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CANTHETRAM INC 

SUBMISSION TO ACT AUDIT OFFICE 

CAPITAL METRO STAGE 1 PROJECT 

Introduction 

This Submission 

This submission is made by CanTheTram Inc, in response to the intention of the ACT Audit Office to conduct a 

review of the Capital Metro Stage 1 project.  

CanTheTram Inc has been active in investigation and analyses of the shortcomings of this project, as pursued by 

the ACT Government, through its Capital Metro Agency (CMA). 

The submission provides information and comment relevant to: 

• whether the ACT Government has met its statutory responsibilities in the procurement to date of the 

Capital Metro Stage 1 project, in accordance with the Government Procurement Act 2001; and 

• the Role of the ACT Audit Office in assuring provisions of the Act, in respect of its audit of the project. 

Role and Task of the ACT Audit Office  

According to its published Performance Audit Program 2015‐16 and Potential Audits to Commence over 2016‐
17 to 2017‐18, the ACT Audit Office intends to conduct an audit in 2015-16 into The Initiation of the Light 

Rail Project (Capital Metro Agency).   

Details of the task are shown at Annex A, Box A-2.   A follow-up audit is planned for 2017-17 of which details 

are given at Annex A, Box A-3  

This submission recognises that the main functions and powers of the ACT Audit Office and the Auditor-

General as set out in the Auditor-General Act 1996. The Act provides the Auditor-General with a broad mandate 

to do anything that is incidental or conducive to carrying out the functions of the Auditor-General, including: 

• to promote public accountability in the public administration of the Territory; 

• to audit annual financial statements of the Territory, departments and Territory authorities under the 

Financial Management Act 1996; and 

• to conduct performance audits. 

The ACT Audit Office’s Performance Audit Program also includes The Mandate and Role of the Audit Office 

and The Objectives of a Performance Audit [Annex A, Box A-4], which are relevant to this submission. 

Government Procurement Act 2001 

Clause 22A of the Government Procurement Act 2001is held to be relevant to this submission, given that it 

directly concerns the procurement of Capital Metro Stage 1 project and the processes the ACT Government and 

the Capital Metro Agency (CMA) has used to date. See Annex A, Box A-1. 

It is noted that CMA: 

• let tenders to two short-listed consortia in late March 2015; and 

• tenders were received from the two consortia on 4 September 2015. 

Relevant Criteria 
Criteria considered relevant to this submission, as distilled from the Procurement Act 2001 and Performance 

Audit Program 2015‐16 and Potential Audits to Commence over 2016‐17 to 2017‐18, are detailed in Annex A 

in respect of: 

• the Procurement Act 2001, 

• the role of the ACT Audit Office [Table 2 – Proposed Audits to Commence in 2015‐16], 

• Performance Audits [Performance Audit Program 2015‐16, Attachment A], and 

• the first audit of the Project 

Questions addressed 

Given the criteria that must be met in audit of this Government project (Capital Metro Stage 1), the following 

questions will be addressed in this submission: 

• Does the Project represent value for money? 

 Does it provide greatest benefit for the whole community?  



3 

 

 Does it represent economic, efficient and effective use of public resources? 

 

• Has the Project been conducted with probity and ethical behaviour? 

 Has there been open and effective competition? 

 Have market approaches for the Project been beyond reproach? 

 Has there been an arms-length relationship between CMA and consortia? 

 

• Is the electorate being well informed about the Project? 

• Has the information lead to sound policy decisions? 

• Is Project expenditure to date reasonable and well controlled? 

 

Answers to these questions are provided at Table 1, as derived from the more detailed comments and 

observations contained in Table 2 that follow the essential events of the project timeline. 

Table 1 – Answers to Questions 

 

Question (according to 
relevant criteria) 

Response Reference 

Does the Project 
represent value for 
money? 

No, for the following reasons: 

• The Government completely ignored the superior Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) option, to proceed with the Light Rail Transit  (LRT) 
option.  

• It has failed to perform ‘due diligence’ in respect of alternative 
transport systems, especially those making use of emerging 
technologies. 

• The Business Case, as published, is a grossly inadequate 
document upon which to have based a Government decision to 
spend upwards of $2 billion over 30 years (2014 prices) on 12 km 
of tramway. 

 

Annex C, 
Ref A 

 

 

Annex B 

 

Annex D, 

Doc 8 

 

• Does it provide 
greatest benefit for 
the whole 
community?  

No, for the following reasons: 

• Canberra taxpayers cannot afford light rail.  It is simply too 
expensive and a gross waste of taxes, especially given the 
increasing Government debt. 

• At around $2 billion, the opportunity cost is far too high. Such 
massive investment by the taxpayer would be far better spent on 
much more worthwhile infrastructure projects/services such as 
hospitals, schools, a new convention centre, better roads and in 
improving services by the ACTION bus network.   

• Other infrastructure projects would generate as many if not more 
jobs that the proposed light rail. 

• Independent analysis has estimated the real, total cost of the 
12km Gungahlin-Civic tramway to be more than $2 billion over 30 
years (2014 prices).   

• All Canberra ratepayers will face rates increases of some $400-
$600 a year over 20 years to pay for Stage 1 alone. 

•  80% or more of Canberrans will rarely or never use it.  Only 
about 4% would use it regularly. 
 

• The Government can rightfully be accused of well over-gilding the 
lily with its claim of 3,500 jobs created to the point of grossly 
misleading the public as to the benefits of light rail work. 
 

 

Annex D, 
Doc 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annex D, 
Doc 6 
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• Does it represent 
economic, efficient 
and effective use of 
public resources? 

No, for the following reasons: 

• See previous comments. 
 

 

Has the Project been 
conducted with probity 
and ethical behaviour? 

No, for the following reasons: 

• The ACT Government has neither popular support nor a clear 
electoral mandate for the project.  

• Nevertheless, the Government intends to sign construction 
contracts before the Oct16 election, contrary to its pre-election 
2012 policy statement and post-election Parliamentary 
Agreement. This is seen by many voters and taxpayers as 
contempt for their democratic rights. 

• The Government has even legislated to prevent recourse to the 
courts of grievances by citizens, in respect of development one 
kilometre either side of the proposed tramway corridor.  That is 
considered by many voters as abrogating their democratic rights. 

• There has been far too much secrecy and lack of transparency by 
the Government on this project, most probably because the 
Government knows that its case for the project is very weak. 

• The Capital Metro project should be cancelled immediately or 
deferred with no construction contracts being signed until the 
ACT Government seeks and obtains a clear electoral mandate for 
the project at the 2016 election.   

