basis/drivers
for any changes in demand, :

o A detailed, independent specialist cost estimation report, which provides at least a
P90 level cost estimation where appropriate; and

o A detailed report of the economic appraisal methoedology, including a full explanation
of all parameters used and sensitivity tests applied.

10|Page
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Appraisal Summary Table 1

KEY ASSUMPTIONS UNDERPINNING THE DEMAND FORECASTING AND ECONOMiC

MODELLING
Griteria Assumptions / inputs
1. Demand Outline the key drivers of demahd, and describe the situation ‘without’ the initiative,
Modelling, i.e. the base case, including future works and associated capital, maintenance and
assumptions operating costs.
and results
2.Land use, Describe and / or list the policy statements and pla'ns which support the land use
population forecasts and existing commitments regarding any necessary re-zoning; and who -
and | undertook the land use forecasts? '
employment
forecasts . What is the ABS historical § year and 20 year employment and residential growth
‘ rate for the area in question?
List the low, medium and high population and employment projections over the
period for which forecasts are generated and which was used in the economic ,
appraisal? What are the annual employment and residential growth rates rmplled by
these land use forecasts?
If relevant, have specific [and use forecasts been undertaken for this project? If so,
what is the difference in terms of number of jobs and residents compared to the base
case land use in the last year the forecasts are produced for? Has there been any
redistribution of jobs and residents and if so, what are the assumptions underpinning
this redistribution?
3.Demand What demand model was used to generate the forecasts and who undertook the
modelling demand modelling?

outputs

What time period was modelled (for example a one hour AM peak on an average
weekday; 24 hour period on an average weekday, etc.) What expansion factor was
used to translate the period of the day modelled into a daily observation? (Note — this
is not applicable if a 24 hour period was modelled). What sources informed this
expansion factor?

What expansion factor was used to translate the daily observation into an annual
observation? What sources informed this expansion factor and / or what logic
underplns it?

Does the model calculate new or "generated” trips (as opposed to using a fixed trip
matrix)? How does the demand model deal with the issues of induced demand?
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KEY ASSUMPTIONS UNDERPINNING THE DEMAND FORECASTING AND ECONOMIC

MODELLING
Criteria Assumptions / inputs
_4.E60nomic First year of construction / Last year of construction.
model
parameters - State real discount rates used (if not 4, 7 and 10%), and the basis for any variation
costs from these standard DRs.

State appraisal period in years, and hasis for its selection.
Remaining life of the initiative at the end of the appraisal period

Describe the basis for estimating all capital costs (for both base and project cases).
Confidence level: are the construction costs P50, P80, P57 What is the basis for
this estimate? What is the magnitude of contingency included in capital cost
estimates (as a % of total costs)? What rate of escalation has been assumed over
the construction period? What is the profile of the capital cost spend, for example:
year 1— 10%, year,— X%. Who were the capital cost estimates prepared by? Have
they been independently verified? \

Describe project outturn costs ($M, nominal, undiscounted)

Economic costs:

Describe and justify any adjustments made to the project outturn costs to generate
an economic project cost. '

Economic cost - $M, real, undiscounted; and $M, real, discounted (using a real 7.0%
discount rate)

Residual value - State the size of the residual value, economic lives of the assets
included in the residual value and the methodology used to generate it.

Maintenance costs - Dascribe the basis for estimating all maintenance costs,
including growth rates over time (for both base and project cases). Are the
maintenance costs P50, P90, P957 What is the basis for this estimate and who were
the maintenance cost estimates prepared by?

Replacement - [s there a need to replace or refurbish major components of the
infrastructure / rolling stock during the appraisal period? If so, how are these
replacement or refurbishment costs captured?

Operating costs - Describe the basis for estimating all operating costs, including
growth rates over time (for both base and project cases). Who were the operating
cost estimates prepared by? Have they been independently verified?

12 Page
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KEY ASSUMPTIONS UNDERPINNING THE DEMAND FORECASTING AND ECONOMIC

MODELLING
Criteria Assumpﬁons {/ inputs
b.Economic Benefits ramp up - Describe how benefits ramp up over the construction period,' ie
model year 1 — 36%,year,— X%. What source and/or assumptions inform this ramp up?
parameters -
benefits Benefit components - Describe the basis for estlmaung each benefit component

including growth rates over tlme

Cost and benefit time streams - Attach an appendix showing the time stream for
each benefit and cost component ($M, real, undiscounted).

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?

Value of travel time:

Commuter travel - What is the value of travel time used for this project? 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?

Growth - Has any rate of escalation been applied to these values? -

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

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? Whatis
the source for this?

Transfer - What transfer penalty has been applied? What is the source of this?
Boarding penaity - Has a boarding penalty been applied during the demand

modelling and / or economic appraisal? If so, what is the magnitude of this boarding
penaity (minutes) and how does it differ between modes?

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

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.
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Appralisal Summary Table 2

MONETISED COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS RESULTS

Demand Model Outputs

Please prowde the following demand model outputs for the core optlon {Please also state if whole-of-

network modelling was not used.)

Please provide, for the Year of opening and the Final forecast year, the model outputs:'

¢+ Base Case
*  Option

* % Change between the two figures

Please provide this informaticn for:

| Number of trips.

» Average journey time (total trips / total hours travelled)
¢+ PT mode share (whefe relevant to the initiative)

. Freight mode share {where relevanttorthe initiative)

¢ Public transport fare revenue |

e Number of kilometres travelled

Please break resuits down where relevant, e.g.: car, bus, light commermal heavy vehicle, heavy rail,

and light rail.
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Benefit Cost Analysis Result

Complele the folfowing table:

Real Discount Rate (%)

4%

7%

10%

BCR .

NPV ($m, 2009)

i.e. 'Net Benefit’

NPV /S

IRR

Monetised Cost and Benefits

.Complete the following table:

s Column 1 - List all cost and benefit elements that have been monetised

e Column 2 - State the $ value of each cost and benefit elernent ($M, real, discounted)

s Column 3 - Include the % contribution of each cost and benefit element — adding o a total of
100% across costs; and 100% across benefits

Monetised Costs and Benefits Value Percentage

CO.STS (broken down by ete;ment)...

Total (sum of above) (9, real, 100%
discounted)

BENEFlTS (broken down by element}...

Total (sum of above} ($, real, 100%

discounted)




Detailed Monetised Beqefits

{$m, real, undiscounted.)

Complete the following table and set out the value of each benefit for each forecast year. Please
reproduce this table for aﬂ_modes.

Base Case

Opticn

20XX 20XX

20XX

20XX 20XX 20XX

| Benefit 1

($M,real,
undiscounted)

Benefit N

($Mreal,
undiscounted)

Complete the following table by providing full details on the methodology used to calculate each
benefit stream. You should reproduce this table for each benefit item for one forecast year.

Benefit1,2, 3 ‘Base Case Opticn
etc.

Forecast Year {20XX) “ Forecast Year (20XX)
Demand {e.g. wait time, IVT, VKTs elc) (e.g. wait time, IVT, VKTs eic)
model
output(s)
Valuation e.g. VOC $/VKT, VOTT, Value of serious | e.g. VOC $/VKT, VOTT, Value of serious
parameter injury injury .
used and
source Source? Source?
Algorithm (combine model outputs and economic {combine mode! ouiputs and economic
used to calc. parameters o replicate benefit in the parameters to replicate benefit in the

total benefit

Monelised Cost Benefits Table)

Monetised Cost Benefits Table)

$M
(undiscounted)
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Appraisal Summary Table 3

Benefit Cost Ratio Sensitivity Testing

Complete the following table for ail core options as a summary of the results of the sensitivity testing
undertaken. The Appraisal Guidelines refer to seven lypes of area of uncertainly fo test:

s Capital costs

» Conslruction duration and thérefore opening date

. Operéting {including maintenance) costs |

« Under and over estimation of the benefits (typically demand for the service)
s Changes in global oif prices

» Fluctuations in carbon prices; and

» Different population growth/decline scenarios and set out the value of each benefit for each
forecast year. ‘ ‘ '

Additional sensitivity tests are recommended on Key parametefs, such as the annualisation factors or
the value of travel time adopted. Worst case scenarios should also be tested (costs +30%, benefits -
30%). _

Sensitivity test # Variation | | Benefit-Cast Ratio (BCR)
0 Starting rgsult
1, Discount rate 4%
2 Discount rate 10%
3
4
5
etc Etc
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Appraisal Summary Table 4

NON-MONETISED BENEFITS AND COSTS

Complete the following table:

o List and briefly describe any “non-monetised” benefits and costs.

¢ Rate the size of each non-monetised cost and benefit element using the rating scale given in

Appendix C.

Cost/Benefit

Description

Rating

e.g. Visual Amenity

e.g. Biodiversity

Etc.
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Appraisal Surﬁmary Table 5

- INFORMATION SOURCES

List and detail the sources of information used in this economic appraisal.
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Criteria

DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT

Questions, Documentation and Responses
1..Is the risk Key questions on Risk Management:
being managed
appropriately? |« Have risks been formally identified, assessed and addressed through a

management strategy?

« Can the project be staged to-reduce risks / improve manageability?

information and documéntation to provide includes:

» Risk assessment reports;

« Risk management strategy,

« Peerreview of risk assessment and management strategy, and
« Analysis of staging options.

o  Factors taken into account — economies of scale (for procurement an
usage) ‘

o Besttime to deliver relevant stages — taking into account future demand
forecasts, flexibility for other stages of project.

Key questions on Conlstruction Risks:

« Does the project pose any significant construction risks due to its focation,
geology, design, elc?

« Are those risks reflected in the construction cost estimate?

« Is there sufficient capacity (including relevant skills and expertiss) to ensure the
delivery of the project and realisation of benefits?

+ Are there any significant consequential risks fo the wider network?

« Are those risks reflected in the project’s cost estimate and cost/benefit
analysis?

«  Will delivery require associated works to enable new project to succeed in
praclical terms?

o Whatis the scale and cost of likely works?
o Who will fund the works?

o How will they be delivered?

- 20|Page
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DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT

«  How will interface risks with the project be managed?

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

Information and documentation to provide includes:
« Detailed engineering report;
« Peerreview of engineering report;

« Detailed construction cost estimate, including probabilistic' modelling, that
reconciles with the risk assessment; and

«. Independent review of construction cost estimate.

Ke y guestions on Environmenial Risks:

«  What are the significant environmentaf risks?

« Arethey réﬂected in the project cost estimate?

. What community engagement/consultation have been undertaken?

« .What land use/environmental/planning approvals need to be obtained? .

«  What approvals/flicences have already been obltained?

Information and documentation to provide includes:
« Environmental reports (noise, amenity, etc);
« Environmental impact statement; and

« Conditions of approval.

Key questions on Other Risks

« Are there any significant social or political risks?

« Are there any significant risks posed by (or for} other levels of government?
« Are there any other significant risks? |

« Are they reflected in the project cost estimate?




DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT

Information and documentation to provide includes:

Political risk analysis; and

MOUs with other levels of government.

2.ls there a
need for
government
funding?

Key questions:

Does a market exist or can a market be mtroduced ie, where users pay for
services?

Can the private sector partiafly or fully fund the project in retumn for revenue
from users or government?

Can the private sector add value by financing and dehvenng the infrastructure
and related services?

If so, is private financing proposed?

Where private financing is enviséged, is a competitive market for the provision
of private capital likely given the location and type of project?”

If 2 mix of private and public financing is propOSed, what are the market failures
that require this?

If public financing is proposed what are the public policy objectfves being
pursued or market failure being addressed?

| Information and documentalion, eg a detailed business case including:

Analys;s of scope for private sector financing (eg: feasibility of recovery of fu!l
or partial costs from users, potential for value add from pnvate financing),
information on market soundmgs undertaken;

Analysis of potential deh‘very models; and

Value for money assessment of the delivery model.

3.1s there a
need for
Commonwealth
funding?

Key questions on the case for Commonwealth Funding:.

Why shbuld the Commonwealth rather than State/Territory or Gouncil fund the
project — what is the national interest?

Is Commonwealth funding likely to lead toa displacement of State/Territory
infrastructure speriding?

What is the proposed State/T erntory/Counc:l funding contnbutfon for the
project?
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DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT

What other sources of Commonwealth funding are being provided for the
project? '

Where a mix of funding sources is ehviéaged, does the mix reflect the
respective interests of the funders and is risk allocated appropriately?

Outline the proposed timing of cashffows for each contributor and what the
each contributor's funds will be used for {include defails of the inflator used to
derive nominal amounts)?

Where Commonwealth funding is being sought how is it en visaged that funding
would be provided, e.g. grant, equity, foan?

Information and documentation to provide includes:

Where Commonwealth funding is sought, projected State infrastructure
spending with and without Commonwealth funding; and

Financial model of the project's cashflows, including real, nominal and
discounted dollars

4.Does the
delivery
strategy
provide
confidence that
the project
benefits will be
delivered?

Key questions on Delivery Strategy Issues:

Whalt is the proposed defivery strétegy, including source of finance, contract
fype and procurement process?

What is the proposed strategy for operations and maintenance of the
infrastructure?

Does the delivery strategy effectively deal with the risks identified?

'Does the delivery strategy introduce new risks, eg, design, construction or

operation interfaces?

At what stage is the project in its development, eg, one option to address a
need, preferred oplion, concept design, business case, commilfed funding,
inclusion in Strategic Infrastructure Plan or similar, procurement.

What are the project’s key milestones?

Information and documentation to providé includes:

Procurement strategy report, including analysis of options considered; and
Results of market soundings on:

o Level of interest in the project

- e |P _ag -
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DELIVERABILITY ASSESSMENT

Proposed delivery strategy

o]
o Proposed financingfownership model

o Timing and staging of the project

5.Does the
project
.governance
model provide
confidence that
the project
benefits will be
delivered?

Key questions on Project Governance include: -

What are the proposed governance arrangements for the project? Whal has
been used until now, and what is proposed between now and commitment to

- proceed, during procurement and delivery, duririg operations?

What role is envisaged (if any) for the Commonweaith if it contributes to the
project? C

Who are they key stakeholders and what role will they play in project
governance? :

Is the project subject to a Gateway or similar review process?

Infofmation and documentation to provide includes:

Governance plan;
Independent review of governance plan; and

Reports from independent reviews of the project, e.g. gateway reviews.

24|Page
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.19 December 2008 o ] .' . ‘ L&ac. .c;mo-n‘\t:ﬁ[\)

Chief Ministers Office . | C Sead
Level 5, Nara Building, gf

1 Constitutional Ave o
CANBERRA CITY.ACT 2601 | | ‘@' R
Dear Mr Cappie-Wood, S WK

- Infrastructure Australia

o | To-coalry M

R LT ( L . . |

U COPY —eoosren
' { S ‘ ' _ .

j Australian Government R A _ RECEIVED

Era [nf!‘a_structure Australia | 2 3 DEC 2008

Chlet Executlve_' .
ACT Chiet Minlster's Department

Mr Andrew Cappie-Wood- ' - %”Z

Finalisation c§f Infrastrtictnre Priority List _
I am writing to thank your government for its submissions to Infrastructure Australia.

| also have pleasure in enclosing a copy of a report to COAG setting out Infrastructurée
Australia’s conclusions following our first ‘audit’ of Austraiia's infrastructure. Amongst

other things, the report identifies seven key themes that will serve to focus our efforts
in the future. These themes cover the major areas where Australia’s infrastructure

“planning, provision and regulation need to be improved.

Since its establishment in July this year, Infrastructure Australia’s initial focus has
been on three areas of work: an infrastructure ‘audit', development of an interim
Infrastructure Priority List, and the development of guidelines to facilitate
infrastructure PPPs (recently endorsed by COAG). '

Infrastructure Australia received over 1 ,000 project proposals from governments,
industry, peak bodies and members of the public. We have completed an initial
review of those proposals. In particular, we reviewed in detail 94 project proposals
Where proponents submitted minimum required information in relation to the project's
fit" with Infrastructure Australia’s published strategic priorities. :

I have aftached a copy of the letter fr'on'i Infrastruéture Australia’s Chairman, Sir Rod

~+ Eddington to the Minister for Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and

Local Government. The letter sets out our initial conclusions and observations

: concerning the project proposals.

Officials from Infrastructdf_e Australia .have been liaising with your government
concerning projects in order to better understand the project’s costs and benefits,
‘strategic ﬁt’, and potential issues around deliverability.

~ Infrastructure Australia is looking to finalise its assessment of all project prbposals.

To assist us in this task, it is vital that we receive robust information about your
government’s project proposals as soon as possible. My office has providéd your
officials with detailed guidance on the minimum type and depth of information that we

Level 21 Deutsche Bank Building

126 Phillip Street, Sydney NSW 2000 :
Telephone (02} B114 1900 facsimile {02) 8114 1932
www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au




seek in order to finalise our assessment. There is much to be done to improve our -

_nation’s infrastructure networks.

Infrastructure Australia looks forward to working with your government to progress
both the list of projects that may be recommended for funding under the Bundlng

Australia Fund, and the wider issues identified in the attached report.

Yours sincerely. |

Michael Deegan

lnfrastructure Coordinator -
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5 De-oember 2008

" The Hon Anthony Albanese, MP
Minister for Infrastructure, Transport,
Regional Development and Local Government

PO Box-6022°
Parliament House
CANBERRA ACT ‘2600

Dear Minis’te.r,-
N_ational lnfrastructure

| am"pleased to provide you with Infrastructure Australia’s first national
infrastructure audit.

This audit report is the initial outcome from our consideration of the numerous
public submissions received by the Counori and the consultations undertaken

aoross Australla

Australia faces srgnrfrcant economic,; environmental and social challenges and
the development of our infrastructure networks is an essential part of
addressing those challenges. Our work to date has concluded that Australia’s -
infrastructure investments need to be directed towards the following broad

themes: .
1, Developrng a more extensive, globally oompetrtrve broadband system;

2. Developing more effective ports and associated land transport systems to
more efficiently cope with |mports and exports

3. 'Development of our rail networks so that more freight can be moved by
rail; :

4. Increasing publlo transport capao|ty in our cities;

5. More extensive national energy grids to enable greater flexrbmty and
competition in the nation’s power and gas systems, whilst creating
opportunities for the development of renewable power sources:

6. More adaptable and resilient water systems fo cope with climate change
and :

7. lmproved services for Ind|genous communltres
These themes and related challenges are addressed in the audit.
Infrastructure Australia has been working to develop a program that addresses

the themes mentioned above, and that might ultimately form part of a larger
prpeime of nationally srgmfroant infrastructure. .