• In respect of probity, only the Government knows the answer to 
this question, because taxpayers have not been kept adequately 
informed to form an opinion.  

• The Government has failed to provide a coherent or compelling 
Business Case for Capital Metro Stage 1.  Its most important 
deficiency is to ignore the substantial cost of capital which, when 
included, drops the claimed benefit-cost ratio to well below unity 
to 0.81 at the most optimistic.  The Government claim that the 
project is cost-effective cannot be sustained. 

• See comments about ‘arm’s length relationships’. 

 

Annex D, 
Doc 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Annex D, 
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Annex D, 
Doc 8 

• Has there been open 
and effective 
competition? 

It would appear so but the truth is unknown at this point of the 
tendering and evaluation process. 

See later comments.  

 

• Have market 
approaches for the 
Project been beyond 
reproach? 

It would appear so but the truth is unknown at this point of the 
tendering and evaluation process. 

However, the Government has often stated that it will not make any 
‘availability’ payment until the trams start rolling.  To experienced 
capital project managers, that is a naïve attitude and expectation.  
The Government will find that it would be up for substantial 
payment upon contract signature. 

 

 

Annex D, 
Doc 8,9 

• Has there been an 
arms-length 
relationship 
between CMA and 
consortia? 

No, for the following reasons: 

• As reported in the Canberra Times article of 5Sep15, the CMA has 
conducted over 80 workshops with the two consortia in the 23 
weeks between release and close of tenders , the latter on 
4Sep15. 

• To experienced capital project managers, that is an 
extraordinarily high number of close contacts with tenderers.  A 
few such meeting are required to clarify requirements but the 

 

Annex C, 
Ref W 
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need for such a high number should be questioned, given the risk 
of allegiances and bias creeping into the selection process. 

• One can easily suspect Government motivation for this activity, 
given that normally expected evaluation and contract negotiation 
periods could be considerably shortened and even curtailed. 

Annex D, 
Doc 5 

Is the electorate being 
well informed about 
the Project? 

No, for the following reasons: 

• While the Government has spent a great deal of money on 
expensive feel-good promotion of the project, over several years 
to date, it has been less than transparent in advising taxpayers of 
their potential liability of some $2 billion over 30 years (2014 
prices). 

• In spite of several letters to Minister Corbell, the Government has 
flatly refused to answer questions about potential costs, except 
the nominal capital cost of $783 million. 

• In fact, Minister Corbell has stated in has last letter to 
CanTheTram Inc that he would not be answering anymore such 
letters or providing any more information than is already in the 
public domain.  

• Minister Corbell was again advised that information that is 
already in the public domain did not answer many important 
questions to which taxpayers have the right to a clear answer. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Letters 
can be 
produced 
upon 
request 

 

 

Has the information 
lead to sound policy 
decisions? 

No, for the following reasons: 

• The Business Case (at least as published) is a completely 
inadequate document upon which to base a decision to proceed 
with a $2 billion project, as the Government has done.  

• Unfortunately, no content of the Business Case can be validated 
by any analyst outside the Government.   

• No competent economics authority has ever endorsed the 
project.  Note: Contrary to what the Government has claimed, in 
his report of 31Oct14, a Professor Scrafton had not been asked to 
comment on the economics of the project, just the process 
followed.  

• Proceeding with it would lock Canberra into old technology and 
out of new emerging 21st century transport options.  Alternative 
and modern public transport system appropriate to Canberra’s 
special needs were either dismissed on not considered by the 
Government in deciding upon the project. 

 

Annex D, 
Docs 7,8,9 

 

 

Details 
provided 
on 
request 

Annex B 

 

Is Project expenditure 
to date reasonable and 
well controlled? 

There is no reason to believe that project expenditure to date, of the 
$80.5 million now budgeted, has not been properly controlled by 
the CMA. 

That said, the Government has not made it clear to taxpayers that 
the $80.5 million (or more to come) is actually on top of the 
expected contract price, whatever that may turn out to be. 
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Timeline 

The timeline of events seen as significant to this project and submission are detailed in Table 2, along with certain observations on each. 

Table 2 – Project Timeline and Observations 

 

SN 
Date Capital Metro Stage 1 

Related Event 
Observations References 

1 Aug12 Infrastructure Australia 
Project Submission  

In this submission, the ACT Government requested $15 million for light rail study but Infrastructure Australia 
rejected the request on the grounds that the project was not economic. 

In essence, the report compared two systems for the Gungahlin-Civic corridor – a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
system and a Light Rail Transit (LRT).  Respective undiscounted costs and benefit-cost ratios are shown in the 
table below.  However, the ACT Government still opted for the more expensive and less efficient LRT system.  
Infrastructure Australia rejected an ACT Government request for a grant and the decision to pursue the LRT 
option has been roundly criticised since by the Centre for International Economics (CIE) and the Productivity 
Commission. 

Summary – URS Report Figures [1] [2] [3] 

Component 

[Higher Density Land Use Scenario] 

BRT 

$M 

L RT 

$M 

Undiscounted Capital cost (2011) 276 614 

Undiscounted Additional capital cost (30y) 82 89 

Undiscounted Total Capital cost (30y) 358 703 

Undiscounted Operations and Support 
Costs (30y) 

123 200 

   

Benefit to cost ratio 4.78 2.34 

Notes: 

1. The four Economic Appraisal Tables at the end of the URS report 
seem to be in error, at least in the titles of the tables. 

2. Undiscounted costs and benefit-cost ratios are used as being more 
meaningful than discounted figures, which, in the URS report, are of 

doubtful validity. 

3. All cost figures are in 2011 prices and are risk-free estimates. 

A, Annex C 
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Given the contentious selection of a LRT solution, the Government then identified the Gungahlin-Civic 
corridor as the best for Stage 1.   In the minds of many, it has done so for the wrong reasons.  It is obvious 
that this corridor has been chosen because of the potential for real estate development and not because it is 
the most appropriate corridor to serve the travelling public.   

As often stated by the Government, Capital Metro Stage 1 is first ‘urban transformational’ and second a 
public transport link, ie the tramway is but the catalyst to development.  The Government hopes to gain 
from land sales, betterment fees and annual rates, rather than as a desirable transport link that would 
service most deserving customers.  Sadly, it will be to the detriment of infrastructure elsewhere in Canberra.  
Stage 1 will rapidly become a money pit that every taxpayer will be expected to feed.   

Points: 

1. The Government deliberately chose to pursue the LRT option in spite of it having a CostBenefit Ratio 
(BCR) less than half the BRT option and at more than twice the cost.   

2. The Government has never explained why it chose the LRT option when the BRT option was clearly 
superior.  Instead it commissioned a Business Case to convince itself that the LRT was an economic 
option, albeit one much less than the BRT option. 

3. See comments under Full Business Case. 

 

 21Sep12 ACT Labor Policy 
Statement  

The Labour policy statement does not commit to construction of light rail in 2016, let alone before the 
October 2016 election.  It committed only to expenditure of $30 million for planning and development of 
the project.  That money was subsequently budgeted but was boosted to $81.5 million in the 2016 budget – 
for funding of Capital Metro Agency (CMA) activities.  

B, Annex C 

 2Nov12 Parliamentary Agreement 
– Labor and Greens Party 

The Parliamentary Agreement does not commit the ACT Government to start construction of Capital Metro 
Stage 1 before the October 2016 election. 

Appendix 1, Item 2.2 of the Agreement states: 

Progress a light rail network for Canberra by: 

• establishing a statutory independent authority to implement the light rail project and associated 
development in the corridor, 

• undertaking the necessary design studies, preparatory work, financing, procurement and tendering 
arrangements, with a target date for laying tracks for the first route commencing in 2016, 

• creating a Canberra-wide light rail master plan. 

Points: 

1. The Government fully intends to sign construction contracts before the October 2016 election without 
either a mandate or public support to do so.  

C, Annex C 
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2. At the last ACT election in 2012, very few Canberrans would have thought they were voting for light 
rail, let alone a start to construction before the next election, let alone for the allocation of the 
claimed cost of $783 million to fund it, let alone the true 30 year cost of $2 billion (2014 prices). 

 Jul13 Capital Metro Agency 
(CMA) established  

Established formally 1Jul13, but existed as part of the Land Development Agency before that date.    

 2May14 National Partnership 
agreement on Asset 
Recycling and Schedule A 

The Chief Minister of the ACT signed this agreement on 2May14, pledging to sell as many as seven 
commercial assets and 11 public housing assets, with proceeds going to pay for Capital Metro Stage 1, in 
order to qualify for the 15% grant from the Federal Government.  The only asset sold to date is the ACTTAB 
for $105.5 million, which qualifies the government for a $60 million grant under the Agreement.   

Of the claimed infrastructure investment to be funded of $783 million, estimated proceeds of sales is 
$392.71 million (if achieved).  The minimum balance of $390 million would be funded by the PPP contractor 
or by a ‘capital contribution’ from the Government, using borrowed funds. 

Points: 

3. It is not clear whether the $60m must be spent on the contract or whether it could also be used to 
fund the CMA. 

4. Under Schedule A of the Agreement, the ACT Government must ensure: 

• the total stock of public housing does not fall below 10.848 dwellings, and 

• that tenants are to be relocated into suitable replacement housing before sale of the public 
housing assets. 

5. It remains to be seen if the Government can sell all of the planned assets within the timeframe 
allowed, ie before 30Jun19, by which time construction of the proposed infrastructure project must be 
started [not in 2016 let alone before the Oct16 election]. 

D, Annex C 

 May14 Capital Metro Job 
creation analysis report 
(commissioned by CMA) 

The claim by the Government that 3,500 jobs would be ‘created’ in the short-term and that many would 
remain on a permanent basis is quite exaggerated in that the numbers would in fact be much lower in 
practice.  

Tables 1 and 2 below are taken from the report.  It can be seen from Table 1 that the figure of 3,560 is the 
sum of gross ‘footprint’ temporary jobs (of quite variable duration) supported over the three-year 
construction period and that the maximum is 1,775 in Year 2 (2017).  There are not 3,500 new jobs created, 
as implied by the Government and UnionsACT. 

The report is also at pains to point out that what really matters is that “The net additional ‘achievable’ 
employment … adjusts the gross ‘footprint’ figure to better account for constraints in the economy, taking 
account of the displacement of jobs from elsewhere in the ACT economy.  As a result, net ‘achievable’ 
employment figures are more suitable for presenting what is most likely to occur on Capital Metro 
specifically (rather than indiscriminately across the economy).  It is closer to what people would actually see 

E, Annex C 
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on site, and would be a better guide when engaging with local industry”.  As shown in Table 2, the ‘net 
achievable’ total is 1,930 across three years, with a maximum of 965 in 2017 (year 2 of construction).   

Both tables make a distinction between direct jobs (actual construction related jobs) and indirect (flow-on) 
jobs (a combination of induced ‘industrial’ and ‘consumption’ jobs).   

The report goes on to say that “Avoiding phrases that assume economic constraints have already been 
accounted for and that; e.g. stating that the project “ supports 10,000 jobs” is more accurate than  “ creates 
10 ,000 new jobs” . 

Consequently, the best that the Government can claim is that Capital Metro Stage 1 would ‘support’, not 
‘create’, 1,930 net ‘achievable’ temporary jobs over the three year construction period, with a maximum of 
965 in Year 2 (2017), ie the maximum number of jobs that would be supported by the project would be 
1,930, all of variable duration; that is a long way from 3,500 being claimed by the Government. 

 

 

 

 

The Government’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) [Ref T, Annex C] reduces these figures even 
further.  In Chapter 2 (p41) it says that the construction workforce would vary depending on the stage of 
construction and associated activities. During peak construction activities, the Project will employ 
approximately 900 workers and the average workforce would be approximately 500 workers.  That is a very 
long way from the 3,500 jobs being claimed by the Government and UnionsACT. 

Points: 

1. The Government has claimed the ‘creation’ of 3,500 jobs by the project, when the claim is patently 
false, according to the very same report from which the figure was taken.  

Table 1           

Jobs from construction expenditure only – gross ‘footprint’

Project component 2016 2017 2018 Total

Light rail

Direct 545 725 180 1,450

Indirect 795 1,050 265 2,110

Total light rail 1,340 1,775 445 3,560

From App1 Capital Metro Job creation analysis May 2014

Table 2              

Jobs from construction expenditure only – net ‘achievable’

Project component 2016 2017 2018 Total

Light rail

Direct 545 725 180 1,450

Indirect 180 240 60 480

Total light rail 725 965 240 1,930

From App1 Capital Metro Job creation analysis May 2014
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2. UnionsACT claims the same 3,500 and has embarked on an extensive advertising campaign based on 
that false claim. 

3. The Government can rightfully be accused of well over-gilding the lily with its claim of 3,500 jobs 
created to the point of grossly misleading the public as to the benefits of light rail work. 

 27May14 Productivity Commission 
Inquiry Report 

This report does not endorse the project. 