. The intention is to establish an Infrastructure Australia 'rolling’ project pipeline
that assesses the projects and provides advice to Governments and the
private sector and investment community on areas of priority investment and -
projects that meet national objectives. This pipeline of projects which have
completed thé assessment process would look beyond any current funding
mechanisms such as the Building Australia Fund. .

This project assessment process will also provide a vehicle for the Council
identifying and providing advice to Governments on means of addressing any
- policyor regulatory barriers and obstacles to projects that meet our national
objectives ie regulatory approval processes, access arrangements, pricing or
regulatory constraints. . _ ' ‘

To date, we have drawn mainly upon project proposals submitted by the
States and territories, industry and the public. However, our expectation is
that the program will be a ‘live’ doeument, and that it will continue to evolve. |
envisage proposals will come from Infrastructure Australia’s further analysis of
the nation’s infrastructure needs: ' . :

As noted above, Infrastructure Australia invited the pubfic, industry and
" state/ferritory governments to make submissions and to present project -
- proposals. Almost 600 submissions, recommending over 1,000 projects, were
received. Many submissions merely raised general statements of concarn or
advocated particular policy issues, e.g. investing in infrastructure to assist
Australia adapt to climate change. Others made specific project suggestions.

A number of the parties that made submissions to Infrastructure Australia
emphasised the importance of regulatory reform. Without reform in areas
‘such as national energy markets and urban water pricing, we will not have
maximised the contribution that infrastructure networks can make to
Australia’s development. We will not have made the best use of our existing
networks; nor will we have maximised the contribution that the private sector
can play in developing and operating Australia’s infrastructure networks.
Reform is vital if Australia is to make timely progress in many areas of public
" policy,.e.g. strengthening Australia’s economy, adapting to climate change
and improving living conditions in our cities and regions.

The project proboéafs contained in submissions were striking for a number of .

reasons.

First, there were relatively few proposals that one might consider truly national

in their scope.” Some proposals, e.g. in the area of inter-state rail networks, fit -

that descriptor. However, on the whole, proposals tended to be
jurisdictionally focussed. Of course, we recognise that specific projects in a
‘particular locality can assist in pursuing various national priorities.
Improvements to ports and their hinterland infrastructure are a case in point.
That said it was striking that there were very few proposals that transcended

statefterritory boundaries.

Second, we recéived very few project proposals in the areas of energy, water |

and telecommunications infrastructure. This is disappointing and needs to be
addressed. The vast majority of projects were in the transport sector.
Infrastructure Australia will give further attention to the non-transport networks

_in the New Year. -

Finally, the quaﬁty of submissions was variable, reflecting, in par, the fact that. -

many. of the proposals were at an early stage of development. A relatively
small number of proposals were supported by both a strong economic.
appraisal and clear articulation of how the project might address national




concerns such as improving Australia’s economic capacity, climate change
and the sustainable development of our cities and regions. Most proposals

- had not completed any effective pre-feasibility study that provided enough
detail on the problem being addressed or provided robust financial and project
_ details for our evaluation. On the whole, the development and presentation of

project proposals was disappoeinting. For example, the economic case for.
investment was either poorly presented or based on assumptions that may not
withstand scrutiny. Importantly, this observation applies as much to the
submissions from the states and territories as it does to submissions from

industry-and the public.

These observations need to be borne in mind in oohsidering the attached list
of projects. ‘The list sets out 94 prOJects that have been evaluated by
Infrastructure Australia.

Within this list of projects, the evaluation to date, which is subject to further
consideration by the Infrastructure Australia Council, has identified two
classes of projects that may be suitable for funding from the Buiiding Australia
Fund. There are 28 projects in these two classes. The estimated capital
value of these protects as estimated by the proponents, is approximately

' $40B.

The first class comprises prrorrty projects’ that address one or more of the
seven themes mentioned above, and where the project's initial economic
appraisal and alignment with key strategic priorities is generally well
documented. Subject to some further engagement with project proponents
over the next month or so (e.g. clarifying aspects of the economic appraisal
and project timetable), our expectation is that these projects could proceed to
be recommended for funding by Governments, mcludmg from the Building

Australia Fund.

A second group of ‘potential projects’ includes initiatives that also address one

or more of these strategic themes. However, in this second ciass, some
aspect of a project’s economic.benefits or alignment with strategic priorities
remain sufficiently in question that it cannot be presently recommended for
immediate inclusion in such a program. A number of these projects are likely
to progress to the point where they could be supported with fundmg from the
Bur[dlng Australia Fund.

In addition, having considered ali of the submissions, Infrastructure Australia
hag identified-other potential projects including a nationat road safety program,
and the development of an intermodal freight terminal at Moorebank —that

warrant closer consideration.

The projects are best vrewed as examples of the types of projects
Infrastructure Australia believes needs to be developed.

Our intention is to:

*  Work with states and territories to resolve outstandlng issues assomated
with projects and potential projects; and :

o - Work with infrastructure providers and regulators, especially in the areas of
energy, water and telecommunications infrastructure, to bring together a
national approach te planning these networks.




'ROD EDDINGTON
~ Chair

1 would be happy to meet with you to brief you furthet.

Yours sincerely -,

(




Infrastructure Australia Priority List

Minimum information requirements

Infrastructure Australia (IA) has identified a list of infrastructure projects requiring
further analysis before recommendations can be made about their sultability for BAF
support and a prioritisation between projects can be undertaken. Those projects are
identified in the list titled “Projects for further anaIyS|s" on page 68 of Infrastructure
Australia’'s December-2008 Report to Council of Australian Governments, which was
published on Friday 19 December.

For each project, States, Territories and other organizations have so far prowded
headline, summary or preliminary results and information to 1A, covering the three

pillars of I1A’s own assessment methodology:

1. Profiling — the fit with Infrastructure Australia's seven strategic priorities
2. Appraisal — the objective and guantified economic cost-benefit analysis; and :

3. Deliverability - project risk, governance and timing.

To underpln its further analys-ls of these projects, Infrastructure Australia now

requires comprehensive and detailed information on the appraisal and deliverability
assessments, to provide robust evidence to support the headlme or summary results
so far presented :

This document outlines the type and depth of information sought by
Infrastructure Australia.

it should be noted that this information will be readily available to erganizations that

have undertaken serious project development, in the form of the foliowing of
documents which are a fundamental part of major project development processes:

. - “Strategic options™reports

. “Feasibility studies” including s_peoialist engineering and environmental -
assessments and outline economic assessments

« Project "business cases”, including demand modeling reports and economic

methodology and results reports

. "Dellvery reporls including specrflc r[sk governance and timing assessments.




1. Appraisal - Economic cost-benefit analysis

Organisations are requested to provi'de further information in two areas te underpin
and explain the headline or summary results of the economic cost-benefit analysis
(appendix E in the original methodology). ‘ s

Demand mode_ﬁnq methodology, assumptions and restlts

Levels of demand are cruciaf to the viability of infrastructure projects. Infrastructure
Australia needs to understand the basis upon which demand estimates have been
~ created. For each project, the following information should therefore be provided:

. A comp_rehehsive list of the detailed assumptions which drive demand, including
the rate population growth, employment growth, private vehicle demand, public
transport demand; and how these change over the appraisal period; :

. Detail of any changes in land use-such as residential densification or Transport "
Orientated Developments (TODs) assumed in the demand modeling;

« The underlying justificatio'n for these assumptions and grthh rates, paﬁiculaﬂy
- the benefit extrapolation approach used in the post forecast period; '

. The methodology used to estimate demand — the nature of the transport model
used and how knock-on and wider network effects are calculated; plus an
explanation of the independence of forecasts and the degree of external or
independent scrutiny; and - - S

'« Adetailed disaggregation - by year, date and user type - of the results of the
demand modeling, including all the information set out in tables 1 & 2 below.

. Typically, this information will usually be contained in a detailed transport modeling . .
report that will have been prepared for State or.Territory Governments or other
organisations. Wherever possible, organizations should submit this report and then
provide page references the key sections containing this information.




Table 1: Traffic modefing sumniafy by forecast year

o Base Case Option
Reproduce this table . - -
for all modes . Forecast Year . Forecast Yea'f.
20XX | 20XX | 20XX | 20XX | 20XX | 20XX
Trip number
Observation (e.g. AADT,
am peak 3-hr etc)
Annualisation factor
VHT (no.)
{"Observation (e.g. AADT,
am peak 3-tr etc)
Annualisation factor
VKT (no)
Observation (e.g. AADT, .
am peak 3-hr etc)
Annualisation factor
Table 2: Traffic modeling summary — market segmentaﬁoh
'Reproduce this table for all modes Base Case Option
Forécast Year Forecast Year
20XX | 20XX | 20XX | 20XX | 20XX | 20XX
Tn‘ps Existing | 7
(annual) o
Diverted
Induced | -
VHT Existing
(annual) ‘
; Diverted
Iﬂduced
VKT Existing
(annual) '
Diverted
Induced
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Economic appraisal methodology, assumptions and resufts -

Infrastructure Australia also needs to understand the economic methodology used in
the appraisal. For each pl'OjeC'[ the following information should therefore be

provided:

+ Detailed reporf of the economic methodology used, includihg all pafameters and
values used, assumptions algorithms, population growth, discount rates, efc.;

. Full detalls of the costs of the project and the basis of costs |nc[ud|ng specialist
engmeermg and operations reports; and

+ Adetailed dlsaggregatlon of the results of economic modeling, including a
detailed quantitative breakdown and qualitative explanation of each benefit type
for each modeled year and the calculation used to derive that benefit, including aff
the information set out in tables 3 & 4 below. -

Again, ’[hlS information will usually be contamed ina detalled economic methodology
and results report that will have been prepared for State or Territory Governments or
other organisations. Wherever possible, organizations should submit this report and
- then provide page references the key sections containing this information.

‘Table 3: Undiscounted benefits by item

Reproduce this table '

for all modes

Base Case

“Option -

. Forecast Year

Forecast Year

20XX

20XX | 20XX

20XX

20XX

20XX_

_ Benefit 1

($m undiscounted) '

Benefit 2

‘ {$m undiscouﬁted) -

Benefit 3

{$m undiscounted)

Benefit N

($m undiscounted)




Table 4: Calculation of unafiscoum‘us-"qr benefits by ifem

o ' _ Base Case - Option
Reproduce this table for : '
each benefit item for ohe Forecast Year -+ Forecast Year
forecast year : ‘ ,

20XX 20XX
Benefit 1

$ (million undiscounted)

| Valuation parameter used
(e.g. VOC $/VKT, VOTT,
Value of serious injury)

Source of valuation .
paramefers

Algorithm used to caléulate .

total benefit in 200X
(combine traffic and
economic parameters fo
replicate benefit in Table 3)

4ot




2. Delivery — project risks, governanee and timing

Orgamsa‘uons submlttmg project- mformatlon were requested, via the pubhshed 1A
methodology, to complete Appendix F, whlch requests mformatron in re|at|on to; -

“« Deliverability — risks, acceptability, staging, governance mode! surrounding the _

- project, ownership structure;
. Timing; and |

- Packaging. |
Further, in aocordance with the fransitional provrsrons of the Nation Building
legislation, Infrastructure Australia is asked to provide advice to Government against

|nter|m evaluatlon criteria. The criteria 1nclude an assessment ‘against: -

-« The Extent of eﬁrmency and co- |nvestment

a) Funding of the project by the Commonwea[th may leverage other forms-of
funding 1nolud|ng from the private sector and other levels of government

b) Projects should take account of reIevant market structures and prlcmg
mechanlsms

c) Project delivers an effective and efflolent response to addresslng an
identified infrastructure need. ,

« The Extent to which e‘ffioient planning and implementation has occurred.
a) Project risks have been analysed.

b) Consideration has been given to, where relevant, the requirements that
will need to be addressed prior to construction of the project including
relevant approvals,.land acquisition and planning. :

Provision of inforination
The information sought including source documents, is outlined in the table below. -

Organlsa’uons should provide references to the relevant sections of any underlymg

resource documents in any summary information provided. An outline of the likely
timetable/handling strategy for addressing outstanding delivery issues shou]d also be
. provided where a project is at an early stage of development. . :




Table 1: Deliverability Assessment Information -

Criteria .

Descriptors

1. Need for :
Commonwealth
funding

Key questions:
+ Does the project deliver an effective and efflclent response to
addressing an identified funding need?

+ Has the project taken into account the relevant market

structure and pricing mechanism?
« Can the private sector partially or fully fund the project in
* return for the revenues?

« Why should the Commonwealth government rather than State

or Gouncil government fund the prOJect what is the national
- interest?

« Whatis the proposed State/Counctl funding contribution for
the project? -

» What other sources of Commonwealth funding are being
provided for the project?

. Where a balance of funding sources is envisaged, does the
balance reflect the respéctive interests of the funders?

Information / documents likely to be required:

« analysis of future revenue streams;’

. anaIysrs of whether revenue streams can be created if no
prices are currently charged; and ’

« data on national impact and justification for publlc rathier than
private funds and justification for Commonweaith funds in
addition to State/Council funds

2. Construction risks . ,'

and budgetary
1mpllcatlons

Key questions:
i+ Does the project pose particular construction nsks due o

_nature of the engineering, location, geography or geology‘?

. What scale of financial risks do these pose? .

. _Have those risks been adequately assessed in the
construction costs assessment?

« Can the project be staged to reduce risks /i |mprove
manageabllity?

|+ s there sufficient capamty to ensure the delivery of the prOJect

and realisation of benefits including relevant skills and
expertise both during and post construction?

Information / documents likely to be required:

i - Detailed engineering report by reputable agency or
consultant; and

+ Descriptive information re project staglng plans or potential

3. Consequential
construction risks

Key questlons

. Have any consequential risks to the wider network been
identified?

+ Wil delivery require associated works to enable new projéct
to succeed in practical terms? (NB such information should
technically form part of the CBA)

«  What is the scale of likely works? Have these been costed?

+ Has consideration been given to the requirements that will

" need to be addressed prior fo construction of the project
“including relevant approvals, land acquisition and’ planning?

.  Has the project identified how the infrastructure will be

operated and maintained following construction?

Information / documents likely to be required:
« Technical report / operations report
» Information provided in CBA

U,
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4, Financing risks
where private
" finance is involved
and scale of
potential public
- sector exposure

Key questions: : :

. . What is the scale of private capital required? :

« -ls a competitive market for the provision of private capital
likely given the location and type of project? '

. Have risks been allocated appropriately?

« ls patronage risk a major unknown and if so will private
financing offer value for money

Information / documents likely to be required:
. Financial advisor report if available; and
« Preliminary analysis of funding scale required

5. Environmental risks

Key questions: o
« Have any major environmental impacts or risks been
highlighted in the project Cost Benefit Analysis?

+ What is the potential scale of impact?
+ ' Has a mitigation strategy been described?

Information / documents likely to be required:

« Environmental consultants report; and

«  Environmental Impact Assessment.

6. Social and other
risks

Key questions: C .
« Have any major social impacts or risks been highlighted in the
Cost Benefit A_nalysis? :
What is the potential scale of impact?
Has there been community engagement/consultation?
Has a mitigation strategy been described? '

Have political risks been identified and assessed?
Have any other risks been identified and assessed?

Information / documents likely to be required:

. Environmental consultants report (noise, amenity etc); and

« Community report / evidence of community engagement /
consultation : '

7. Governance model

Key questions:

. s a Governance model specified? _ ,

. Does the model create the right incentives on all parties?

. Doss the model allocate risks to those best placed and
incentivised to manage them? - .

" Are all relevant parties included or are key players excluded?

“What is the proposed ownership or leasing structure?
Does ownership /leasing align with risks and incentives?
Does the ownership structure drive delivery and operational
efficiencies? - ‘ :

Information / documents Yikely to be required:

+ Governance plan or Ownership strategy (including any plans
for changing ownership during the project lifetime); and

« Evidence in other documents that these issues have been
considered. : :

Office of the Infrastru:_:t'ure Co-ordinator

December 2008
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject: FW: Majura Parkway- Infrastructure Australia bid
Attachments: Majura Pky_fest.xls

Wednesday, 24 December 2008 9:35 AM

For info

GRENEEE| = xccutive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury -
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | Mob. 0438 286 215 - | |

From (NN [ ailto M) @bigpond.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 24 December 2008 12:09 AM
To:

oo NS ;. CENERE; SUVND; SRREF©sec.com.au
i lbject: Majura Parkway- Infrastructure Australia bid

ik
Thanks for the meeting today, 22/12/08 with G, myseif, yourself , (ENENENNER 2n GNP to

discuss the steps to progress the further information requested for the Majura Parkway project.

Appendix C- Profile against IA strategic Priorities

. Treasury will provide additional information to profile the project against the'IA Strategic pricrities as per the
requirements in Appendix C of the application template ,

Appendix E- Cost Benefit Analysis

. In relation to the comments on the Cost Benefit analysis while | have provided some advice to you on this regarding
the 3 "flaws" in the current methodology, it is important that the work we get SMEC to do from 5 -12 January 2009
focuses on an economic assessment of the ultimate Majura Parkway project and assumes the current works under
construction are in place. :

. he work that SMEC undertakes need to consider a 30 year assessment period, include the residual value of the
$200 million road at the end of this period in the benefit stream, taking the useful economic life of the road as 50
years .

This approach will clarify the 1A comments about the assessment period, the residual value of the road and how the
costs and benefits have been apportioned. :

The economic assessment will continue to use the RTA methodology which is generally well received and understood
by IA and covers Vehicle operating costs, Travel Time costs and Crash costs.

Treasury may give some consideration to "externalities” that may need to be assessed however as discussed today
this can be a bit open ended- positive and negative external impacts. '

The output from the SMEC work is to produce a report similar to that produced fro the Stéged works that can
accompany the |A submission. 1 will prepare separate advice to SMEC covering in some detail the requirements and
Carl Dias will be able to overview this work from 5 January and involve Treasury as required.

1 will emphasis to SMEC the importance of completing the work by cob 12 January- this should be achievable unless
we open up our requirements too much-. There are some deficiencies in the current SMEC economic analysis for the
$250 million project which 1 will point out to them - these relate to their calculations for VOC and Accidents costs and
how they have been attributed. '

5




As mentioned | have done some analysis using a spreadsheet ( attached) covering a 30 year assessment period,
included a residual value of the road assuming a 2% depreciation per annnum which at year 30 results in a road with
40% of its value remaining- this present value amount is then discounted and contributes to the NPB, B/C and NPV-
as discussed Treasury need to confirm with 1A what methodology they find acceptable for calculating residual

values . The net result of this quick analysis is that the B/C moved from 2.8 to 3.18 which is in line with A
expectations- it may still be a conservative approach. '

Appendix F- Delivery

In relation to the Delivery and Capital costs for the project' the application is for $250 Million from the Building Australia
Fund - the ACT Government would mange and maintain the road once constructed. The ACT Government will have
invested up to $50 million in improving roads in the vicinity of the airport between 2007/8 and 2008/10.

3 : _
It is worth noting the the 2009/10 Federal budget will have $30 million for Airport Roads - Majura Parkway Stage 1 as
part of the Building Australia Program with the Federal Minister recently confirming this by letter and the Chief Minister
as Minister for Transport signing off on an MOU for this program over the next year 5 year period- technically we
could limit our application to $220 million to the Building Australia Fund - tactically | doubt we would do this-

The Capital Cost for the project is documented at $250 miillion ( for the western option) in the Majura Parkway

Preliminary Sketch Plan report of July 2008- | have given you a copy of the report on disc and while a hard copy of

e report ( some 437 pages) was provided to Marsha as part of the submission , it would seem that |A officials have
Jt seen it.

this PSP report contains a lot of very useful information including environmental and cultural heritage assessments,
geotechnical investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public consultation and discussion
with leaseholders and or key stakeholders to date. [n essence, the PSP report covers a number of the risks flagged
for the project by 1A in their comments and responds how these are being addressed. We should ensure that |A are
again given a copy of the report with this further information request.

" In addition to the' PSP report in recent times there have been number of actions to address a number of project risks.

1) An extended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to discuss the impact of the proposal on
Defence lands and activities.

- a formal approach to the Department of Defence is now being prepared to acquire necessary land

- the proposed northern Distributor Road has bee.n dropped from the project as it is Defence land and they have
strong objections to it being progressed '

A workshop on 19 December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT Government's Parks
wvonservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment { Dr Maxine Cooper) to
identify a management strategy to protect high value native grasslands and areas of Yeliow Box Gums.

3) A request to the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the recently released "Best Practice
manual in cost estimation for public road and rail infrastructure projects" by Evans and Peck prepared for the Federal
Department of Infrastructure. : :

41

4) The full EIS is now underway and includes a statuatory consulation component - a draft of the EIS will be ready in -

March and the final EIS in April 2009.
5) The options under consideration in the EIS has been reduced to the western option only as the combined

environment; economic and social impact of the eastern option ruled it out early in the piece.

Our target has always been to be in a position to go out for a construction tender in July 2009- whether this is
for Stage 1 of the Majura Parkway or the full Majura Parkway project.

Our view of the project delivery is that a construction period of 30-36 months is likely to be required with cash
requirements over 3 financial years




| will copy you into the requirements I prepare for SMEC to do the economic assement work.

regards

Tony Gill
Reoads ACT
22/12/08
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From: )

Sent;  Wednesday, 24 December 2008 5:39 PM
To:
Subject: FW. Infrastructure Austr_alié

Importance: High
Sensitivity: " Confidential
Attachments: IA Feedback.pdf

FYI.

From: : n

Sent: Mon 22/12/2008 3:38 PM
T¢ - &

Cr
st

~Under Treasurer

ct: Infrastructure Australia

| met with Michael Deegan on Friday shortly before the release of the report. {iuumiiiaggt from CMD was also present. Maln :
message and issues emerglng from the meeting are summarised below.

1. Clear indication that Majura Parkway is the project likely to be considered for Round .

2. Wntten comments for follow up dlscussmns prowded on Majura Parkway,”(attached for
reference).

. The comments on Majura Parkway are quite encouragi'ng particularly the observation that the BCR is Iikeiy to be

higher. The proposal needs to be framed against the |1A’s strategic priorities. Further mformation has been sought on various
aspects (capltal maintenance, benef t attribution, consultation, EIS etc.).

3.  Timing: the report indicates first round list to be announced in March. We gathered, however, that the Mini€ter is keen on
progressing it earlier. Accordingly, further information is to be provided by 15 January (only about 10 working days).
. ) - j - . 7

4. Moving fofward:

. Suggest we focus on Majura Parkway at this stage. | have discussed with W on putting together the
information, and any assistance requ:red from Treasury. He is quite confident that we can address aimost ail the issues raised
{with the exception of EIS, which is currently underway). ‘

M
m

. m
-—m

31/12/2008
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Regards

<<|A Feedback.pdf>>

_ Executive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury

Pl. " (02) 6207 0228 | Mob. -

31/12/2008




 néntral effeét on-the BCR.”

ACT - Follow un'niscussions

4

Sta;‘e 2.

Proﬂh'ng ugalnst JA Strateg!c Prlar!ties {Appendm C)

. More Information requlred asway of data and evidence to justlfy ratings. in particular
o Noinformation was provided agamst strategic priofities — Diversify Austraha
economic capabilities and Buifd Austra!m 's'global competitive advan tages

Cost Bshef’tAnafl’ﬂs {Aﬁpéndix E)- v

BCR 82, 8. Methodology broadly looks robust with 3 exceptions that are likely to lncrease the BCR.
But slgnificantipmaore ‘uﬁderlylng information reqmred to be sure:: Demand modelmg Iooksrobust _

- Partfcular issues:

Project mentlons different stages focuses on stage 2. This ralses 2 questlons

-' Need lnformatlon on-other stages tobe clear that costs and benefits. havo lizen correctly
- apportioned to-this stage and.nit hidden/taken from other stages where thev are mutualiy
~ dependent. - . - CE T O T :
e Need BCR information specifically applylng to thlsstage;not other stages (some mfo seems
' to come from stage 1) .
“« 3 ‘Hlaws' in'methodology - —all likely to’ increase sﬂghtly the BCR ~tfnr;e per"" ""_'f_evaluatton .
shor‘c (24 v30 years), no residual value neluded;, and no extemallties assessed

- "Whiiz there is often lnSumcient m_formatlon regarding the economic oppraisal of this project the
Novembher 2007 Report by SMEC (the consultants who canducted this economic apprafsal) seemsto
- be bosed on robust demand forecasts and based on alargely correct appllcation of the RTA.

. Guidefines. {f the same methodology wos used In Stage 2 of the profect as was used In Stage 1 {which

séems erl’y to be the case} itwould appegrthiattheré /s a.sound baslsfor. concluging that thls

_project is economically viable. THi§ I5 espeaaﬂy tha case glven the BCR is likely to be shightly
* uhderstqted dueto the exluslon.of o residual value.and; externdlity benefits.and the-time period- Of

analysls being too short. All other flaws In the methodology fare: expected to have only-a broadly-. -

" Delivery {Appendix F)

: LImItedinformatIon provided against deliverabillty in order to make a reasonable assessment

agalnst the BAF evaluatlon cntérla In par'ocular

» Costand fund sharing afrangements not shown in-the submission. Clarification sought on.
malntenance costs — unlike Auslink BAF doos not incude maintenance.

& (apltal cost— clarlficatlon required — cost benefit analysis contains a capltal cost of $125m .

whiie sibmlssion refeis to a Preliminary design report figure of 5250m require ¢opy of
report and any supporting analysis.

A%




‘s Risks —rieed more detail =

o6 submlssion reférsto detals that wlil need to resolved with stakehalders including

Defence and other Ieaseholders glong the route - what is the handling strategy for
this? :

v

insufficient Information on soclal lmpacts have publlc consultaticms occurred etc.
. Envlronmental Impact Statement - any prellmlnarylnfarmaﬂon?
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"~ Thej joining of these national hlghways will provide a vital transport link rele

1. Ba‘ck’grbund

The ACT Government had submitted a proposal for cons1deratlon by Infrastructure
Australia (IA) for the construction of an efficient link between the Federal nghway
and the Monaro Highway.

Following its initial appraisal, IA has sough further information and clarification.

This paper provides summary of key information relating to the project, as well as
response to specific questlons and issues raised by IA.

2. The Proposal

The ACT is seeking ﬁindrng to create an efficient freight transport, business travel
and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro nghway

] tto aiﬂ"
significant population and geographic region of Australia — from the south easterni-
coast, through the snowy mountains, the Nation’s capltal and fuither north to e1ther »
side of the Great Divide. » A

In essence, the project will complete the Federal Highway by linking the régions
north and south of the Australlan Capital Temtory, as well as providing a highway
bypass to Canberra.

The proposed Majura Parkway will also form part of the Tetritory’s arterial road
~network, improving north-south transit, particularly to the Airport, and eastwards
towards Queanbeyan :

The projects involves the construction of around 11 km of dual carriageway and 7
bridges.

Appendix A provides an aerial view showing the proposed link,

3.7 Benefits and C‘osts."-

3.1  Cost Estimates and Economic Analysis

Construction staging andv cost. estimates have been updated by SMEC Australia from a
previous study undertaken in 2007. The capital cost of the project is estlmated at

- $250 million over a three year construction period.

Economic appraisal of the project (also undertaken by SMEC Australia) has been
updated to address feedback comments from IA. This is provided at Appendix B.

3.2 ApprOach to Analysis

The economic analysrs is based on strategic and micro traffic modelhng to est1mate
the effects of the proposed 1mprovements

Page 2 of 7
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Micro-simulation modelling was validated by traffic counts. The Paramics model was
calibrated by adjusting the default parameters in the standard behavioural models to
local conditions. This relied mamly on the RTA guidelines. The model validation i is
in line with the best practice minimum fits.

The total expected benefits are estimated by calculating the savings from the proposed
option as compared to the base option (‘do nothing’) in terms of travel time, vehicle
operating costs, accident costs, and environmental costs.

The ‘generated traffic’ in the study refers to the traffic diverted from elsewhere in the
transport network — no induced demand is assumed’.

The approach and the parameters used in the analy51s are in accordance w1th the
relevant guidelines.

33 Benefit to Cost Ratio

The economic analysis indicates a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of 4.05 over 30 years
‘at 7 per cent discount rate. The analysis also provides BCR at discount rates of 4 per
cent and 10 percent. The BCR is greater than 2.75 under all discount rates.

The Net Present Value (NPV) of benefits is estimated around $637 million. The
 benefits largely arise from a reduction in travel time (captured through decrease in
vehicle operating costs in the analy51s) and accident costs. -

Traffic modelling highlights significant increase in traffic congestion, and
. consequently, increase in transit times under a ‘do nothing’ scenario. This is
considerably alleviated through the construction of this link. '

The micro-simulation modelling was also used to estimate changes in key
performance indicators. Those are summarised in the economic analysis report. In
‘general, the level of service improves from F under ‘do nothing” scenario to B.
Average speed on North-South transit is projected to increase from 18km/hr to
77km/hr, and travel time in AM peak hour is projected to reduce from 40 minutes
under ‘do nothing’ scenario to less than 9 minutes in 2031. :

In summary, the pI'OjCCt will 51gmﬁcantly alleviate congestion and reduce transit
costs.

34  Overall ACT Treasury Assessment

' The overall approach and methodology appears reasonable. The BCR estimates
appear robust, and are likely to be understated, as externality benefits for the rest of
the network have not been estimated. Those are likely to be significant given that the
proposed link would provide a more efficient link for freight traffic which is currently

- using the main thoroughfare, hence reducing congestion on Northbourne Avenue.

! In the analysis, the ‘study area’ refers to the project road. - Freight carriers (and other traffic) diverted
from, for example, Northbourne Avenue because of a quicker link between the highways is referred to
as the traffic originated from outside the study area.
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4. Related Studies and Project Readiness

The project has been developed to Preliminary Sketch Plan (PSP) stage. Appendices
- Cand D provide PSP documentation and the detailed plans, respectively.

A detailed Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is currently underway. A draft of the
EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

Initial consultation was undertaken during the initial design stage. The alignment and
PSPs incorporate input from the stakeholders. Further consultation is now belng
undertaken as part of the statutory process. : :

5. Related Pfojects,

A number of other proj jects have been completed, or are currently underway, that are
linked to this project in terms of traffic flows. Those are:

¢ Single eastbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Dﬁve roundabout;

e Duplication of Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;

o Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Hi ghway/Morshead Drive;

¢ . Widening of Morsehead Drive between Pialligo Avenue and Fairbairn Avenue;

- e Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialli go Avenue
(including a new bridge over Woolshed Creek);

. Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Morshead Dr and Falrbalrn Avenue
(including a new bridge at Woolshed Creek and signalised intersection at
Fairbairn Avenue); and

e Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Fairbairn Avenue/Beltana Road
~ intersection and a new airport access (currently at Ulinga Place). -

~ For the purposes of this economic analysis, it has been assumed that all of the above
works will be completed prior to construction of the Majura Parkway.

The micro-simulation with updated traffic count information has highlighted that the
performance of the proposed Federal Highway/Monaro Highway link could be
improved further by removing emergent ‘pinch points’ at three roundabouts on the
east-west transit. Without these improvements, the project has a negative impact on
* these parts of the east-west link. The improvements have not been included in the
project scope at this stage. Further work is required to develop design solutions and
cost estlmates

Page 4 of 7




6. Response to Infrastructure Australia’s Feedback?
6.1  Profiling Against IA’s Strategic Priorities

- More information required to justify ratings. In particular no information was
provided against strategic priorities ‘Diversify Australia’s economic capabzlztzes and
build Australza s global competn‘zve advantages’.

Ratings agalnst strateglc pr10r1t1es have been completed and provided in Appendix E.

Analysis based on Australian Bureau of Statistics’ national accounts data indicates
that productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT has been declining.
Had productivity in the transport and storage industry remained stable, the value
added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been an additional $158 million.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT
adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales®. The project
has significant benefits for the national freight transit system, essentially by providing
a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access to the Airport. The
reduced costs of freight transit will potentially improve competitiveness of Australian
~ exports. A short paper summarising this analysis is at Appendix F.

62 Cost Benefit Analysis

Project mentions different stages, focuses on Stage 2. This raises two questions:

e Need information on other stages to be clear that costs and benefits have been
correctly apportioned to this stage and not hzdden/taken from other stages where
ther are mutually dependent. ‘

. Need BCR information specifically applyzng to this stage, not other stages (some
. info seems to come from Stage ).

As mentioned above in Section 5, from the ACT Government’s perspective, the
project forms part of a range of works around Airport, and hence was referred to as
Stage 2. Reference to stages has now been removed to avoid confusion. -

~ Undoubtedly, improvements at one point or part of the transport network have flow
on effects on other parts of the network. For the purpose of this analysis, however, all
the modelling assumes that those works have been completed, and that no costs or -
benefits from those works are attributed to this project.

o Three flaws in the methodology — all likely to increase slightly the BCR: time
period of evaluation short (24 vs 30 years), no residual value zncluded and no
- externalities assessed. :

2 In this section, IA’s feedback comments appear in italics.
3 It is noteworthy that the national accounts attribute a proportion of the transit costs of freight passing
through Canberra to the ACT.
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Time period. of evaluation has been extended to 30 years. The analysis also includes
BCR over 40 years for reference. This has been included given that a significant part
of the project involves bridges which have much longer economic life. o

Residual value has been included in the analysis. Residual value at the end of the
appraisal period of 30 years is estimated as the present value of benefits for the
remaining life of the asset for the remaining 10 years of the assumed 40 year
economic life, in accordance with the National Guidelines for Transport System
Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Apprazsal of Inltzatzves) by the Australian
Transport Council (ATC).

_ The economic analysis includes an:ass'e’ssment of externality benefits, albeit, partially.
6.3 Delivery

o Cost and fund sharing arrangements not shown in the submission. Clariﬁcation sought
on maintenance costs — unlike Auslink BAF does not include maintenance.

e  Capital cost — clarification requzred cost benefit analysis contains a capital cost of
$125 million while the submission refers to a preliminary design figure of $25 0 million —
require copy of report and any supporting analysis. :

The ’capital cost estimated for the project in July 2008 was $242 million (excluding
GST), as in Appendix C, Chapter 20. This has been escalated by 3 per cent to

$250 million. The final cost of the project is hkely to be higher subject to further cost
escalation to tender time. :

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million from the
Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia Program for works around
the Airport precinct. Those works are an integral part of the proposed link pI'O_]eCt

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million. As mentioned above this does
not include the cost of works required to address the 1mpact of this pI'O_]eCt on
east west transit.

Maintenance costs, wh11e included in \ the economic analySIS do not form part of the
$250 million figure. :

 Risks — need more détdil

In essence, the PSP report covers a number of the risks flagged by 1A, and responds
how these are being addressed. The report contains some useful information
including environmental and cultural heritage assessments, geotechnical
investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public
consultation and discussion with leaseholders and or key stakeholders to date..

In addition to the PSP report, there have been number of actions to address a number
of project risks. :

e An extended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to
discuss the impact of the proposal on Defence lands and activities. A formal
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approach to the Department of Defence i is now belng prepared to acqulre
necessary land

e A workshop in December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT
Government’s Parks Conservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for
Sustainability and the Environment to identify a management strategy to protect
high value native grasslands and areas of Yellow Box Gums.

e - Arequest to the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the
recently released Best Practice manual in cost estimation for public road and rail
infrastructure projects by Evans and Peck prepared for the Federal Department of
Infrastructure.

e The full EIS is now underway and includes a statutory consultation component -a
draft of the EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.
The target is to be in a position to go ont for a construction tender in July 2009. -

6.4 _ Infrastructure Australia’s Minimum Requirements Templnte

This has been completed and provided at Appendix G.