Point: In fact, there is no competent economics authority that endorses the project. 

F, Annex C 

 Jun14 Capital Metro 
Communication and 
Engagement Survey 

This survey, conducted on behalf of the CMA, claimed that 55 per cent of those surveyed (some 1,100) were 
in favour of the project. 

Analysis showed that the survey was heavily biased in favour of getting a favourable position for the project; 
ie general support.  Even so, the support for the project is cited at 55% in favour, which is not exactly a 
ringing endorsement, given the biased, leading questions and avoidance of the hard ones. 

Sample hard questions that should also have been asked but were not are: 

• Do you know the minimum cost of just the Gungahlin-Civic tram (12 km) cited by the government ($614 
m)? 

• Do you know the most probable cost of just the Gungahlin-Civic tram (12 km) ($1,600m)? 

• Would you support Light Rail if you knew just the Gungahlin-Civic tram could cost as much as $1,600m? 

• Would you support Light Rail if you knew just the Gungahlin-Civic tram could cost even as much as 
$614m? 

• Would you rather have $614m (let alone $1,600m) spent of hospitals and other important infrastructure 
instead of on 12km of tramway? 

• Do you believe the network will ever be extended beyond the Gungahlin –Civic line to your residential 
area? 

• Do you believe the Government has a mandate from the electorate to commit to construction of Light 
Rail, beyond the $30m budgeted for pre-construction work?  

Points: 

1. The report should be seen for what it is – based on a loaded questionnaire to get a result favourable 
to the Government’s position.  It did not ask any of the hard questions. 

2. The Canberra Times on-line survey in Oct14 found that “Fifty-four per cent of people who took part in 
the online Canberra Times survey oppose light rail, and still more – 59 per cent – oppose the route.” 

3. The later UnionsACT telephone survey of Jun15, resulted in only 38.8 per cent support for the project. 

4. It is clear that the Government’s claim of majority public support for the project is not supported by 
the facts.  

5. To be fair, the Government has not made the same claim for quite some time, now preferring to base 
its case on a misleading claim of jobs creation. 

G, Annex C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N, Annex C 

 

S, Annex C 
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 Jun14 Report by Bob Nairn 
Consultants 

A detailed report by a profession in transport economics, dismissed out of hand by the Government. H, Annex C 

 11Jun14 Chief Minister’s 
statement that the 
Cabinet “will not tolerate 
much more than $614M” 
for light rail”  

This statement by Chief Minister Gallagher, would be ignored by the current Government, as need be. 

 Points: 

1. Tenders closed on 4Sep15 and the Government now knows what the likely ‘starting’ contract price is. 

2. A tendered ‘starting price’, whatever it may be, is as low as a tenderer thinks he can get away with 
and still win the contract. It is a long way from the ultimate contract price by the time contract 
negotiations are completed and even a lot further away from what the cost would be by 
commissioning date.   

3. However, the Government has a ‘get out of jail’ card (in the Business Case), if it believes the contract 
price is too high (for it to sustain politically), which it will be. 

4. Note that the Government has never admitted publicly that the project would cost more than $783 
million. 

5. Nor has the Government ever challenged the independent estimates formulated by CanTheTram Inc, 
in spite of having been advised of them several times in letters, ie: 

Capital Metro Stage 1 Real Costings (2014 prices) [1]: 

• [budgeted] Capital Metro Agency costs: $81.5 million, through to 2018-19;  

• [est] Construction and Operate Contract cost over 30 years: 
o Construction (3 years):                                       $783m      [Business Case 

figure] [2] 
o Interest burden on construction cost (23 years): $600m     [independent 

estimate] [3] 
o Ops & Logistics (30y): 30 x $22.2m pa =          $666m      [Business Case 

figure] [4] 
o Total cost (30 years)             $2,049m 

• [est] Costs first 20 years: 
o Total               $ 1,830m 
o Availability Payment pa            $ 91.5 m  
o Potential rates increase to pay for project           $ 572 pa   

[160,000 households]   

I, Annex C 
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o Annual boardings: 3.6 m [est] – 6.3m [Business Case derived], depending 
on assumptions. 

o Subsidy per boarding:   $25.4 max; $14.5 min   [Is this a fair fare deal for 
taxpayers?]     

 

 Jul14 Research Brief - 
Supplementary analysis of 
issues pertaining to the 
2014-15 ACT Budget…, 
CIE 

This report did not endorse the project. J, Annex C 

 14Aug14 Hansard record, ACT 
Legislative Assembly  

Committee hearing on the Capital Metro Project during which Minister Corbell: 

• reiterates the Government’s line on the project, eg about claimed benefits, but refuses to answers 
questions about the interest burden to be paid on the nominal $783 million construction cost.  

• Legislative Assembly for the ACT: 2013 Week 10 Hansard, 14 August, Page 3008 refers. 

K, Annex C 

 Sep14 Capital Metro Agency 
Annual Report 2013-2014 

Provides budget figures for 2013-15, for operation of the CMA, being $30 million L, Annex C 

 15Sep14 Capital Metro Industry 
Briefing, Canberra 

In the same week, the Government postponed plans for the city-to-lake project because of a large potential 
liability (now estimated at $1 billion) to rectify the Mr Fluffy insulation problem.  Yet it opted to proceed 
with Capital Metro 

M, Annex C 

 15Sep14 Capital Metro Stage 1 
Business Case approved 
by Government.   

Also the date that the Government announces that it had decided to proceed with the project, based on the 
Business Case.  See comments under “Full Business Case released to public”. 

N, Annex C 

 19Oct14 The Canberra Times on-
line survey 

The Canberra Times on-line survey in Oct14 found that “Fifty-four per cent of people who took part in the 
online Canberra Times survey oppose light rail, and still more – 59 per cent – oppose the route.” 

O, Annex C 

 15Oct14 ACT Government sells 
ACTTAB 

ACT Government qualifies for $60 million grant under Partnership Agreement, being 15% x $105.5 million.  

 23Oct14 A Case Against Capital 
Metro Stage 1 

Following the decision in Sep14 by the Government to proceed with the project, after receipt of the Business 
Case, Acquisition & Logistics Services prepared a very detailed report on the project, revealing in clear detail 
its many flaws.  That report is enclosed as a supporting document ( Annex D, Doc 9).  

The report concludes that “ever since the ACT Government started taking light rail seriously it could be 
accused, unfortunately, of perpetuating certain fallacies:   

• The Government claims to have an electoral mandate to construct Capital Metro Stage 1, when in fact, it 
does not. 

• The Government claims to have majority support for the project, given a 55 per cent approval from a 
survey.  However, the survey was biased and of doubtful validity in a statistical sense.  An earlier survey 

P, Annex C 
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showed marginally less than 50 per cent support and the results of the recent on-line survey by The 
Canberra Times also gave a contrary result. 

• The Government claims the Capital cost will be only $783 million (2014 prices).  It will in fact be very 
much higher due mainly to interest burden on capital borrowings. 

• The Government says it will not pay until trams start running.  It may not be able to avoid a substantial 
up-front payment before any tram rolls and also may even have to concede progress payments before 
operations start. 

• The Government claims that ‘benefits’ outweigh costs, on a ‘triple bottom line basis’ but has not yet 
offered proof.  Many claimed ‘benefits’ are largely imaginary or do not have any real value in the 
Canberra context.  It rests its case on unquantifiable social benefits being worth more than the huge, real 
expense. 

• The Government says that the release of true cost estimates would prejudice tendering.  This is simply a 
self-serving fallacy.  

• The Government says that the project will produce more than 3,000 jobs.  Maybe, but so would 
comparable investment in infrastructure.   

• While the Government talks of a Canberra-wide light rail network beyond Stage 1, it has not given any 
timeframes or cost projections.” 

  

 31Oct14 Full Business Case 
released to public 

The ‘Full’ Business Case was made public on 31Oct14 but it is not known whether it had been ‘sanitised’ 
before release to remove controversial content.   

See comment under “Critique of Canberra Metro Business Case” 

Q, Annex C 

 31Oct14 Capital Metro Stage 1 – 
Expression of Interest 

The Expression of Interest was issued concurrently with release of the Full Business Case and was a 
professional, quality document produced by the CMA.  

R, Annex C 

 25Nov14 Critique of Canberra 
Metro Business Case 

Sadly the Full Business Case is a very unprofessional, poor quality document and in no way was it suitable 
upon which to base a decision by the Government to proceed with a $2 billion project. 

In general, the Business Case is a highly confusing document, riddled with inconsistencies and errors and 
poorly organised in content.  It is extremely difficult for a professional analyst to comprehend, let alone for 
other readers.  The Case does not define any of the terminology used.  The result is that little in the Case can 
be validated by those not having access to the basic data and calculations used in its preparation and thus, 
the Case is useless to anyone other than the Government.  The Case is far from persuasive but, evidently, 
the ACT Government has ignored its serious deficiencies. 

The report identifies the most important deficiencies of the Business Case as follows: 

• It is NOT a ‘full’ Business Case as claimed by the Government – too many obvious omissions.   

Annex D, Doc 
8 
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• It does not provide anywhere for the very substantial interest cost on the stated capital investment of 
$783 million, which the revised, independent assessment estimates at a minimum of $398 million and 
which could be as high as $600 million, in 2014 prices. 

• It does not state what the annual repayments would be on the $783 million of borrowed capital plus 
interest, over the planned 20 years repayment period, or give details of the annual subsidies over the 30 
year period.  The Case makes it quite clear that $610 million (risk-free, before adding a contingency 
allowance of $173 million) is the starting point and nowhere is the cost of capital estimated or included 
in that figure.  

• It claims a discounted Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 1.2 but, in ignoring the cost of capital, this figure is 
grossly in error.  At best, a ratio of 0.81is most likely, after inclusion of the cost of capital in the equation.  
Thus, Government claims that the project is cost-effective cannot be sustained. 

• Estimates in the Business case are not complete, there being several cost components acknowledged 
therein but not costed and so not included in project estimates, eg for survey work, changes to utilities, 
some park and ride facilities and bus/tram interchanges.   

• The whole document has a major problem with how escalation, inflation and discounting are applied.  
While it is acceptable practice to use validly produced Present Values (PV) of quantified benefits and 
costs to establish a benefit-cost ratio for comparison of options (using a cost of capital or an Internal 
Rate of Return figure), it is an erroneous practice to use these discounted costs as the actual costs of a 
project at a given Base Date.  A net result is that the Business Case fails to give total costs in actual 2014 
prices, opting instead to present estimates in heavily discounted prices, which completely distort the 
financial liability facing taxpayers. 

• The Government should but has refused to explain why such a large proportion of the expected total 
cost of construction and other project costs have been excluded from the Business Case, especially 
seeing that all Canberra taxpayers are expected to foot the bill.   

Point: The Government has failed to provide a coherent or compelling Business Case for Capital Metro 
Stage 1.  Its most important deficiency is to ignore the substantial cost of capital which, when included, 
drops the claimed benefit-cost ratio to well below unity to 0.81 at the most optimistic.  The Government 
claim that the project is cost-effective cannot be sustained. 

 2Jun15 ACT Budget speech for 
2015-16 and forward 
estimates 

Chief Minister allocates an additional $51.8 million for the CMA (totalling $81.5 million for period 2013-
2018).  Note: This sum should be but never is included in the project cost.  The Government talks publicly 
only of the expected PPP contract cost. 

Chief Minister announces that the Government intends to make a capital contribution of $375 million to the 
capital cost of the project, but none of this figure is allocated in the 2015-16 budget or in the 2016-19 
forward estimates.  

S, Annex C 

 Jun15 UnionsACT telephone 
survey 

UnionsACT commissioned a survey into support in Canberra for light rail, which was released to certain 
parties on 18Jun15. 

S, Annex C 
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The survey of Jun15 resulted in only 38.8 per cent support for the project.  This survey and that conducted 
by the Canberra Times show clearly that the Government’s claim of majority public support for the project is 
not supported by the facts. 

CanTheTram Inc then produced a discussion paper “UnionsACT survey on light rail Why the jobs argument 
fails”, included as Annex D, Doc 6. 

 Jun15 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) 

The Government’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) says that the construction workforce would 
vary depending on the stage of construction and associated activities. During peak construction activities, 
the Project will employ approximately 900 workers and the average workforce would be approximately 500 
workers.  That is a very long way from the 3,500 jobs being claimed by the Government and UnionsACT. 

T, Annex C 

 

 

 

 24Jun15 Hansard record Assembly 
Estimates Hearing 

Select Committee On Estimates 2015-2016. 

Minister Corbell: 

• reiterates the Government’s line on the project, eg about claimed benefits, but refuses to answers 
questions about the interest burden to be paid on the nominal $783 million construction cost.  

• restates that “The introduction of light rail will fundamentally change the way our city grows and the 
manner in which Canberrans live.” 

• states that there is no chance of the government abandoning the light rail project before the next 
election? 