Appendix List and Transmission Mode

Appendix A: Aerial view showing the proposed link (hard copy; courier)

Appendix B: Updated Economic Appraisal (electronic)

Appendix C: Preliminary Sketch Plan Documentation (hard copy; courier) :
Appendix D: Preliminary Sketch Plan (detailed plans) (CD ROM; hard copy, courier)
Appendix E: Rating Against Strategic Priorities (electronic)

Appendix F: Transport and Storage Industry Productivity Analysis (electronic)
Appendix G: Minimum Information Requirement Template (electronic)
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Mr#

Executive Ditector

Finance and Budget Division
GPO Box 1020
Canberra ACT_2601

Dear Mr NN
ACT Submissions
Thank you for your submission dated 21 December 2009 to Infrastructure Ausiralla.

Your submissions will receive careful conslderallon during the next update of
‘ Infraslructure Australia's national long-term Infrastructure p!pelme

Infrastructure Australla prefers that submissions be available for public consideration.

If your submission cantalns material which you have marked as confidential,
infrastructure Australta may wish to dlscuss your reasons for seeking confldentlallty

with you further.

Yours sIncersly

Michael Deegan
Infrastructure Coordinalor

Infrastructure Australia ‘

GPQO Box 594, Canberra ACT 2601 Australia
Telephone (02) 8114 1900 facsimile (02) 814 1932
www.infrastructure.gov.an
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From: :

Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 11:07 AM

To: T

Ce: O

Subject: FW: Majura Parkway- infrastructure Australia bid
Attachments: Majura Pky_test.xls

Flag Status: Flagged

Kareen has just informed me that you still need further info regarding this project.

It seems to me that the items in question had been answered by Tony's email below (Highlighted in red).
| also understand that you have an electronic copy of the report which also covers some of the questions.
If you still require any further info please call me (on Tony's number) to discuss

From: —[mailto:wmgpond.com]

T nt: Wednesdaii 24 December 2008 12:09 AM

ce:
Subject: Majura Parkway- Infrastructure Australia bid

Thanks for the meeting today, 22/12/08 with (llEERggPryself, yourself , SN o

discuss the steps to progress the further information requested for the Majura Parkway project.

Appendix C- Profile against |A strategic Priorities

. Treasury will provide additional information to profile the project against the |A Strategic priorities as per the
requirements in Appendix C of the application template )

Appendix E- Cost Benefit Analysis

. In relation to the comments on the Cost Benefit analysis while | have provided some advice to you on this regarding
~ the 3 "flaws" in the current methodology, it is important that the work we get SMEC to do from 5 -12 January 2009
.uses on an economic assessment of the ultimate Majura Parkway project and assumes the current works under

construction are in place.

The work that SMEC undertakes need to consider a 30 year assessment period, include the residual value of the
$200 million road at the end of this period in the benefit stream, taking the useful economic life of the road as 50

years .

This approach will clarify the 1A comments about the assessment period, the residual value of the road and how the
costs and benefits have been apporticned.

The economic assessment will continue to use the RTA methodology which is generally well received and understood
by |A and covers Vehicle operating costs, Travel Time costs and Crash costs.

Treasury may give some consideration to "externalities” that may need to be assessed however as discussed today
this can be a bit open ended- positive and negative external impacts.

The output from the SMEC work is to produce a report similar to that produced fro the Staged works that can
accompany the IA submission. | will prepare separate advice to SMEC covering in some detail the requirements and
Carl Dias will be able to overview this work from 5 January and involve Treasury as required.

I will emphasis to SMEC the importance of completing the work by cob 12 January- this should be achievable unless
we open up our requirements too much-. There are some deficiencies in the current SMEC economic analysis for the
1




$250 million project which | will peint out to them - these relate to their calculations for VOC and Acgidents costs and
how they have been attributed. : b

As mentioned [ have done some analysis using a spreadsheet ( attachmar assessment pericd,
included a residual value of the road assuming a 2% depreciation per annnum which at year 30 results in a road with
40% of its value remaining- this present value amount is then discounted amo the NPB, B/C and NPV-
as discussed Treasury need to confirm with 1A what methodology they fin SN 2(culating residual

values . The net result of this quick analysis is that the B/C moved from 2.8 o 3.18 which is in line with 1A
expectations- it may still be a conservative approach.

Appendix F- Delivery

In relation to the Delivery and Capital costs for the project the application is for $250 Million from the Building /P
Fund - the ACT Government would mange and maintain the road once constructed. The ACT Government will have
invested up to $50 million in improving roads in the vicinity of the airport between 2007/8 and 2009/10.

it is worth noting the the 2009/10 Federal budget will have $30 million for Airport Roads - Majura Parkway Stage 1 as
part of the Building Australia Program with the Federal Minister recenily confirming this by letter and the Chief MinisWil
as Minister for Transport signing off on an MOU for this program over the next year 5 year period- technically we

could limit our application to $220 million to the Building Australia Fund - tactically | doubt we would do this-

The Capital Cost for the project is documented at $250 million { for the western option) in the Majura Parkway (
f
ve

Preliminary Sketch Plan report of July 2008- | have given you a copy of the report on disc and whil
the report { some 437 pages) was i ‘ T

not seen it.

This PSP report contains a lot of very useful information including environmental and cultural heritage assessnw
geotechnical investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public consuitation and disctIssion

~ with lease ate. In essenceﬁeport covers a number of the risks flagged
for the proj S and responds how these ng addressed. We should ensure that 1A are

again given a copy of the report with this further information request.
In addition to the PSP report in recent times there have been number of actions to address a number of project risks.

1) An extended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to discuss the impact of the proposal on
Defence lands and activities.

- a formal approach to the Department of Defence is now being prepared to acquire necessary land

- the proposed northern Distributor Road has been dropped from the project as it is Defence land and they have _
strong objections to it being progressed (

2) A workshop on 19 December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT Government's Parks
Conservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment ( Dr Maxine Cooper) to
identify a management strategy to protect high value native grasslands and areas of Yellow Box Gums.

3) A request to the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the recently released "Best Practice
manual in cost estimation for public road and rail infrastructure projects" by Evans and Peck prepared for the Federal
Department of Infrastructure.

4) The fufl EIS is now underway and includes a statuatory consulation component - a draft of the EIS will be ready in
March and the final EIS in April 2009,

5) The options under consideration in the EIS has been reduced to the western optian only as the combined

environment, economic and social impact of the eastern option ruled it out early in the piece.

Our target has always been to be in a position to go out for a construction tender in July 2009- whether this is
for Stage 1 of the Majura Parkway or the full Majura Parkway project.




Our view of the project delivery is that a construction period of 30-36 months is likely to be required with cash
“requirements over 3 financial years

‘I will copy you into the requirements | prepare for SMEC to do the economic assement work.

regards

Roads ACT
221 2!0_8
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From: e ] . o

Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 11:21 AM [ )

To: %

Cc: |
10=ACTGOV/OU=CALLAM/CN=CMD/CN-S

Subject: - RE: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis

Attachments: © Comments and suggestions on Majura Parkway submission.doc

Flag Status: Flagged

As requested, | have attachéd my comments.

Amongst my comments, | would think the consistency and explanation of project life assumption is immw
-executive summary does not talk about the project life of 40 years.

~ Other comments are included in the attached document. Happy to discuss, if required.

regards

Manager, !ransporf Planning & Strategy

Office of Transport
Territory and Municipal Services

Phoﬁe: 61(0)2 6207 1755 Fax: 61(0)2 6207 6397

From: el

“ent: Wednesday, 14 January 2009 8:57 PM
o:b
Cc: G

Subject: FW: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis

Attached is the updated/revised economic analysis received from SMEC. We have short window of time tomorrow
morning to provide any comment. Unfortunately, we need to provide it to 1A by COB tomorrow. | would appreciate any
observations/comments that you may have. Given the limited time, it may be useful to focus in the first instance on
any glaring or vital omissions/errorsfinconsistencies. Of course, feel free to make any drafting suggestions, if
necessary.

Ditto, in case you log on.

AR | Exccutive Director | Polici. Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury

Phone: (02) 6207 0228 |

From: (SNSRI [ ailto SMec.com

Sent: Wednesday, 14 January 2009 7:30 PM
i




To: SR ey
Jap—— R e g
Subject: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis

m“" AR (P

Hi G,
N3k ‘-VWW

We apologizafgmibesdelasibeasgfaabniiagigd the update economic ana]ys;s 0¥ tﬁe Iaajura Parkway. We've
added benefits derived from the generated (or induced) traffic, environmental cost savings, and the residual value
after 30 years {assuming a 40 year economic life), to come up with a BCR or 4.05.

g g \

Regards,

[ Senior Traffic Engineer 3 2E0YY |
SMEC Australia Pty Ltd '
Unit 2, 10 - 14 Wormald St , Symonston ACT 2609
T+6126126 1958 | F+61 26126 1966 | M 0423 940774

il @smec.com | www.smec.com

SMEC SNOWY MOUNTAINS ENGINEERING CORPORATION
High Quality Gonsulting and Development Solutions

Disclaimer: The information centained in Ihis e-mail and any attached file is confidential. It is intended solely for the addressee, and may not be used, reproduced, h
disclosed or disributed without SMEC's permission. SMEC accepts no liability for loss or damage (whether caused by negligence or not) resulting frem the use of any

allached files,
L LT

This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. AR
For more information please visit hitp://www.messagelabs.com/email
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Comments and suggestions on Majura Parkway submission

Comment: The report needs to provide strategic context for this major road
development.

Suggestion:

Majura Parkway is a key eastern peripheral link that connects the airport, ACT’s
freight activities, and the ACT to NSW regions supporting their economic activities.
The ACT’s strategic transport plan identifies Majura Parkway as one of the two major
peripheral links that is required to distribute traffic away from the Canberra Central.
The Canberra Central is the Commonwealth employment hub. Traffic congestion
within the Canberra Central adversely affects the productivity of the major
Commonwealth employment centre.

Furthermore, Canberra’s strategic land use planning document, ACT Spatial Plan,
identifies future industrial and commercial employment corridor (Eastern Broadacre
development) for which Majura Parkway is the key enabler. Consequently, the need
for Majura Parkway is a vital component for both strategic freight movement and
managing passenger transpott. ‘

Comment: Given the fact that assessors of JA are outside the ACT, reference to the
vitality of Gungahlin development should be explained more. '

Suggestion: Gungahlin is the newest district of the ACT that compliments the other
three established districts of the ACT. The residential land supply of the three
established districts is now highly limited. Hence, Gungahlin is the major source for
the ACT to meet its pressing need fot housing and to stimulate ACT’s (land
development based) economy.

Comment: The executive summary describes project life of 30 years. There is no
reference of the analysis of 40 years within the executive summary. Also, the
justification for assuming 40 years of project life needs to be explained.

Suggestion: The project involves with xx number of bridges and structures that have
much longer engineering life. Moreover, the strategic nature of the link and the role it
plays to suppotrt on going economic activities such as eastern broadacre development,
the economic life of this major link needs to be far more than 30 years.

Comment: “Generated” traffic or “induced” traffic has negative connotation in
assessment.

Suggestion: Change the phrases to more positive terminologies such as “increased
transport access opportunities”. In fact the additional consumer surplus is due to the
following two reasons:
o the road is now enable more commercial/ industrial activities; and
o the external congestion is reduced, hence, provides ability to more trips that
support additional activities.




Comment: I have noted the assessment is based on micro-simulation modelling.
While I acknowledge its robustness for engineering assessments, for this particular
submission “strategic transport modelling” would have been more appropriate.
SMEC has the capability through TransCAD. Mainly because, the 1A encourages
quantification of wider network impacts. TransCAD modelling would have enabled
to quantify wider network benefits and make it part of the cost-benefit analysis. This
approach would have increased the BCR further.




From: R WG infrastructure.gov.au]

Sent: Friday, 16 January 2009 10:23 AM

To: O

Cc: S

Subject: ' ‘ RE: ACT Government Submission [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Flag Status: Flagged

Thanks@EM® As discussed, please email any outstanding information {including delivery table of minimum
information requirements) through electronically to me and SSiNENEENMEN by the end of today and courier relevant
appendices to our office address below.

Regards

" ‘rastructure Australia

-vel 21 Deutsche Bank Building
126 Phillip Street
SYDNEY NSW 2000
Telephone: {(+612) 8114 1914
Fax: (+612) 8114 1932

Email: !@_infrastructure.gov.au

From: SN [mailto:@ENNENC o ct.qov.au]

Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 17:30
To:

Cc:

Subject: ACT Government Submission

Paul

fase see the attached updated material in support of the proposal to link the Federal Highway to the Monaro
Highway — Majura Parkway.

The main word document should provide an executive summary of the project, response to the feedback from A, and
further information. The economic appraisal has been done again to address the issues raised in the feedback
document provided before Christmas.

There are seven appendices, two of which are attached to this email as follows:

Appendix B: The Economic Analysis Report prepared by SMEC Australia;

Appendix G: Minimum [nformation Requirement Template

Three appendices (Appendix A, C and D) are rather large documents. Those are being sent through courier in CD
and/or hard copy format.

Two appendices (Appendix E and F) will be forwarded in the mornirig through email. | apologise for the delay in
sending these.

Thanks once again for your feedback and opportunity to provide further information. Please let me know if you require
any further information or clarification.
1




oy e
| i
@O | xccutive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury

Ty,
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | NG

; ' 1‘\
<<Executive Summary 15 January 2009 — Final.doc>> <<Appendix B — Majura Parkway Economic Analysis Report
2009-01-15 rev 5a.pdf>> <<Appendix G —IA Minimum Information Requirements Template. pdf>>

This email, and any attachments, may be confidential and also privileged. Ifmﬁ‘are
not the intended recipient, pLAMUENAMNA (he sender and delete all copies of this
transmission along with any attachments immediately. You should not copy or use it for
any purpose, nor disclose its contents to any other person.

Disclaimer

This message has been issued by the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and

Local Government. The information transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and magmm 2%
contain confidential and/or legally privileged material. Any review, re-transmission, disclosure, o
dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or 4 |
entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may result in severe penalties. If you have

received this e-mail in error, please notify the Department on (02) 6274-7111 and delete all copies of this
transmission together with any attachments.

WA

K nioaih ) WA
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From: :
Sent: ‘ Thursday, 15 January 2009 12:47 PM .
To:
Cc: . _
Subject: RE: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis
_Flag Status: Flagged

In addition to Kuga's comments of which [ agree, cne of |1A concerns was that
portion of the original economic analysis and it was difficult to ascertain and s
analysis

We have updated that analysis, but in glancing at this report (for those outside the ACT), it is still a little hard to v
identify actually what component is being put forward, the graphics still show the effects of all projects, and does not
separately identify the Majura Parkway.

" .. may be beneficial to separately identify those works completed (as detailed), and the additional Majura Parkway
works and how these add value and compliment the existing roads upgrades. Obviously the Majura Parkway will also

provide henefits to the completed works and existing road networks. Better figures and descriptions may be required
to resolve this. _ ' R

| note that |A actually wanted all projects assessed over the 30 year timeframe for comparability purposes, but
including the 40 years is beneficial.

Other items that may need to addressed in our response is: WA s 3ot ool

+ Fund Sharing Arrangements (ie. Auslink) - | think we need to identify which component is seeking Auslink

funding W‘ e M
¢ Project risks and consultation may also need to separately addressed, aithough environmental externalities
were picked up, social and other risks are not. O O

| will continue to review in more detail - this just follows my initial cursory glance.

From:

Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 11:21 AM

To:

Cc:

Subject: RE: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis

Asrequested, | héve attached my comments.

Amongst my comments, | would think the consistency and explanation of project life assumption is important. The
executive summary does not talk about the project life of 40 years.

Other comments are included in the attached document. Happy to discuss, if required.

Regards

w




Manager, Transport Planning & Strategy '
Office of Transport W

Territory and Mu.

From: RN i
Sent: Wednesday, 14 January 2009 8:57 PM %@ﬁ
To:

Cc:
Subject; FW: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis

Attached is the updated/revised economic analysis received from SMEC. We have short window of time tomorrow
morning to provide any comment. Unfortunately, we need to provide it to |A by COB tomorrow. | would appreciate anv
observations/comments that you may have. Given the limited time, it may be useful to focus in the first instance on (
any glaring or vital omissions/errorsfinconsistencies. Of course, feel free to make any drafting suggestions, if :
necessary. '

Ditto, in case you log on.

| Executive Director | Policy Coardination and Development Division | ACT Treasury
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | '

From: GERETN—— [ 2ilto SNSRI m— ©smec.com]

Sent: Wednesday, 14 January 2009 7:30 PM
To: ‘
Cc:

Subject: Majura Parkway Economic Analysis

Hi uf(’
We apologise for the delay. Please find attached the updated economic analysis of the Majura Parkway. We've
added benefits derived from the generated (or induced) traffic, environmental cost savings, aWEEHE IR alue
after 30 years (assuming a 40 year economic life}, to come up with a BCRor 4.05. qgee

Regards,

| Senior Traffic Engineer Ol
SMEC Australia Pty Ltd
Unit 2, 10 - 14 Wormald St , Symonston ACT 2609 -
T+6126126 1958 | F +61 26126 1966 | M 0423 940 774

jerome.catbagan@smec.com | www.Smec.com

SMEC SNOWY MOUNTAINS ENGINEERING CORPORATION
High Quality Consulting and Development Solutions

Disclaimer: The information contained in this e-mail and any attached file is confidential. Il is inlended solely for the addressee, and may not be used, reproduced,
disclosed or distributed withowl SMEC's permission. SMEG accepls ne liability for loss or damage (whether caused by negligence or not) resulting from the use of any

attached files.
- AN
Yoy
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This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System,
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email
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From: anintey _ L )

Sent: , Thursday, 15 January 2009 6:41 PM

To: é

Ce: B ] <l
[0=ACTGOV/OU=CALLAM/CN= CMDICNM

Subject: RE: Executive Summary 15 January 2009 doc =

Flag Status: Flagged

" Thanks for your prompt and comprehensive reply. | understand your caution whilst agreeing with Tony's comment that
tactically it may be prudent to submit for $250m. However, let's keep our fingers crossed that we get sufficient funds
from the Commonwealth for the life of the project. [ remain concerned that the ACT may be required to provide
additional funds for this project at some stage, and it will be funds we can ill afford.