• states that “The only issue at play is obviously making sure that we get a good affordability outcome—
and we are committed to making sure there is a good affordability outcome—and that there is value for 
money. As long as we get that, the government is not going to be abandoning this project”. 

• states that “Clearly the government has indicated it has affordability thresholds that we expect the 
bidders to meet but I do not doubt that they will be in a strong position to present competitive bids.” 

Points: 

1. It is clear that the Government intends to start construction before the Oct16 election, although it is 
unclear when the Government actually decided to do that. 

2. Mr Corbell says that he wants to make sure that “we get a good affordability outcome” but that 
remains to be seen if that occurs in practice.  

3. Mr Corbell has refused to indicate what an ‘affordability’ threshold might be and, contrary to what he 
has implied, the Business case does not give a figure either.  

U, Annex C 

 18Jul15 CanTheTram Inc 
submission of response to 
the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS),  

On 18Jul15, CanTheTram Inc submitted a response to the draft EIS which stated, inter alia, that its members 
and supporters oppose the project for a number of reasons including: 

• The proposed project is far too expensive for a small city like Canberra, especially once the full costs of a 
public-private partnership (i.e. including interest payments and operating costs) are taken into account.  

V, Annex C 
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• Given the considerable expense, the project benefits relatively few people in one small part of Canberra. 

• Trams are not appropriate for Canberra’s spread-out, low-density geography.  Few if any other cities in 
the world of Canberra’s size and density have light rail. 

• The project will divert precious funding away from more worthwhile infrastructure such as hospitals, 
schools and, in particular, the upgrade of our public transport network with Bus Rapid Transport (BRT) 
systems and the integration of emerging technologies. 

• Light Rail Transit (LRT) does not have a speed advantage over BRT, or even existing bus routes in many 
cases. In fact, for many current public transport users commuting times will lengthen with introduction 
of light rail as direct buses are replaced with feeder services reliant on interchanging with light rail. 

• The Civic to Gungahlin corridor is not suitable for light rail. Successful light rail systems around the world 
include stops at key destinations and employment nodes such as universities, hospitals, tourist 
attraction, airports, and train stations. Canberra’s proposed route does not include any of these. 

• The project requires the removal of trees in the Northbourne Avenue median to make way for tram 
tracks and wires.  Many Canberrans value the existing, leafy Northbourne Avenue gateways into 
Canberra and view its destruction as unnecessary and unacceptable. 

• The project will concentrate investment and development in one small part of Canberra, to the 
detriment of others.  It risks siphoning attention and funds away from town centres such as Belconnen, 
Woden and Tuggeranong, accelerating their decline, and could spell the end of Canberra’s Y-Plan. 

 4Sep15 Tenders close for Capital 
Metro Stage 1 

No comment  

 5Sep15 “Last bids in for light rail 
contract, questions over 
start date””, Canberra 
Times  

The Canberra times article states that “Anti-rail lobby group CanTheTram has questioned why 80 workshops 
were necessary and whether the government were tempted to sign a contract earlier than expected” and 
quotes CanTheTram as saying “The Government has a major motivation to do this, namely to allow the 
contractor to rack up as many cost commitments as possible before the 2016 election and, so, make it all the 
harder for a Liberal government to cancel the contracts.”  

Point: In the opinion of many people, this would be a gross breach of trust and showing contempt to 
voters and taxpayers. 

W, Annex C 
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References and Supporting Documents 
References listed at Annex C are considered to be all relevant to this submission and to the Audit Office’s task 

in respect of this project. 

Besides the issues discussed in Annex B, in respect of ACT light rail selection process, all statements in this 

submission are backed up by the various supporting documents at Annex D and as listed in Table 3.    

Table 3 – Supporting Documents (Annex D) 

 

SN Supporting Document  Comments 

1 Cost Realities of Capital Metro Stage 1 Summary of latest independent cost and tram travel time 
estimates for Capital Metro Stage 1. 

2 Submission – Draft EIS for the Proposed 
Capital Metro Stage 1Project, 18Jul15 

The formal submission by CanTheTram Inc in response to 
the Draft EIS for the Proposed Capital Metro Stage 1Project, 
issued Jun15. 

3 Why the ACT Government has no 
Electoral Mandate for Light Rail 

An analysis of public government documents proving the 
ACT Government does not have an electoral mandate to 
start construction of Capital metro Stage1 before the 
October 2016 election. 

4 Why Light Rail Construction Contracts 
Should be Deferred 

An analysis of why construction contracts for Capital Metro 
Stage 1should be deferred until after the Government seeks 
and gains an electoral mandate at the October 2016 
election. 

5 Early Light Rail Contract Signatures? An analysis of why the CMA has conducted over 80 close 
workshops with the  two consortia during the 23 weeks 
between open and closing of tenders, the risks and possible 
ramifications of that activity. 

6 UnionsACT Survey on Light Rail – Why 
the Jobs Argument Fails 

An analysis of why the UnionsACT campaign and public 
claim that Capital Metro Stage 1 will ‘create’ 3,500 jobs is 
fallacious. 

7 Presentation to AEU – Capital Metro – 
CIT Reid, Saturday 25 July 2015 

The presentation to a large gathering of union members 
which summarises the case against light rail. 

8 Critique of Capital Metro Business Case A very detailed critique  of the Business Case for Capital 
Metro Stage 1, released 31Oct14, showing why the Case 
was/is a very poor quality document on which to base a $2 
billion project, as the ACT Government did. 

9 A Case Against Capital Metro Stage 1 – 
What Every Canberra Voter and 
taxpayer Should Know 

A detailed analysis of the Capital Metro Stage 1 project, 
released to the public and media 23Oct14, leading up to 
release of the Business Case on 31Oct14. 
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(M. Flint) 

Vice-Chairman, CanTheTram Inc 

Canberra, 16 September 2015 

 

 

Annexes: 

A. ACT Audit Office tasks and roles 

B. ACT light rail selection process 

C. References 

D. Supporting documents 

 

Note:   

CanTheTram Inc is an independent association and is not affiliated with any political party or any other 

organisation.  Its works only in the best interests of Canberra taxpayers.   

 

All Content of this document, its annexes and enclosures is the property of CanTheTram Inc.  
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CANTHETRAM INC 

SUBMISSION TO ACT AUDIT OFFICE - CAPITAL METRO STAGE 1 PROJECT 

 

ACT AUDIT OFFICE TASKS AND ROLES 

Relevant Criteria 
Criteria considered relevant to this submission, as distilled from the Procurement Act 2001 and Performance 

Audit Program 2015‐16 and Potential Audits to Commence over 2016‐17 to 2017‐18, as detailed later in this 

annex, are as follows. 