Regards-

. zcutive Director, Community and Infrastructure Services
Department of Territory and Municipal Services, ACT
Tel:  (02) 6205 2483
Fax:  (02) 6207 6034

S
L
From: ey
Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 6:34 PM : . L ]
To: QI ,
Cc: \ " 7
Subject: RE: Executive Summary 15 January 2009.doc

Unfertunately, [ had sent the response to |A before receiving your message. Of course, we could provide a chW
t we do not think that it could be justified.

I understand an MOU was signed between the ACT and the Commonwealth in relation to the $3me I

have not been able to get a copy of the MOU, | have received a copy of the Feder I M
October 2007.

The media release specifically refers to a number of projects which are included in the project scope that we are
putting forward now. This is clear from the description of the project and sketch plans. For example, grade separation
of the Monaro Highway and Pialligo Avenue is included in the current proposal. The media release also refers to ACT
Gavernment contribution of $10 millicn for those projects, but we have not adjusted for that. Also see below (lﬁ
an extract from Tony Gill's emall which alludes to reducing our bid. s

It is worth noting the 2009/10 Federal budget will have $30 million for Airport Roads - Majura Parkway Stage 1 as
part of the Building Australia Program with the Federal Minister recently confirming this by letter-and the Chiefm
as Minister for Transpert signing off on an MOU for this program over the next year 5 year period- technically we

could limit our application to $220 million to the Building Australia Fund - tactically | doubt we would do this-

For reasons mentioned above, it is difficult to support the tactic of bidding for the full project amount when there is a
clear indication that part of it has already received funding commitment. Further, | understand that some works that
originally formed part of the project scope (and included in the original $242 million estimate) have now been removed
following consultation and further design work. In effect, the total project cost should be further reduced by around
$25 million.




| hope this clarifies the situation.

Executive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasufy ‘

G
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 |y vabridewinms
w;.l u. ._;

To: — 7
Cc:
Subject: FW: Executive Summary 15 January 2009.doc

My recollection of the $250m is that it is in addition to the $30m, which is for a separate and a separate is for a
different section of the project around the airport roads. | think at this stage it would be propitious to include the
$250m figure to be on the safe side. if IA believe they have already funded $30m of the $250m, | imagine they could
quite quickly provide evidence to support that claim and we would be happy to reduce our request to $220m. | would
suggest that we submit for $250m based on an understanding that the $30m is separate. It would be very hard for the
ACT to find $30m to complete the project if we submit for $220 when we required $250. | understand we have a
contingency in the $250m, but we need to keep that in tact for the myriad reasons we know cause major infrastructure

projects to use their contingency.
Regards _ . : i

Executive Director, Community and Infrastructure Services

- Department of Territory and Municipal Services, ACT w
Tel:  {02) 6205 2483 :
Fax: (02) 6207 6034

----- Original Message----- [ )
From:
Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 4:21 PM SN

To. (et NGRS
] i uary 2009.doc

Subject: FW: Executive Summary 15 Jan

SERREY could you letdiiiligrknow if you have any comments or are OK with the attached. -y
~

————— Original Message----- N
From:

Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 3:52 PM

Tor
Cc:
Subject: Executive Summary 15 January 2009.doc

«MllP7.ttached is the summary document as mentioned earlier. Would appreciate any quick comment/observation.

~f have incorporated changes from our discussion eralier today. Any further comment?

-y
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From: R

Sent: Friday, 16 January 2009 1:36 PM

To: .

Ce: R

Subject: FW: ACT Government Submission

Attachments: Executive Summary 15 January 2009 — Final.doc; Appendix B — Majura Parkway

Economic Analysis Report 2009-01-15 rev 5a.pdf; Appendix G —IA Minimum Information
Requirements Template.pdf

Please see below for what we have sent to |A. The Executive Summary (word document) may be particularly useful
for seeing how the project has been framed.

SN | xccutive Director | Policy Coordination and-Development Division | AGT Treasury

Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | RN

~rom: (N
Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 5:30 PM

To: %mfrastructure gov.au
Cc:

Subject: ACT Government Submission

Paul

Please see the attached updated material in support of the proposal to link the Federal Highway to the Monaro
Highway — Majura Parkway.

The main word document should provide an executive summary of the project, response to the feedback from |A, and
further information. The economic appraisal has been done again to address the issues raised in the feedback
document provided before Christmas.

There are seven appendices, two of which are attached to this email as follows:
Appendix B: The Economic Analysis Report prepared by SMEC Australia;
Appendix G: Minimum Information Requirement Template

Three appendices (Appendix A, C and D) are rather large documents. Those are belng sent through courier in CD
and/or hard copy format.— — — .

Two appendices (Appendix E and F) will be forwarded in the mornlng through email. | apologise for the delay in
sending these.

Thanks once again for your feedback and opportunity to provide further information. Please let me know if you reqmre
any further information or clarification.

@I | ©xccutive Director | Policy Goordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury

Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | (NG

L G- - - -
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ACT Government Submission
to Infrastructure Australia

Federal Highway Link to Monaro Highway
| Majura Parkway

Supplementary Information

JANUARY 2009
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1. Background

The ACT Government had submitted a proposal for consideration by Infrastructure
Australia (IA) for the construction of an efficient link between the Federal Highway
and the Monaro Highway.

Following its initial appraisal, IA has sough further information and clarification.

This paper provides summary of key information relating to the project, as well as
response to specific questions and issues raised by IA.

2. The Proposal

“The ACT is seeking funding to create an efficient freight transport, business travel
and personal travel link between the Federal Highway and the Monaro Highway.

The joining of these national highways will provide a vital transport link relevant to a
significant population and geographic region of Australia— from the south eastern
coast, through the snowy mountains, the Nation’s capital and further north to either
side of the Great Divide. '

In essence, the project will ‘complete’ the Federal Highway by linking the regions
north and south of the Australian Capital Territory, as well as pr0v1d1ng a highway
bypass to Canberra.

The ploposed Majula Parkway will also form part of the Territory’s arterial road
network, improving north-south transit, particularly to the Airport, and eastwards
towards Queanbeyan,

The projects involves the construction of around 11 km of dual carriageway and 7
bridges.

Appendix A provides an aerial view showing the proposed link.

3. Benefits and Costs

73.1 Cost Estimates and Economic Analysis

Construction staging and cost estimates have been updated by SMEC Australia from a
previous study undertaken in 2007. The capital cost of the project is estimated at

$250 million over a three year construction period.

Economic appraisal of the project (also undertaken by SMEC Australia) has been
updated to address feedback comments from [A. This is provided at Appendix B.

3.2 Approach to Analysis

The economic analysis is based on strategic and micro traffic modelling to estimate
the effects of the proposed improvements.

Page 2 of 7




Micro-simulation modelling was validated by traffic counts. The Paramics model was
calibrated by adjusting the default parameters in the standard behavioural models to
local conditions. This relied mainly on the RTA guidelines. The model validation is
in line with the best practice minimum fits.

The total expected benefits are estimated by calculating the savings from the proposed
option as compared to the base option (*do nothing’) in terms of travel time, vehicle
operating costs, accident costs, and environmental costs.

The ‘generated traffic’ in the study refers to the traffic divetted from elsewhere in the
transport network — no induced demand is assumed’.

The approach and the parameters used in the analysis are in accordance with the
relevant guidelines. '

33 Benefit to Cost Ratio

The economic analysis indicates a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of 4.05 over 30 years
at 7 per cent discount rate. The analysis also provides BCR at discount rates of 4 per
cent and 10 percent. The BCR is greater than 2.75 under all discount rates.

The Net Present Value (NPV) of benefits is estimated around $637 million. The
benefits largely arise from a reduction in travel time (captured through decrease in
vehicle operating costs in the analysis), and accident costs.

Traffic modelling highlights significant increase in traffic congestion, and
consequently, increase in transit times under a ‘do nothing’ scenario. This is
considerably alleviated through the construction of this link.

The micro-simulation modelling was also used to estimate changes in key
performance indicators. Those are summarised in the economic analysis report. In
general, the level of service improves from F under ‘do nothing’ scenario to B.
Average speed on North-South transit is projected to increase from 18km/hr to
77km/hr, and travel time in AM peak hour is projected to reduce from 40 minutes
under ‘do nothing’ scenario to less than 9 minutes in 2031.

In summary, the project will significantly alleviate congestion and reduce transit
costs.

3.4  Overall ACT Treasury Assessment

The overall approach and methodology appears reasonable. The BCR estimates
appear robust, and are likely to be understated, as externality benefits for the rest of
the network have not been estimated. Those are likely to be significant given that the
proposed link would provide a more efficient link for freight traffic which is currently
using the main thoroughfare, hence reducing congestion on Northbourne Avenue.

! In the analysis, the ‘study area’ refers to the project road. Freight carriers (and other traftic) diverted
from, for example, Northbourne Avenue because of a quicker link between the highways is referred to
as the traffic originated from outside the study area.

Page 3 of 7




4, Related Studies and Project Readiness

'The project has been developed to Preliminary Sketch Plan (PSP) stage. Appendices
C and D provide PSP documentation and the detailed plans, respectively.

A detailed Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is currently underway. A draft of the
EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

Initial consultation was undertaken during the initial design stage. The alignment and
PSPs incorporate input from the stakeholders. Further consultation is now being
undertaken as part of the statutory process.

5. Related Projects

A number of other projects have been completed, or are currently underway, that are
linked to this project in terms of traffic flows. Those are:

¢ Single eastbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Drive roundabout;

¢ Duplication of Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;

e Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Highway/Morshead Drive;

o Widening of Morsehead Drive between Pialligo Avenue and Fairbairn Avenue;

s Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialligo Avenue
(including a new bridge over Woolshed Creek);

e Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Morshead Dr and Fairbaim Avenue
(including a new bridge at Woolshed Creek and signalised intersection at
Fairbairn Avenue); and

* Duplication of Pialligo Avenue between Fairbairn Avenue/Beltana Road
intersection and a new airport access (currently at Ulinga Place).

For the purposes of this economic analysis, it has been assumed that all of the above
works will be completed prior to construction of the Majura Parkway.

The micro-simulation with updated traffic count information has highlighted that the
performance of the proposed Federal Highway/Monaro Highway link could be
improved further by removing emergent ‘pinch points’ at three roundabouts on the
east-west transit. Without these improvements, the project has a negative impact on
these parts of the east-west link. The improvements have not been included in the.
project scope at this stage. Further work is required to develop design solutions and
cost estimates. '

Page 4 of 7
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6. Response to Infrastructure Australia’s Feedback?
6.1  Profiling Against IA’s Strategic Priorities

More information required fo Justify ratings. In particular no information was
provided against strategic priorities ‘Diversify Australia’s economic capabilities and
build Australia’s global competitive advantages’.

Ratings against strategic priorities have been completed and provided in Appendix E.

Analysis based on Australian Bureau of Statistics” national accounts data indicates
that productivity of the transport and storage industry in the ACT has been declining.
Had productivity in the transport and storage industry remained stable, the value
added by this industry in 2007-08 would have been an additional $158 million.

The deteriorating performance of the transport and storage industry in the ACT
adversely affects not just the ACT but south eastern New South Wales®. The project
has significant benefits for the national freight transit system, essentially by providing
a highway bypass to Canberra and improving the level of access to the Airport. The.
reduced costs of freight transit will potentially improve competitiveness of Australian
exports. A short paper summarising this analysis is at Appendix F.

6.2  Cost Benefit Analysis

Project mentions different stages, focuses on Stage 2. This raises two questions:

¢ Need information on other stages to be clear that costs and benefits have been
correctly apportioned fo this stage and not hidden/taken from other stages where
these are mutually dependent.

e Need BCR information specifically applying to this stage, not other stages (some
info seems to come from Stage 1).

As mentioned above in Section 5, from the ACT Government’s perspective, the
project forms part of a range of works around Airport, and hence was referred to as
Stage 2. Reference to stages has now been removed to avoid confusion.

Undoubtedly, improvements at one point or part of the transport network have flow
on effects on other parts of the network. For the purpose of this analysis, however, all
the modelling assumes that those works have been completed, and that no costs or
benefits from those works are attributed to this project.

o Three flaws in the methodology — all likely to increase slightly the BCR: time
period of evaluation short (24 vs 30 years); no residual value included; and no
externalities assessed. )

% In this section, IA’s feedback comments appear in italics.
* Tt is noteworthy that the national accounts attribute a proportion of the (ransit costs of freight passing
through Canberra to the ACT.

Page 5 of 7




Time period of evaluation has been extended to 30 years. The analysis also includes
BCR over 40 years for reference. This has been included given that a significant part
of the project involves bridges which have much longer economic life.

Residual value has been included in the analysis. Residual value at the end of the
appraisal period of 30 years is estimated as the present value of benefits for the
remaining life of the asset for the remaining 10 years of the assumed 40 year
economic life, in accordance with the National Guidelines for Transport System
Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Appraisal of Initiatives) by the Australian
Transport Councit (ATC).

The economic analysis includes an assessment of externality benefits, albeit, partially.

6.3 Delivery

o Cost and fund sharing arrangements not shown in the submission. Clarification sought
on maintenance costs — unlike Auslink BAF does not include maintenance.

*  Capital cost — clarification required — cost benefit analysis contains a capital cost of
8125 million while the submission refers to a preliminary design figure of $250 million —
require copy of report and any supporting analysis.

The capital cost estimated for the project in July 2008 was $242 million (excluding
GST), as in Appendix C, Chapter 20. This has been escalated by 3 per cent to

$250 million, The final cost of the project is likely to be higher subject to further cost
escalation to tender time.

The ACT has already received funding commitment for $30 million from the
Commonwealth Government under its Building Australia Program for works around
the Airport precinct. Those works are an integral part of the proposed link project.

The funding being sought is therefore $220 million. As mentioned above, this does
not include the cost of works required to address the impact of this plO]eCt on
east-west transit.

Maintenance costs, while included in the economic analysis, do not form part of the
$250 million figure.

Risks — need more detail

In essence, the PSP report covers a number of the risks flagged by 1A, and responds
how these are being addressed. The report contains some useful information
including environmental and cultural heritage assessments, geotechnical
investigations, transport planning backgrounds and a progress on the public
consultation and discussion with leaseholders and or key stakeholders to date.

In addition to the PSP report, there have been number of actions to address a numbel
of project risks.

e An extended meeting with the Department of Defence in September 2008 to
discuss the impact of the proposal on Defence lands and activities. A formal
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approach to the Department of Defence is now being plepaled to acquire
necessary land

¢ A workshop in December with Senior Environmental Managers from the ACT
Government’s Parks Conservation and Lands and the ACT Commissioner for
Sustainability and the Environment to identify a management strategy to protect
high value native grasslands and areas of Yellow Box Gums,

¢ Arequestto the project team to prepare a project target out turn cost using the
recently released Best Practice manual in cost estimation for public road and rail
infrastructure projects by Evans and Peck prepared for the Federal Department of
Infrastructure.

e The full EIS is now underway and includes a statutory consultation component - a
draft of the EIS will be ready in March and the final EIS in April 2009.

The target is to be in a position to go out for a construction tender in July 2009,
6.4  Infrastructure Australia’s Minimum Requirements Template

‘This has been completed and provided at Appendix G.

Appendix List and Transmission Mode

Appendix A: Aerial view showing the proposed link (hard copy; courier)

Appendix B: Updated Economic Appraisal (electronic)’

Appendix C: Preliminary Sketch Plan Documentation (hard copy; courier)

Appendix D: Preliminary Sketch Plan (detailed plans) (CD ROM; hard copy; courle1)
Appendix E: Rating Against Strategic Priorities (electronic)

Appendix F: Transport and Storage Industry Productivity Analysis (electronic)
Appendix G: Minimum Information Requirement Template (electronic)
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Executive Summary

Introduction

The roads in the vicinity of the airport play an important role for the ACT economy, the
surrounding New South Wales (NSW) region and nationally given the importance of the Monaro
Highway as a freight route connection to the Federal Highway. Traffic in the vicinity of the
Canberra airport has increased over the last few years with the continuing growth in Gungahlin and
increased employment at the airport.

This report presents the findings of assessing the implementation of the Majuré Parkway to improve
traffic flows on the road network in the Majura Valley.

Majura Parkway

The Majura Parkway is proposed to be construcied in the Majura Valley on the east side of
Canberra. As well as its metropolitan functions, the Majura Parkway is important in enabling traffic
from Sydney and other northern destinations to the Monaro region to bypass Canberra.

In selecting a route for the Parkway, several considerations where taken into account:
A To protect the important natural and cultural heritage features of the Majura Valley;

A To provide access to all the existing and future development in the Majura Valley from
Majura Road;

A To make provision for a possible future very high speed train (VHST);

?  To avoid major constraints on potentially important fong-terin tand uses, such as the
upgrading of facilities at Canberra International Airport;

A To provide for a future Northcott Drive connection to the Central National Area while
limiting traffic volumes on Fairbaim Avenue through Campbell;

A To limit the impacts on other existing land uses where practicable; and
A To construct the road at a realistic cost to the community

It comprises a nuinber of ramps, interchanges, and structures, with several major bridges. The total
length is about 11 km of dual carriageway linking the Monaro Highway and the Federal Highway.

Objective

The main objective of this study is to update the previous economic analysis which was undertaken
as part of the Pialligo Avenue Options review (Nov. 2007) of alignment options and determine the
economic feasibility of constructing the Majura Parkway. This revised study reflects up to date
construction staging and construction cost estimates.

Results

Micro-simulation runs for the years 2009, 2012, 2021 and 2031 were conducted using the Paramics
model for the existing road network as well as for the considered network improveinent option. The
overall netwotk performance indicators for each of the micro-simulation runs are displayed. These
include the amount of released vehicles and their percentage relative to demand volumes, vehicle
hours travelled and vehicles kilometres travelled. The output results look logical with a reduced
proportion of demand being released in future years.

Currently, most of the traffic demand can enter into the network without causing spill over to
neighbouring roads. However, such traffic is operating within the netwotk at low level of service
i.e. F. If the current network remains without any intervention, it is expected that with increasing
traffic demands, there will be queues at the entry points to the network and spill over to
neighbouring roads. This will result into peak spreading and delays to a larger number of vehicles.
This will be also accompanied by very low Level of Service (LOS) performance of traffic using the
Pialligo network.

The proposed road network improvement is expected to avoid the occurrence of the first problem,
namely the spill-over of traffic congestion into neighbouring roads as well as the prolonging of the
peak traffic hour.
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SMEC identified the following stakeholders as potential beneficiaries to the project:
A Canberra Airport Group

ACT Government

ACT Government (Land Sales)

Department of Defence

RTA & Queanbeyan City Council

Department of Transport & Regional Services (Auslink)

b I R I I

A National Capital Authority

In order to assess and compare the considered option, an economic analysis of the costs and
benefits of this option compared to maintaining the existing road network without future
interventions (‘do nothing’ scenario) was undertaken over a 30 year period. An estimate of
construction, annual and cyclic maintenance costs for the considered option was cenducted.
Benefits resulting as savings in Vehicle Operation Costs, Travel Tiine Cosis, and Accident Costs
were estimated for each option. Additionally, benefits derived from the generated or ‘diverted’
traffic, environmental cost savings, and the project’s residual value after 30 years have also been
considered. The Net Present Value (NPV} and Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) wete then computed for
each of the three options using three different discount rates namely 4, 7%, and 10%.

Conclusions

The results of the cost-benefit analysis show that the construction of Majura Parkway can be
considered as economically feasible. This is based on the two obtained key performance indicators
namely the Net Present Value (NPV) and the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR). The upgraded network
produces a NPV equating to over $636 million after 30 years at a 7% discount rate. The estimated
BCR is 4.05 assuming the same appraisal period and discount rate.
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1 Introduction

The roads in the vicinity of the airport play an important role for the ACT economy, the
surrounding New South Wales (NSW) region and nationally given the importance of the Monaro
Highway as a freight route connection to the Federal Highway. Traffic in the vicinity of the
Canberra airport has increased over the last few years with the continuing growth in Gungahlin and
increased employment at the airport.

This report presents the findings of assessing the implementation of the Majura Parkway to improve
traffic flows on the road network in the area between Duntroon and the Canberra Airport. At this
location five major arterials converge namely Majura Road, Pialligo Avenue, Monaro Highway,
Fairbairn Avenue and Morshead Drive. The affected area also extends North up to the Federal
Highway to the north as the proposed Majura Parkway runs parallel to the west of the existing
Majura Road. ‘

In addition, further increase in traffic volumes is expected when Gungahlin is fully established,
further development has taken place in the surrounding NSW region and the employment at the
airport reaches levels as outlined in its master plan. In this context, the provision of relieving
measures for the increased traffic in the vicinity of the airport and the MaJula Valley is an
Important initiative that will benefit the region.

Figure 1 — Southern portion of the study area showing the convergence of main arterial roads

1.1 Majura Parkway

The Majura Parkway is proposed to be constructed in the Majura Valley on the east side of
Canberra. As well as its metropolitan functions, the Majura Parkway is important in enabling traffic
from Sydney and other northern destinations to the Monaro region to bypass Canberra.

In selecting a route for the Parkway, several considerations where taken into account;

4 To protect the important natural and cultural heritage features of the Majura Valley;

A To provide access to all the existing and future developmenf in the Majura Valley from

Majura Road;
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A To make provision for a possible future very high speed train (VHST);

A To avoid major constraints on potentially important long-term land uses, such as the '

upgrading of facilities at Canberra International Airport;

A To provide for-a future Northcott Drive connection to the Central National Area while
liniting traffic volumes on Fairbairn Avenue through Campbell;

A To limit the impacts on other existing land uses where practicable; and
A To construct the road at a realistic cost to the community

The Majura Parkway comprises a number of ramps, interchanges, and structures. The total length is
about 11 km of dual carriageway linking the Monaro Highway and the Federal Highway. For each
carriageway, cross sections of 2 x 3.5 m traffic lanes 2.5 m roadside shoulder and 1.0 m offside
shoulder are provided for, '

At the southern end from the Monaro Highway to Fairbairn Avenue, the cross section is chosen to
suit the narrow road corridor available between Oval No. 1 and RMC Duntroon, and to restrict the
impact on the existing trees in the vicinity. A cross section of 4 x 3.5 m traffic lanes (2 in each
direction) and 2 m or 2.5 m shoulders with kerbing either side and with no central median is
proposed. This is the only section of the Monaro Highway and Majura Parkway with a median
barrier. This would reflect the short section between intersections and the more developed nature of

this section of road. The shoulders. are suitable for on road cycling. Progressing north from
Fairbairn Avenue a cross section comprising dual carriageways of 2 x 3.5 m traffic lanes
-with 2 m outer and 1 m inner shoulders and a wide central median is proposed. The ceniral
median width varies. Again the shoulder will be suitable for on road cycling.

Major bridges included in the Majura Parkway arc as follows:
A Majura Parkway Twin Bridges over Molonglo River

Hopkins Drive Underpass

Fairbairn Avenue Overbridge

Woolshed Creek Structures {at Approx Stn 3500)

Property Access Underpass at Stn 6900

Twin Access Road Overbridges -

Access Road Overbridge

3 N N N XN
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1.2 Background

Prior to this analysis, SMEC Australia was commissioned by the ACT Government to design the
following roadworks:

2 Duplication of Morshead Drive from Dairy Road to Pialligo Avenue; and
2 Duplication of Pialligo Avenue from Morshead Drive to Ulinga Place.

During execution of the above works, SMEC was also commissioned to conduct an economic
analysis for the considered road network improvement.

During the Preliminary Sketch Plan (PSP) phase of this project, traffic modelling suggested that an
alternative scope of works would result in a greater alleviation of traffic congestion for the region.
A Preliminary Sketch Plan submission was subsequently completed for this alternative scope of
works which included:

2 Single eastbound bypass lane at Dairy Road/Morshead Drive roundabout, thus enhancing
© the capacity of the roundabout. This will be accompanied (in its ultimate configuration) by
part time signals at the roundabout;

A"

Duplication Morshead Drive between Dairy Road and Monaro Highway;

A Three phase traffic signals at Monaro Highway/Morshead Drive with banned right turns
from Morshead to Monaro and from Pialligo to Morshead. This will replace the current
roundabout; -

A

Widening of Morsehead Drive between Piallige Ave and Fairbairn Ave;

A Duplication of Fairbairn Avenue between Morshead Drive and Pialligo Ave (including a
. new bridge over Woolshed Creek.

B Duplication of Pialligo Ave between Morshead Dr and Fairbaitn Ave (including a new
bridge at Woolshed Ck and signalised intersection at Fairbairn Ave)

A separate project being undertaken by Hughes Trueman relates to this work and includes:

71 Duplication of Pialligo Ave between Fairbairn Ave/Beltana Road intersection and a new
- airport access (Currently at Ulinga Place)

For the purposes of this economic analysis, it has been assumed that all of the above works will be
completed prior to construction of the Majura Parkway.

After completion of the PSP design, a number of events occurred that have instigated the need to
re-assess the priority and scope of works to be undertaken in the study area. These events include:

7 Further development of the design of the proposed Majura Parkway

A An increase in traffic due to developments occurring at the Canberra Airport and
Gungahlin; and

A Working Group Meeting in September 2006

1.3 Objective

The main objective of this study is to update the previous economic analysis which was undertaken
as part of the Pialligo Avenue Options review (Nov. 2007) of alignment options and determine the
economic feasibility of constructing the Majura Parkway. This revised study reflects up to date
construction staging and construction cost estimates.
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14 Scope

This study documents an economic analysis of the considered option for the area. In agreement

with ACT Procurement Solutions one option was assessed relative to the continuation of the

existing condition. The following presents both the ‘do nothing’ base option as well as the

Ultimate Majura Parkway option. :

1. Base Case (‘Do Nothing’; Without Majura Parkway): The existing road network to be
taken as the Base to which comparisons will be made, shown below in Figure 2,

§
[

VAR ’ _
Figure 2 — Existing Road Network
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2.

Upgraded Network Case (With Ultimate Majura Parkway): The upgraded road network
with the ultimate configuration of the proposed Majura Parkway (green), as shown in Figure 3.

EL

¥ |

Figure 3 — Upgraded Road Network
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2 Traffic Modelling

2.1 Introduction

Both strategic transport modelling (using TransCADY) and traffic micro-simulation modelling (using
Paramics) were undertaken by SMEC for this analysis. The results of the modelling exercises were
used as input into the economic analysis to assist in estimating the Net Present Value and Benefit
Cost Ratio for the considered option compared to the existing network.

A description of the traffic modelling is presented below. |

2.2 Model Calibration

The existing Paramics model was calibrated by adjusting the default parameters in the standard
behavioural models contained in the micro-simulation software to local conditions. This relied
mainly on the RTA default Paramics input files.

2.3 Matrix Estimation

In order to estimmate future travel time and vehicle operating cost benefits for each of the

improvement options, origir/destination (OD) matrices for traffic flows for 2009, 2012, 2021 and.

2031 were taken from SMEC’s TransCAD madel of Canberra.

2.4 Model Validation

The resulting OD matrices produced flows that were a close fit to the traffic counts, and is in line
with traffic engineering best practice of at least 85% of the counts having a GEH of less than 5, and
100% of the counts having a GEH of less than 10. The GEH Statistic is a formula used in traffic
engineering, traffic forecasting, and traffic modelling to compare two sets of traffic volumes. The
GEH Statistic gets its name from Geoffrey E. Havers, who invented it in the 1970s while working
as a transport planner in London, England. Although its mathematical form is similar to a chi-
squared test, is not a true statistical test. Rather, it is an empirical formula that has proven useful
for a variety of traffic analysis purposes. The formula for the "GEH Statistic" is:

GEH - \/M_
, 0.5%x (M +C))

where M is the traffic volume from the traffic model (or new count) and C is the real-world traffic

count (or the old count).

2.5 Micro-simulation in Paramics

Assignment runs were conducted for the existing road network and the considered network option
as listed in Table 2-1. Network layouts are shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

Table 2-1 — Paramics Runs

Existing Netwark | v v s
Ultimate Majura Parkway 7 7 —

2.6 Paramics Modelling Results (Performance Indicators)

Micro-simulation runs for the years 2012, 2021, 2031 and 2038 were conducted using the Paramnics
model for the existing road network as well as for the considered neiwork improvement option.
The overall network performance indicators for each of the micro-simulation runs are displayed in
Table 2-2 and Table 2-4. These include the amount of released vehicles and their percentage
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relative to demand volumes, vehicle hours travelled and vehicles kilometres travelled. The output
shows that the network in its current configuration is not sufficient to accommodate all of the future
traffic. As expected, the demand in future years increases leading o an increase in congestion,

higher average travel times and hence an increase in vehicle hours travelled.

Table 2-2 — Micro-simulation measured pérformance factors (Entire Network)

2009 | 2012

2009

2021 | 2031

2021

i

2021 | 2031 2012 2009 | 2012 201

Base ‘

Case 9498 | 10165 | 10685 | 10458 '
(Without | (97%) | (90%) | (70%) | (65%) 834 | 984 | 1843 | 2767 | 36983 | 39946 | 54515 | 59522
Parkway)

Upgrade

Option 10387 | 12609 | 13073

(With - (93%) | (81%) | (78%) - 723 [ 1108 | 1257 - 41184 | 55678 | 60316
Parkway)

Total
Demand 9794 | 11170 | 15400 | 16300 - - - - - - - -

(*} Percentage of Demand Met Within Peak Hour = Released Vehicles/Demand Volumes
Paramics model is consfrained by capacity of modelled network. In this context, the Paramics model is nof
able to release demand flows that are in excess of the road network capacity during the peak modelled hour.

The percentage of ‘released vehicles’ is simply the proporiion of the total demand that was able to
come out the zone generators of the micro-simulation model. Table 2-3 shows a comparison of
performance factors (similar to the ones shown in Table 2-2) between the North-South and East-
West corridors of the study network. Travel time and average speed improvements resulting from
implementing the Majura Parkway are primarily felt by travellers in the North-South corridor.
Traffic operation improvements in the East-West direction will not be nearly as significant, unless
the adjacent, major intersections (Majura Road — Fairbairn Avenue and Morshead Drive ~ Dairy
Road/Majura Parkway) are upgraded.

Table 2-3 — Traffic Released frdm North and East

DAa L 8

2009 | 2012 | 2021 | 2031 | 2009 | 2012
Base i .
(V%?r?:ut 1566 | 1754 | 2070 | 1595| 2091 | 2471 2603 | 2245
Parkway) (100%) | (100%) | (78%) (56%) (100%) | (100%) | (70%) | (59%)
Upgr_ade
%‘,’\t,l'f;]” ; 1076 | 3161 | 3812| - 2492 | 3024 | 3088

[+) 0, 0, 0 5 N

Parkway) (100%) | (100%) | (100%) (100%) | (79%) | (79%)
Base '
Case
poose | 1566 | 1754 | 2641| 2842 2091 | 2471 3698 | 3836
Upgrade
Option © .1 q975| 3161| 3828 2492 | 3821 | 3868
Demand

From Table 2-3, the percentage of released vehicles coming from the North is 100% for all the
future scenarios, with 2,217 extra vehicles released in 2031. Traffic coming from the East did not
see much change in the proportion of released vehicles with only 421 additional released vehicles
in 2021 and 821 extra in 2031. This highlights the fact that the benefits of the Majura Parkway can
primarily be felt along the North-South corridor and not much on the East- West. If the full benefit
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of this upgrade is to be maximised, additional improvements and upgrades atong the Fast-West
corridor of the study area should also be done, particularly on the major intersections.
Table 2-4 — Micro-simulation calculated performance (Entire Network)

a e f £ IO e Average . a nea

2009 | 2012 | 2021 | 2031 | 2009 | 2012 | 2021 | 2031
Base Case ‘
(Without 5.85 6.69 | 1240 (1576 | 400 | 328 | 16.2 | 112
Parkway) : :
Upgrade Option } }
(With Parkway) 597 (1027 | 11.41 431 | 28.5 | 280

2.6.1 Traffic Issues
In terms of traffic, two issues are considered:

1. - Ability of traffic demand to enter the network without being delayed and hence causing
spill over of delay to surrounding roads and entry points,

2, Once traffic entered into the network, the ability of the current network configuration to
accommodate traffic with an acceptable level of service,

2.6.2 Existing Condition

Currently; most of the traffic demand can enter into the network without causing spill over to
neighbouring roads. If the current network remains without any intervention, it is expected that
with increasing traffic demands, there will be queues at the entry points to the network and spill
over to neighbouring roads. This will result into peak spreading and delays to a larger number of
vehicles. This will be also accompanied by very low Level of Service (LOS) performance of traffic
using the Majura Valley network.

2.6.3 Expected Effect of Proposed Improvement

The proposed improvement is expected fo avoid, or at least significantly reduce the effect of the
occurrence of the first problem, namely the spill-over of traffic congestion into neighbouring roads
as well as the prolonging of the peak traffic hour. The Majura Parkway implementation results in a
substantial improvement in each year of operation, in terms of the number of vehicles being able to
enter the network during the peak hour as well as in terms of the large reductions in vehicle hours
travelled demonstrating significant time savings.

2.6.4 Assessment of Network Performance in the Study Area

SMEC identified two main urban arterial journeys within the Pialligo network. These are as
follows:

A North-South direction starting from the intersection of Majura Road and the Federal
Highway and finishing on the Monaro Highway South of Pialligo Avenue

71 East-West movement starting from East of the intersection of Pialligo Avenue and
Fairbairn Avenue and finishing Morshead drive between Dairy Road and Plant Road

To assess the performance of the network on these two main arterial journeys, average travel times
and average journey speeds were calculated for both the base case (*do nothing’) and the upgrade
(Ultimate Majura Parkway} options for the forecast years 2009, 2012, 2021 and 2031. The
differences between these traffic flow attributes provide great insight on the effects (i.e. benefits) of
constructing the Majura Parkway on the study area road network. Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 show the
calculated travel times and speeds for the North-South and East-West directions, respectively. The
comparisons between these performance indicators are shown in Table 2-6 and Table 2-7,
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Table 2-5 — Micro-simulation Average Travel Time and Average Speed (North South Dlrectlon)

North to South (~1 2000m)
Average Vehicle Travel Time

[minutes]
Base Case (Witho
Parkway) 149 | 142 | 201 | 399 | 487 | 51.3 | 361 18.2
Upgrade Option
(With Parkway) - 6.7 | 72 8.6 - 991 | 923 | 77.0

Table 2-6 — Micro-simulation Average Travel Time and Average Speed (East-West direction)

2021

2009 | 2012 2031 | 2009 | 2012 | 2021 | 2031
Base Case
(Without Parkway) 25 386 7.8 9.1 38.8 30.2 14.1 12.0
Upgrade Option _
(With Parkway) 25 6.9 71 - 42.0 15.8 15.1

able 2-7 — Comparison for Nonh Soutthrectlon _ BaseCasever
North_-South Direction E

s Upgrade Opti

' Upgrade Option (With .
Base Case (V\ﬁthout Parkway) ' Parkway) Difference
, Travel : . Increase in

Year Travel Time | Average Speed Time Average Speed ?.?:&:‘;t%';ng Average

(AM Peak) {(AM Peak) (AM (AM Peak) (Minutes) Speed

Peak) ] (km/h)

2009 14.9 48.7 - - - -
2012 14.2 51.3 6.7 99.1 7.5 47.8
2021 201 "36.1 7.2 92.3 12.9 56.2
2031 39.9 18.2 8.6 77.0 31.3 58.8

Table 2-8 — Comparison for East-West Direction (Base Case versus Upgrade Option

Base Case {(Without Upgrade Optlon (Wi th ,
Parkway) Parkway) Difference

Travel Average 'I_'I_r?::l Average Speed Reduction in increase In

Year Time Speed (AM ( AIV?P e a?k) Travel Time Average
(AM Peak) | (AM Peak) Peak) {(Minutes) Speed (km/h)

2009 2.5 38.8 - - - -
2012 3.6 30.2 25 42.0 1.1 11.8
2021 7.8 14.1 6.9 15.8 0.9 1.7
2031 9.1 12.0 71 15.1 2.0 3.1

The results demonstrate the significant expected future improvement in LOS for the North-South
direction, where significant improvements in average speed and travel times are observed in years
2021 and 2031. The East-West corridor also benefits from Majura Parkway, although not as
significant as it is in the North-South direction, especially in the medium to long term.