Procurement Act 2001 criteria 

In contracting, the Territory: 

• must pursue value for money, 

• probity and ethical behaviour, 

• management of risk, 

• open and effective competition, and 

• optimising whole of life costs. 

Audit Office Criteria [Table 2 – Proposed Audits to Commence in 2015‐16] 

The Audit Office focuses on: 

• greatest benefit for the whole community,  

• minimising waste in government, 

•  advancing sustainable practices, and 

• improving services and programs. 

Performance Audit Criteria [Performance Audit Program 2015‐16, Attachment A] 

Under its mandate, the Audit Office is obliged to promote: 

• accountability of effective and efficient management of the ACT Public Service, 

• a well informed electorate, and 

• economic, efficient and effective use of public resources. 

Objectives of a Performance Audit are to: 

• provide the Legislative Assembly with an independent assessment of the quality of management of 

public resources, and 

• identify and promote better management practices. 

Performance audits may address: 

•  governance issues (such as risk management and other control structures), 

•  the use of human, financial and other resources, 

•  information systems; performance measures, 

• reporting and monitoring systems, 

• probity, 

• legal compliance, 

• procedures followed by entities for remedying identified deficiencies, 

• review of information leading to policy decisions, 

•  an assessment of the extent to which policy objectives have been met, and 

• an assessment of the results of policy implementation. 
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A first audit of the Project 

A first audit of the Project could focus on the initiation of the project including: 

• the project’s management framework and practice, 

• expenditure, 

• project planning and scoping processes, and 

• market approaches. 

 

Government Procurement Act 2001 

Box A-1  

A2001-28 Republication No 22 Effective: 1 July 2015 

22A Procurement principle—value for money 

(1) A territory entity must pursue value for money in undertaking any procurement activity. 

(2) Value for money means the best available procurement outcome. 

(3) In pursuing value for money, the entity must have regard to the following: 

(a) probity and ethical behaviour; 

(b) management of risk; 

(c) open and effective competition; 

(d) optimising whole of life costs; 

(e) anything else prescribed by regulation. 

 

Auditor-General’s Task 

According to its Performance Audit Program 2015‐16 and Potential Audits to Commence over 2016‐17 to 2017‐
18 [Ref A], the ACT Audit Office intends to conduct an audit in 2015-16 into the light rail project.  Details of 

the task are shown in Box A1.  A follow-up audit is planned for 2017-17 – details at Box A-2.  

Box A-2 Table 2 – Proposed Audits to Commence in 2015‐16 

The Initiation of the 

Light Rail Project 

(Capital Metro 

Agency) 

Areas of focus: greatest benefit for the whole community / 

minimising waste in government / advancing sustainable practices / 

improving services and programs: 

The ACT Government has committed to the phased implementation 

of light rail in the ACT, through the Capital Metro project. Light rail 

will initially be implemented between Gungahlin and the City as the 

first stage of a potential network across Canberra. 

This project is likely to be the largest and most complex capital works 

project undertaken by the ACT Government to date, with potentially 

significant economic, environmental and social impacts for the 

Territory. Accordingly, the Audit Office plans to conduct a program of 

audits over the course of the development and implementation of 

the project, to identify opportunities for improvement in a timely 

manner. 

A first audit could focus on the initiation of the project including: 
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• the project’s management framework and practice, including spending to date; 

• project planning and scoping processes undertaken; and 

• development and implementation of processes to approach the market.  
 

Box A-3 Table 3 – Potential Audits to Commence in 2016‐17  

Managing the 

Delivery of the 

Light Rail Project 

(Capital Metro 

Agency) 

Areas of focus: greatest benefit for the whole community/ 

minimising waste in government/ advancing sustainable practices/ 

improving services and programs 

This audit would be a follow‐on audit from the proposed 2015‐16 

audit, Initiation of the Light Rail Project. This second audit could 

focus on the: 

• selection process for the private partner(s) for the project; 

• key contracts developed for the build and operation of the 

• light rail system; 

• extent to which the project’s management framework and 

• practice continue to align with better practice in program and 

• project management; and 

• project’s performance against planned cost, timeframes and 

• quality requirements. 

 

Role of Auditor-General’s office  

The main functions and powers of the Auditor-General are set out in the Auditor-General Act 1996. The Act 

provides the Auditor-General with a broad mandate to do anything that is incidental or conducive to carrying 

out the functions of the Auditor-General, including: 

• to promote public accountability in the public administration of the Territory; 

• to audit annual financial statements of the Territory, departments and Territory authorities under the 

Financial Management Act 1996; and 

• to conduct performance audits. 

ACT Audit Office’s Performance Audit Program  (Ref A) also includes The Mandate and Role of the Audit 

Office and The Objectives of a Performance Audit [Box A-3], which are relevant to this submission. 

 

Box A-4 

Attachment A: Conducting a Performance Audit 

The Mandate and Role of the Audit Office 

The Audit Office supports the Auditor‐General in carrying out the functions of the Office. 

The Office undertakes audits of management performance and the financial statements of public sector 
bodies. The aim of these audits is to promote accountability and provide independent assessments to 
the Legislative Assembly, including on whether the ACT Public Service and its resources are effectively 
and efficiently managed. 

The Audit Office operates principally under the Auditor‐General Act 1996 (the Act). The Act defines the 
Auditor‐General’s mandate, responsibilities, powers and reporting requirements. 

The Act also establishes the independence of the Auditor‐General, prescribing that the Auditor‐General 
is not subject to direction by the Executive or any Minister in the performance of the Office’s functions. 
The Auditor‐General is an independent officer of the Legislative Assembly. The Auditor‐General and 
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Audit Office therefore have complete independence from government in determining the performance 
audit program, what to audit, how to audit and what to report. 

The objectives of the Audit Office are to undertake a program of audits to produce independent reports 
with the purpose of: 

•  promoting a well informed electorate by ensuring that Legislative Assembly members, as the elected 
representatives of the people, are provided with accurate, complete and relevant information about 
the management of public sector resources; and 

• promoting the economic, efficient and effective use of public resources by providing the Legislative 
Assembly, Executive and public sector officials with independent advice relating to improving the 
management of those resources. 

The Objectives of a Performance Audit 

The objectives of a performance audit are twofold. The first objective is to provide the Legislative 
Assembly with an independent assessment of the quality of management of public resources. The 
second objective is to identify and promote better management practices. 