2.7 Intersection LOS Assessment
The performance in the AM peak period for the following intersections was analysed:

Majura Rd and Fairbairn Ave

el
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A Pialligo Ave and Monaro Hwy (in the Upgrade Option, this intersection is the Southbound

on-ramp to the Monaro Hwy)

A Morshead Dr and Dairy Rd (in the Upgrade Option, this intersection is the Northbound

off-ramp from the Monaro Hwy)

The performances for the two scenarios (with and without the Majura Parkway) are shown in Table

2-8, Table 2-10 and

Table 2-11.

Table 2-9 — Intersection of Majura Rd and Fairbairm Avénue

IFairbairn Ave:

Base Case (Without Upgrade Option (With
Parkway) _ Parkway) Reduction

Average - Average in Delay
Year Delay ]éee‘:sil c%f Delay !éee\;:\?i[ coef {Seconds)

{Seconds) (Seconds)
2009 23.1 C - - -
2012 301 D 16.2 B 13.9
2021 68.5 _E 16.2 B - 52,3
2031 105.3 F 16.9 B 88.4

Table 2-10 — Intersection of Pialligo Ave and Monaro Hwy

Pialligo Ave / Monaro Hwy

Base Case (Without | Upgrade Option (With
Parkway) Parkway) Reduction

Average Average in Delay
Year Delay !éz\ﬁ: c%f Delay Iéz\ﬁil ccg (Seconds)

{Seconds) {Seconds)
2009 68.0 E - - -
2012 190.2 F 10.8 B 179.4
2021 569.0 F - 18.3 B 550.7
2031 637.2 | F 23.6 C 613.6

Table 2-11

Base Case (Without |

- Intersection of Marshead Dr and Dairy Rd/Majura Pkwy NB Off-Ramp

Parkway) Parkway) Reduction
Average Average in Delay
- Level of Level of
Year Delay Service Delay Service (Seconds)
(Seconds) {Seconds)
2009 67.8 E - - -
2012 127.5 F 136.7 F -9.2
2021 456.4 F 467.0 F -10.8
2031 509.5 F 517.6 F -8.6
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3 Potential Beneficiaries '-to Road Network Improvements

Both the National Capital and Canberra Spatial Plans identify the airport as a major employment
node and describe the importance of considering the Majura Parkway as a future major road. In a
regional planning context the road plan provides improved access from and to Queanbeyan and the
wider NSW region via the Monaro Highway. In terms of the National road network, constructing
the Majura Parkway will provide better connections with the Federal Highway. In summary, the
road plan presented has a strategic context and is important to support the current and the future
development of Canberra and the surrounding NSW region.

The considered road network as well as being utilized by several groups of road users is of interest
to several stakeholder organizations at different levels. Table 3-1, demonsirates the potential
beneficiaries to any improvements occurring for this road network.
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, s (Beneficiarie
. Canberra Airport Grou
Canberra Airport Traffic {(Passengers) ACT and Austr alis n Gove "fm ant Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (Freight) Canberra Airport Group Local
Canberra Airport Traffic {Employees) Canberra Airport Group Local
Canberra Alrport Traffic (Passengers) ACT Government Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (Freight) ACT Government Local
ACT Government Local
Canberra Airport Traffic (Employees) Depariment of Defence Federal
' (Brindabella Park)
Gungahlin Commuter Traffic ACT Government (Land Sales) Local
Traffic g?:::g Jg;giﬁﬁ;iﬁrs Joint Department of Defence Federal
Queanbeyan Through Traffic* RTA & Queanbeyan City Council Regional
Better Connections with the Federal Department of Transpart & Federal
Highway** Regional Services (Auslink)
Polmmanéésgél;?am\?ir;:tggmbers &, National Capital Authority Federal

* Regional traffic from NSW either on Pialligo Avemie and or the Federal Highway represent a high
proportion of daily travel on the roads in the vicinily of the airport particularly on the section of Pialligo
Avenue past the airport where almost 90% is generated in Queanbeyan and the surrounding NSW regions.

** Commercial traffic on the Monaro Higlnvvay and Majura Road répresent some 16% of the total irgffic

presently with the connection behyeen the Monaro Highway, Majura Road and the Federal Highway an
important freight route within the ACT but also for regional NSV,
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4 Construction Cost

The capital cost estimated for the project in July 2008 was $242 million (excluding GST). This has
been escalated by 3 per cent to $250 million. The final cost of the project is likely to be higher
subject to further cost escalation to tender time.
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5 Economic Analysis

5.1 Introduction

In order to assess the economic feasibility of constructing the Majura Parkway, an analysis of the
costs and benefits of the project against the ‘do nothing® scenario was undertaken over a 30 year

period. Through this process the Net Present Value (NPV) and Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR),

associated with the full implementation of the Majura Parkway design and construction in the first
3 years of the analysis period, were estimated. The Australia Transport Council (ATC) National

Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia recommends a 30 year life for road

projects and a ‘much longer life’ for bridges. The Majura Parkway has several major bridges and
therefore the economic life of the project has been assumed to be 40 years, which still leaves it with
a 10 year residual value after the 30 year evaluation period. '

5.2 Construction and Maintenance Costs

Capital construction costs and maintenance life costs were estimated relating to the implementation
of the Ultimate Majura Parkway. '

Table 5-1 below indicates an initial approximate estimate of the project design and construction
costs. Although the estimate is still subject to further defailed design, it provides a broad overview
of the magnitude of costs, which is considered appropriate for economic analysis purposes at this
stage. .

Table 5-1 — Initial Project Costs (ex GST)

B e | Project Cost -
Base Case (Without Parkway) $0
Upgrade Option (With Parkway) | $250 million

A simplified maintenance cost was also calculated for the analysis. The cyclic maintenance was
assumed to occur every 5 years from the year of work completion and opening to traffic. The
cyclic maintenance cost was estimated as 0.5% of the construction cost for the first application and
then for the remaining 3 applications was estimated as a 1% of the construction cost. Similarly for
annual maintenance, its cost was estimated as 0.125% of the construction cost for the initial years
of application prior to the first cyclic maintenance, and this is raised to 0,25% of the construction
cost in the succeeding years of application. In years that cyclic maintenance is applied, the annual
maintenance cost is assumed to be $0.

5.3 Travel Related Costs

Several indicators of travel are obtained as output from the Paramics runs in the AM peak, namely
the number of Vehicle Kilometres Travelled (VKT), the number of Vehicle Hours Travelled (VHT)
as well as the mean speed. These are obtained for the years 2009, 2012, 2021 and 2031. The
annual stream of VKT and VHT were estimated over a 40 year period with annual values
interpolated between modelled values in 2009, 2012, 2021 and 2031. The growth between 2021
and 2031 was used to extrapolate values for 2038 and 2048. These are used to estimate the benefits
for the existing condition continuing as well as for the upgraded network option. For each, the
following travel related costs were estimated:

A Vehicle Operating Cost (VOC): - this is dependent on the number of Vehicle-Kilometres
Travelled (VK.T) as well as on the Vehicle Operating Cost per km (VOC/km) obtained
from the RTA Economic Analysis Manual

A Time Cost (TC): - this is dependent on the Vehicle-Hours Travelled (VHT) as well as on
the vehicle composition, average vehicle occupancy and value of travel time obtained from
the RTA Economic Analysis Manual

Majura Parkway Eccnomic Analysis : Final Report : January 2002 Page 13
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A Accident Cost (AC): - this is dependent on the VKT as well as on the accident rate per
Million Vehicle-Kilometres Travelled (MVKT) obtained from the RTA Economic
Analysis Manual

The following sections detail the exact methodology used for estimating each of these costs:

5.3.1 Vehicle Operating Cost

Vehicle operating cost (VOC) is a function of kilometres travelled and VOC/km. From the most
recent update of road user cost (RUC) values (June 2007) by Austroads, the equation to estimate
vehicle operating cost is given by:

¢:=A+§+C-V+D-V2

where:

c = vehicle operating cost (cents/km)
4, B, C, D = model coefficients
4 ~ =all day average link speed

This study considers four types of vehicles, namely private cars, business cars, light commercial
vehicles and articulated trucks. Vehicle composition is calculated from the total estimated demand
based on the proportions suggested by the Economic Analysis Manual of the RTA, as shown in
Table 5-2. The proportions used for this study are figures for peak hours.

Table 5-2 — Vehicle Fleet Composition (Economic Analysis Manual, RTA)

Private Car | Business Car Light Commerclal A

" Peak Hours 80 5 19 T4

Business Hours 63 : 22 10 5
Other Hours 85 5 7 3

The annual VOC per vehicle type are calculated by getting the product of the total VKT each year

and the estimated VOC per kitometre. The VKT for each vehicle type are calgulated by multiplying

the total VKT by the proportion of each vehicle type. The VOC per kilometre of each vehicle type

is estimated by applying the corresponding model coefficients, given in Table 5-3 (Freeways) and
Table 5-4 (At-Grade Roads), to the abovementioned equation.

Table 5-3 — Estimated VOC Parameters for Freeways

Vehicle Type A D

Cors 16.262 | 3929.76 | 023531 | 0.0000501
(-16.262) | (1553.78) | (0.23531) | (0.0000501)

Loy 130.00 | 5167.74 | 0.25629 | 0.001262
(-30.00) | (3396.74) | (0.25629) | (0.001262)

T30.00 | 1225538 | 0.01850 | 0.006029

HCV+Buses | a5'00) | (8544.38) | (0.01850) | (0.006029)

Note: Values in brackets are estimated parameters for VOC only specification,
while estimated parameter values outside brackets are for VOC plus
person time costs (commercial, freight and private time)

Source: Austroads (2007) Update of RYC Unit Values fo June 2007

Table 5-4 — Estimated VOC Parameters for All At-Grade Roads

; VO
Vehicle Type

2.185 3352.21 0.05711 0.0005795

Cars (2.185) | (976.21) | (0.05711) | (0.0005795)
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-3.096 3863.48 0.19609 0.0005658
{(-3.098) (2092.48) | (0.19609) [ (0.0005658)
5.885 9182.53 0.58625 0.0002108
HCV+Buses | (585 | (547153) | (0.58625) | (0.0002108)
Note: Values in brackets are estimated parameters for VOC only specification,
while estimated parameter values ouiside brackets are for VOC plus
person lime cosis (commercial, freight and private fime)
Sownrce: Austroads (2007) Update of RYC Unit Values to June 2007

LCV

Travel time costs are already incorporated in the estimated VOCs, so the benefits derived from
reduced travel times are included in the VOC savings.

5.3.2 Accident Costs

The expected number of accidents by type is a function of kilometres travelled. It is a known
phenomenon that the more travelling, the more is the propensity of getting involved in an accident.
Table 5-5 shows the average cost of accidents per Million VKT by road type. The existing road
network is assumed to be Arterial while the Majura Parkway is assumed to be Freeway.

Arterial 5,800
Freeway 14,300

The Accident Costs (AC) is a summation of all the costs expected to be incurred as a result of
occurrence of different types of accidents. The formulation for this computation is as follows:

Cost . Cost
Acopﬁon = [—— xM V"\'I('.cmmoJ + [— xMVK T('F."maJ!J

MVKT,

(Freewip)

MVETL i

5.3.3 Annualisation Factor

An annual expansion factor of 1825 was applied to the AM peak VOC, TTC and AC in order to
estimate the annual incurred costs over the evaluation period. The expansion factor is estimated by
applying the existing peak hour to daily flow ratio. Recent 24 hour traffic count data collected for
Canberra Airport Group along Majura Road provides a basis for estimating the peak hour to daily
traffic flow ratio. :

=(voc

AnnualCosts + ]‘TC(OPWHJ + AC(oprmu) )X 1825

opiton (aption)

5.4 Generated Traffic

From the National Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Appraisal
of Initiatives) published by the Australian Transport Council (ATC), ‘existing traffic’ is traffic that
uses the infrastructure affected in both the base and upgrade scenatios. Traffic demand in excess of
this that results from the implementation of the infrastructure improvement is considered ‘diverted’
or ‘generated’ traffic. This simply means that this demand came from somewhere outside the study
area, and is not new demand induced by the upgrade.

After the Majura Parkway is implemented, it has been forecasted that some traffic from the external
network (i.e. outside the modelled study area) will go through the study area because of improved
traffic operations. The benefits derived due to this generated traffic can be calculated by estimating
the consuners’ surplus gain, given by:

CSG:%(H "Pz)'(Qz +Q1)

where:

CSG = gonsumers’ surplus gain
Majura Partovay Economie Analysis : Final Report . January 2009 Page 15
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P, = perceived price (assumed to be the sum of POC and AC) for
the base case

P; = perceived price (assumed to be the sum of VOC and AC) for
the upgrade case

O = demand (converted to ¥KT) for the base case

Q; = demand (converted to ¥KT) for the upgrade case

5.5 Residual Value

A road construction project is expected to have no residual value (RF) left by the end of its
economic life. For the Majura Parkway option, the economic life of the project is assumed to be 40
years. The residual value at the end of the appraisal period of 30 years is estimated as the present
value of benefits for the remaining life of the asset for the remaining 10 years of the assumed 40-
year economic fife. This procedure for calculating the residual value is suggested by the National
Guidelines for Transport System Management in Australia, Volume 3 (Appraisal of Initiatives)
published by the Australian Transport Council (ATC). At the end of 30 years, the project is
expected to have a residual value of around $186 million using this approach.

5.6 Environmental Externalities

The RTA Manual includes monetary values for environmental externalities (noise, air pollution,
water pollution, ¢tc) and these are mainly shown as functions of VKT. Environimental exiernalities
(EE) are known to be functions not only of kilometres travelled but also of traffic operating speed
(i.e. it increases with kilometres travelled and reduces with the increase in operating speeds). The
Majura Parkway (upgraded network) option is expected to increase the operating speed for the
expected traffic as well as to increase the number of vehicle kilometres travelled, In this context the
RTA values are not sufficient to compare and assess the full impact of the environmental
externalities. '

However, some partial benefit may be estimated from the generated traffic outside the study area.
This is mainly that portion of the future demand that will not have passed through the study area
without the Majura Parkway. These are assumed to be traffic that are diverted from the external
network (i.e. road networks outside the study area), which are then subsequently assumed to be
morte highly urbanised than the areas surrounding the Majura Parkway. With these assumptions, the
" environmental costs caused by these ‘redirected’ traffic should then be reduced once they opt to go
through the Majura Parkway, which is in a more ‘rural’ setting than their original route choices. In
other words, environmental impacts at or near the City Centre are reduced through the diversion of
this demand to the Majura Parkway. The RTA costs for environmental externalities are classified
according to urban and rural settings, as shown in Table 5-6. The EE benefits (albeit partial) can
then be estimated by getting the difference between the environmental costs of the diverted tratfic
in an urban and rurat setting.

Table 5-6 — Envircnmental Externality Values per VKT for Passenger Cars and Buses (Economic

En'vironmenta xternali

Noise . .
Air Poliution 2.58 0.03 29.08 0.00
Water Pollution 0.39 0.04 4.36 (.04
Greenhouse 2.03 203 11.08 11.98
Nature and Landscape 0.05 0.48 0.13 1.32
Urban Separation 0.60 0.00 1.92 0.00
Upstream & Downsiream Costs 3.48 3.48 17.97 17.97
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5.7 Majura Parkway Benefits

The total expected benefits to be derived from constructing the Majura Parkway are estimated by
calculating the savings of the upgrade option (Ultimate Majura Parkway) as compared to the base
option (‘do nothing’) in terms of FOC savings, 7TC savings, AC savings, the residual value (RV)
after the 30-year appraisal period, and the environmental cost savings (EE). Values of such savings
for each option are depicted in Appendix A. The formulation for this computation is as follows:

B eneﬁ ts = (VOCUpgraﬂ’e - VOCBase )+ (ITCUpgmde - T-‘:!.—YC'.Bn_m ) + (A CUpgmde -4 CBase

5.8 Benefit Cost Ratio

In order to compare the costs and benefits of the proposed option relative to the existing road
network over the evaluation period, the change in monetary values over time needs to be accounted
for. This is achieved by discounting the annual costs and benefits of the project to the present year
using a range of discount rates (4%, 7%, and 10%). The normal indicators of the worth of a
project, the NPV and BCR for ¢ach option are estimated for each of these discount rates. The
analysis results are summarised in Table 5-7.

Table 5-7 — Results of Econon;nic Analysis

ongideretz:léb'pt'ion ,

. NPV in 2038
Discount Rates (000) BCR
4% $1,212.473 | 6.26
7% $636,615 4.05
10% $334,289 2.76

If the discounted present value of the benefits exceeds the discounted present value of the costs,
then the project is worthwhile. This is equivalent to the condition that the net benefit must be
positive. Another equivalent condition is that the ratio of the present value of the benefits to the
present value of the costs must be greater than one. In this context, it can be seen from the table
that all of the assumed discount rates produce positive NPVs as well as BCRs > 1. A detailed
spreadsheet of the output of the cost benefit analysis is included in Appendix A.
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6 Conclusions

Micro-simulation modelling was used to demonstrate the severity of the current peak traffic
congestion problems and the expected future further deterioration of the traffic conditions in this
network for both the ‘do nothing’ case and with the implementation of Majura Parkway. The results
showed significant improvements in terms of average travel speed and travel time for the North-
South direction, with the East-West corridor also benefiting although not as significantly.

The micro-simulation modelling was also used to obtain key performance indicators including
number of vehicle kilometres travelled as well as number of vehicle hours travelled both for the
existing road network as well as for the considered option in the years 2009, 2012, 2021 and 2031.

These were used in accordance with RTA economic Analysis Manual to estimate travel-related

costs for each option including Vehicle Operation Costs. Travel Time Costs and Accident Costs.
Capital construction costs, contingency, design, supervision costs were also estimated for each
option, including Annual and Cyclic maintenance costs.

Travel benefits associated with the implementation of Majura Parkway were determined by
subtracting the travel related costs of the upgraded option from those travel related costs of the ‘do
nothing’ scenario (i.e. the existing road network staying as it is with no future intervention).
Additional benefits include the generated traffic benefits, residual value of the project after the 30
year appraisal period and environmental cost savings.

~ The results of the cost-benefit analysis show that the construction of Majura Parkway can be
considered as economically feasible. This is based on the two obtained key performance indicators
namely the Net Present Value (NPV) and the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR). The upgraded network
produces a NPV equating to over $636 million after 30 years at a 7% discount rate. The estimated
BCR is 4.05 assuming the same appraisal period and discount rate.
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Appendix A Economic Analysis

A.1 With Majura Parkway vs Without Majura Parkway (30 years)

{$25,000) {$25,000}

($25,000) §0 $0 . $0 $0 50 §0 _ $0 {$25,000)
($100,000), $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 50 {$100,000)
($100,000) $0 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 ({100,000

50 {5250) $0 $31,040 | 51,654 $3,107 $421 50 $35,872

$0 ($250) $0 $35.049 | $1.712 $3,533 $464 $0 $40,508

$0 (3250} 50 $39,243 | $1,773 $4.018 $511 30 $45,295

50 {$250) $0 $43,628 | $1,836 $4,569 $563 50 $£50,346

30 30 {%$1,000) $48,243 | $1,901 $5,196 $621 30 $54,931.

30 {$500) $0 | $53,005 | $1,969 $5,909 $684 $0 $61,067

$0 {$500) $0 $58,014 | $2,038 §6,720 $754 50 367,026

$0 ($500) $0 363,246 [ $2111 $7,642 $831 $0 $73,330

30 ($500) $0 $68,712 | $2,185 $8,690 3916 50 $80,004

30 $0 ($2,000) $73,929 | $2.210 $9,490 $936 $0 384,566

30 . ($500) $0 $79,320 | $2,235 $10,363 $957 $0 382,375

$0 ($500) $0 $84,891 | $2,260 $11,317 $978 $0 $88,945

$0 ($500) 30 390,646 | $2,285 $12,358 $1,000 $0 $105,789

$0 - ($500) $0 $96,591 | $2,310 | $13,496 $1,022 $0 $112,919

$0 $0 {32,000} $102,733 | $2,336 514,738 $1.045 50 §118,851

30 (3500} 50 $109,077 | $2,362 $16,004 $1,068 $0 $128, 101

30 (3500} $0 $115,831 | $2,388 $17,575 $1,092 $0 $136,185

30 {$500) $0 $122,399 | $2,415 §$19,192 $1,116 §0 $144,622

30 {$500) 30 $129,390 | $2,441 $20,958 $1.141 §0 $153,430

$0 $0 ($2,000) $136,609 | $2.,469 $22,887 $1,166 $0 §161,130

$0 ($500) $0 $144,065 | §2,496 $24,993 $1,192 30 $172,245

$0 ($500) 50 | $151,764 | $2,623 $27,292 $1.218 $0 §182 298

$0 ($500) $0 $159,713 | $2,551 $29,804 $1,245 30 $192,814

$0 {$500) $0 $167,922 | $2,580 $32,547 $1,273 $0 $203,821

$0 30 ($2,000} $176,397 | $2,608 $35,542 $1,301 30 $213,848

$0 {$500) $0 $185.147 | $2,637 $38,812 $1.330 $182,631| $470.057

e $250,000)] ($9.000) ($9,000)  [$2,566,374| $58,284 | $409,571 $24 844 $182,631 [$2.973,70

PRESENT VALUES —
PV @ 7% (($203,120)| ($3.026) ($2.548) | $695,219 (518,965 | $99,761 - $7,438 $23,992 | $636,615
PV @ 4% [($221,532) (54.668) ($4,228) |$1,169,864) 529,607 | $175374 |  $12,003 $56,300 [$1,212,473
PV @ 10%[{$1686,821)] ($2,051) ($1,607) $436,638 | $12,828(  $60,011 54,854 $10,466 | $334,2589
. Dis ate 4.0%
= NPV(000) $1212,473 $636,6
CR 626
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- 50 %0 50 50 ($25,000)

| (525,000 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 50 {$25,000)

$100,000) %0 $0 $0 $0 30 50 50 (§100,000)

5100000  $0 $0 . $0 $0 50 50 50 ($190,000)

: {$250) $0 $31,040 | $1,654 | $3,107 $421 30 $35.972

$0 ($250) $0 $35,040 | $1.712 | $3.533 $464 30 $40,508

$0 (3250) $0 $39,243 | $1,773 | $4,018 $511 $0 $45,295

$0 (3250) $0 $43,628 | $1,838 | $4,560 $563 $0 $50,346

50 ($1,000) | $48,213 | $1,901 | $5,196 $621 30 $54,931

($500) $0 $53,005 | $1,069 | $5.509 5684 50 361,067

{$500) $0 $58,014 | $2,038 | $8,720 $754 $0 367,026

(3500) $0 $63,246 | 52,111 | $7.642 831 $0 $73,330

{$500) $0 $68,712 | $2,185 | $8.690 5916 50 $60,004

$0 {$2,000) | $73,929 | $2,210 | $9,490 $938 30 $84,566

{$500) $0 $79,320 | $2,235 | $10,363 $957 $0 $92.375

($500) $0 . | $84.891 | $2,260 | $11,317 $978 $0 398,945

($500) 30 $90,646 | $2,285 | $12,358 |  $1,000 $0 $105,789

£$500) 50 $96,501 | 52,310 | $13.496 | $1,022 $0 §112.819

%0 (52,000) | $102,733 | $2,336 | $14,738 | $1,045 $0 $118,851

($500) 50 £109,077 | $2,362 | $16,004 | $1,068 50 $128,101

($500) $0 $115,691 | $2,388 | $17,575 | 31,092 50 $136,185

(5500 $0 $122,399 | 52,415 | $19,192 | $1,116 $0 $144.622

(5500) 30 $120,300 | 52,441 | $20958' | $1,141 $0 $153,.430

$0 (32,000 | $136,600 | $2,460 | 522,887 | $1.168 $0 $161,130

($500) 50 $144,065 | $2,496 | $24,993 | §1,192 $0 $172.245

(5500) 30 $151.764 | 52,523 | $27,292 | 31,218 $0 $182.298

($500) 30 $150,713 | $2,551 | 329,804 | 31,245 $0 $192.814

($500) 30 $167,922 | $2.580 | 332,647 | $1,273 $0 $203,821

$0 (52,000) | $176.397 | $2.608 | $35,542 | $1,301 $0 $213,848

($500) $0 $185,147 | $2,637 | $38,812 | $1,330 $0 $227.426

($500) %0 $197,244 | $2.666 | $42,384 | $1,360 $0 $243,153

(3500) $0 $210,131 | $2,696 | $46,284 | $1,390 $0 $260.000

($500) $0 $223,860 | $2,726 | 550,543 | $1.471 $0 $278,049

50 (52,000) | 5238,486 | $2,756 | $55,194 | $1,452 30 $295,888

($500) $0 $254,068 | $2,787 | 360,273 | 31484 30 $318,112

(3500) $0 $270.667 | 52,818 | $65,819 | $1,517 $0 $340,322

($500) $0 $288,352 | $2,840 | $71.876 |  $1,551 $0 $364,128

(5500) $0 $307,191 | $2,881 | $78,.490 | $1,585 $0 $389,648

50 (§2,000) | $327,262 | $2,013 | $85.713 | 51,621 50 £415,509

{$500) $348,644 | $2,946 | 593,601 51,657 50 §446,347

{313,500} | (313,000} [$5,232,279] $86,323 [51,057.016] 539,882 $0 6,139,004

PRESENTVALUES | | T T T

PV @ 7% [(5203,120)] ($3.467) | ($2.891) | $932,666 | $21,536 | $156,800 | _ $8,800 $0 $910,442

PV @ 4% [($221,532)] (§5,833) | ($5,189) |$1,823,065|$36,493 | $333,432 |  $15,737 $0 $1.976,174

PV @ 10%((5186,821)] (52,224} | ($1,734) | $525,986 |$13,807 | $81,385 | $5,374 $0 $435,774
Discount Rale - 40% 7.0%  100%
NEV ('00 172 $910,442 $435,774 -
507535 328 .
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Table 1: Traffic modelling summary by forecast year

Forecast Year Forecast Year
2009 2012 2021 2031 | 2009 | 2012 2021 2031
Trip Number 9,328 | 10,658 | 14,411 | 15,257 10,623 | 14,872 | 15,810
Observation AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour
Annualisation Factor 1,825 1,825
VHT 834 | 984 | 1,843 2,767 [ 2009 | 759 [ 1,245 ] 1,204
Observation AM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour
Annualisation Factor 1825 1825
VKT 36,983 | 39,946 | 54,515 [ 59,522 { 2009 [ 45,558 | 67,967 [ 76,277
Observation _ AM Peak Hour ‘ AM Peak Hour
Annualisation Factor 1,825 1,825
Table 2: Traffic Modelling Summary — Market Segmentation (in 000s)
=t A parade:Ontio
Forecast Year Forecast Year
2008 2012 2021 2031 2009 | 2012 2021 2031
_ Existing | 17,024 | 19451 | 26,300 | 27,844 0 10,033 | 14,069 | 14,630
Trips (Annual) | Diverted 0 0 0 0 0| 9354 122356 | 14,223
Induced 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
, Existing 1,521 1,797 | 3,363 5,051 0 539 880 730
VHT (Annual} | Diverted 0 0 0 0 0 845 | 1,392 1,467
Induced 0] 0 0] 0 0] 0| o -0
Existing | 67,494 | 72,901 | 99,490 , 108,628 0/ 21,208 | 29,588 | 30,579
VKT (Annual} | Diverted 0 0 0 0 0} 61,986 | 94,452 | 108,627
Induced 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 3: Undiscounted Benefits by Item (in $¢000)

| : de Op
Forecast Year Forecast Year
2009 2012 2021 2031 2009 | 2012 2021 2031

VOC (including Time) 124,528 | 132,574 | 185,414 | 251,119 0| 105,366 | 116,702 | 121,729
Accident Cost 3,091 3,339 4 557 4975 0 1,742 2,371 2,534
Generated Traffic Benefit 0 0 0 0 0| -2,732 -8,690 | -20,958
Environmental Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 -382 -916 -1,141
Residual Value Benefit 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0| -182631

NOTE: Benefits are shown as negative while costs are shown as positive

Table 4a: Calculation of undiscounted benefits by item

rec year
2031 2031
$ (million Undiscounted) 251,119 121.729
Valuation Parameter VKT, speed, road type, vehicle type

Source " | Macro and Micro-simulation Models




c=A+§+C-V+D-V2

. where;
Algorithm c = vehicle operating cost {cents/km)
ABCD = model coefficients
v = all day average link speed

Algorithm taken from Austroads manual

Table 4b: Calculation of undiscounted benefits by item

_ Upgrade Option -
Forecast year Forecast Year
2031 ' 2031
$ (million :
Undiscounted) 4.975 2.533

Valuation Parameter VKT, road classification

Source Macro and Micro-simulation Models

Cost Cost
AC =) ————x MVK +|————xMVKT,. .
‘aption [ MV ,KT(“brzriao z'rlrieria!j] [ MV e (Fri “J‘)]

| Algorithm Accident costs are defined in RTA Economic Analysis Manual, Appendix B

Table 4¢: Calculation of undiscounted benefits by item

e Op

: Foas year Forecas Year
2031 2031
Undiscounted) 0 -20.958
Valuation Parameter | Calculated benefit per vehicle. Calculated benefit per vehicle
Source Macro and Micro-simulation Models, economic Analysis
1
CSG = 5(1)1 _Pz)' (Qz +Q1)
where: :
CSG = consumers’ surplus gain
Py = percelved price (assumed fo be the sum of VOC and AC) for the
base case
P» = perceived price (assumed fo be the sum of VOC and AC) for the
upgrade case
Qq = demand {converted to VKT) for the base case
Q; = demand (converted to VKT) for the upgrade case
Algorithm N ‘ o




Table 4d; Calculation of undiscounted benefits by item

Base Case " Upgrade Option

_ Forecast year 7 I Forecast Year
2031 _ 2031

$ (million
Undiscounted) 0 -1.141
Valuation ,
Parameter VKT by urban/rural
Source Macro and Micro-simulation Models

The RTA Economic analysis manual details environmental costs by VKT for

urban and rural travel. Induced demand on Majura Parkway is assumed to

have come from an urban road and the difference in the urban and rural

| Algorithm environmental costs is used to determine the actual benefit.
Table de: Calculation of undiscounted benefits by item
: H : AS6 parade - Gptig
; . Forecast year Forecast Year
2031 2031

$ (million
Undiscounted) 0 -182.631
Valuation
Parameter NPV of benefits of project over life past econemic analysis period
Source Economic Analysis

.| Algorithm

The actual life of the road is assumed to be 40 years. The NPV of the benefit
from the Majura Parkway over the extended life Is assumed to be the residual
value. This method is detailed in the ATC manual.

LG
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LRy
From: Wl M ©infrastructure.gov.au]
Sent: Saturday, 17 January 2009 2:49 PM
To:
Subject; RE: ACT Government Submission [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]
Flag Status: Flagged
Thanks .

From: RN [ mailto ARG o ct.gov.au]

Sent: Friday, 16 January 2009 17:48

To: Yy

Cc: iy

Subject: RE: ACT Government Submission [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Paul

_Piease see attached two documents covering the outstanding table on minimum information requirements, and the
[ ngs against strategic objectives. Again, apology for the delay.

| trust this completes the information requirément. Please feel free to call any time over the weekend if you require
clarification or further information.

Regards

SN | Exccutive Director | Policy Coordination and Development Division | ACT Treasury r—
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | , |

From: I [mailto: SR @infrastructure.gov.au]

Sent: Friday, 16 January 2009 10:23 AM

To:

Cc: A

Subject: RE: ACT Government Submission [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

;" inksemm. As discussed, please email any outstanding information (including delivery table of minimum
\_...ormation requirements) through electronically to me and (SSERNEER: by the end of today and courier relevant
appendices to our office address below.

Regards

Infrastructure Australia

Level 21 Deutsche Bank Building

126 Phillip Street

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Telephone: (+612) 8114 1914

Fax: (+612) 8114 1532

Email; W@ infrastructure.gov.au

From: wniEEERY [mailto Wbk @act.gov.au]
Sent: Thursday, 15 January 2009 17:30




To: G : y
Cc: WN—Y - I

Subject: ACT Government Submission
Gy @IS
SR

Paul

Please see the aftached updated material in support of the proposal to link the Federal Highway to the Monaro
Highway — Majura Parkway.

The main word document should provide an executive summary of the project, response to the feedbac 1A, and
further information. The economic appraisal has been done agaln to address the issues raised in the feedback

document provided before Christmas.
NS RN,

There are seven appendices, two of which are attached to this email as follows:
L -0

Appendix B: The Economic Analysis Report prepared by SMEC Australia; :
Appendix G: Minimum Information Requirement Template

Three appendiées (Appendix A, C and D) are rather large documents. Those are being sent through courier in CD
and/or hard copy format. ] : (

Two appendices (Appendix E and F) will be forwarded in the morning through email. | apologise for the delay in
sending these.

Thanks once agaln for your feedback and opportunity to provide further mformatlon Please let me know if you require
any further information or clarification.

SESSNNNEP| Executive Director | Policy Coordination and Development w i!ﬁﬁ | ACT Treasury vl
Phone: (02) 6207 0228 | unniliiED

<<Executive Summary 15 January 2009 — Flnal doc>> <<Appendix B — Majura Parkway Econo N.uf-nmai.t-
2009-01-15 rev 5a.pdf>> <<Appendix G —IA Minimum Information Requirements Template. pdf>>

_______________________________________________________________________ Lisad

This email, and any attachmentsMnfidential and also privileged. If you are -
not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies of this
transmission along with any attachments immediately. You should not copy or use it for
any purpose, nor disclose its contents to any other person.

Disclaimer

This message has been issued by the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Developme
Local Government. The information transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and may
contain confidential and/or legally privileged material. Any review, re-transmission, disclosure,
dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or
entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may result in severe penalties. If you have
received this e-mail in error, please notify the Department on (02) 6274-7111 and delete all copies of this
transmission together with any attachments.

N

This email, and any attachments, may be confidential and also privileged. If you are
not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copﬁ' il ﬁ'this
L ot




Ale

transmission along with any attachments immediately. You should not copy or use it for
any purpose, nor disclose its contents to any other person.

Disclaimer

This message has been issued by the Depariment of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and
Local Government. The information transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and may
contain confidential and/or legally privileged material. Any review, re-transmission, disclosure,
dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or
entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited and may result in severe penalties. If you have
received this e-mail in error, please notify the Department on (02) 6274-7111 and delete all copies of this
transmission together with any attachments. '

'lf_“‘llr.
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