The Auditor‐General Act 1996 defines a performance audit as: 

… a review of any aspect of the operations of a person, body or thing … 

Performance audits may address any matter related to public accountability for the administration of the 
Territory. They typically evaluate the administrative effectiveness, efficiency and economy of ACT Public 
Service entities. This can include an examination of: governance issues (such as risk management and 
other control structures); the use of human, financial and other resources; information systems; 
performance measures; reporting and monitoring systems; probity; and legal compliance. Performance 
audits may also assess the procedures followed by entities for remedying identified deficiencies. 

Performance audits do not review the merits of government policy decisions. The scope may, however, 
include information leading to policy decisions, an assessment of the extent to which policy objectives 
have been met, and an assessment of the results of policy implementation both within the administering 
body and externally.  
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Annex B to  
CTT_AG Submission_Capital Metro_1.x 

CANTHETRAM INC 

SUBMISSION TO ACT AUDIT OFFICE - CAPITAL METRO STAGE 1 PROJECT 

ACT LIGHT RAIL SELECTION PROCESS 

Introduction 

The current ACT Government has embarked on a light rail project in spite of the fact that cheaper and faster 

transport options were available.  This is surely a waste of ACT residents’ revenue and the decision should be 

reversed as a matter of urgency. 

The nature of the light rail system is such that it cannot negotiate narrower suburban streets but must be 

restricted to the wider major corridors.  Canberra has been designed with its wide transport routes away from the 

population’s living areas to keep residences away from pollution, noise and the danger of traffic as far as 

possible.  Accordingly the vast bulk of Canberra’s population lives beyond the walking catchment of the 

proposed tram lines.  The Capital Metro Agency (CMA) itself estimates that only 10 per cent of existing 

residents will be able to regularly use the trams and 90 per cent will not, although all rate payers will contribute 

to its cost.  CMA and the ACT Government have disclosed that there will need to be very large subsidies over 

and above fare recovery ($22.2 million pa – Business Case figure).  Surely this is a major inequity when 

alternative transport modes would be accessible to a far larger proportion of the population. 

Trams are a slower mode of transport than several alternatives.  They are ground based and as such have to 

negotiate traffic intersections, limiting their speed.  Trams cannot pass each other so that express trams are not 

really possible. 

In a submission to Infrastructure Australia in August 2012, the ACT Government applied for a capital 

contribution towards the tram cost but was rejected due to its poor economics.  Note that the recent Federal 

grant to the ACT, under the terms of the National Partnership agreement on Asset Recycling (Ref D) was the 

result of asset sales and could, under the guidelines, have been spent on quite a number of capital projects.  The 

ACT Government chose to allocate the money towards the tram project rather than any of the alternatives. 

The selection process itself was quite flawed; the ACT Government did not fully investigate all alternatives in 

any detail and have stated this publicly when questioned.  Indeed , one understands that CMA was specifically 

precluded from investigating any alternative options.  The full cost of the tram system has still not been fully 

disclosed, especially the expected interest component.  The process has been shrouded in secrecy from the 

beginning.   

The selection process has not fulfilled the requirements of “due diligence”; all options should have been 

investigated including the following: 

• advantages and disadvantages, 

• costs of all options, capital, maintenance and running, 

• typical trip times for all options, 

• equity, 

• convenience and accessibility to users, especially elderly and infirm people with disabilities, and 

• environmental impact of all options. 

The detailed results of these investigations should have been published for the public to see and to permit peer 

review before selection of the transport option was made and contractual matters set in train.  The investigation 

itself should have been open and transparent. 

The ACT Government has stated on numerous occasions that its primary driver is the redevelopment of the 

Northbourne Avenue corridor.  However, no hard evidence for this connection has ever been made.  There are 

several hearsay opinions offered but no hard evidence of such a cause and effect connection, nor that such 

developments would not take place with or without a tram line.  While it may be a little beyond the scope of the 

transport investigation, it has not been established that such developments are in the best interests of ACT 

residents (there is independent evidence that the vast majority of Canberrans are not in favour of such 

development nor of an ever increasing population driving it).  Surely good, efficient, convenient, economical 

transport serving the most in need should be the major goal of this project.  
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Given the history of the project, the investigation of all the transport options needs to be done quite 

independently of the ACT Government.  How such an investigation should be carried out and by whom needs 

serious consideration.  Even the funding and commissioning of the investigation by the Government has a 

substantial impact likely to skew the report, as does its terms of reference (all too frequently not disclosed).  

Possibly the investigation could be carried out by a body such as the Academy of Science which is not funded 

by the ACT Government. 

Light Rail Option 

The Act Government states that the cost of the Stage 1 light rail option is around $800M (2014 prices) but this 

figure does not include any interest charges. 

Properties of such a system include: 

• Trams are ground based, cannot run express, interact with other traffic and as a result will be the slowest 

form of transport except for walking, comparable to the speed of a reasonably fit cyclist.  It will add to the 

traffic on Northbourne Avenue and slow other traffic down, some studies show   that trams actually add to 

traffic hazards. 

• For much of the day the trams will operate with a low load factor and as a result their efficiency per 

passenger is relatively low except for peak times.  At peak times however, trams will move people relatively 

quickly (depending on the number and the size of the trams in service).  CMA estimates 3,500 passengers 

over a two hour peak period which should be able to be moved with 12 trams in service. 

• It is the most expensive option under consideration. 

• It is the least equitable of the options under consideration and can serve only around 10 per cent of existing 

residents (all of whom will have to pay for it).  

• The rails and bed are quite large and expensive and there will be a substantial carbon dioxide burden from its 

installation. 

• The median strip of Northbourne Avenue in particular has a very high density of services which will have to 

be relocated or reinforced to take the heavy load of the bed and trams.  It is understood that, while 

identification of utilities is paid for within the CMA allocations ($51.8 million for 2013-2019), cost estimates 

for relocation have not been disclosed but are expected to be met under the construction contract. 

• The tram system will need all the trees removed from Northbourne Avenue and a substantially lesser number 

of trees planted and nurtured.  It has not been disclosed whether the tree program is included in the tram 

budget or not.  Other options do not require such drastic and simultaneous felling of trees. 

• The issue of safety and the associated costs to both the ACT Government and private citizens must be taken 

into account.  For the new light rail system in Sydney Consulting engineers have been reported as estimating 

an additional 1.14 deaths per Annum.  Another issue is standing passengers.  Many road safety reports state 

that a standing child in a car will be killed during a collision at quite low speeds, so what is the risk of having 

passengers standing in a tram for up to 30 minutes at relatively high speeds?  The Government is silent on 

this issue.  Passengers in other vehicles have to wear seat belts for safety, why exempt trams and what is the 

economic and social cost? 

• The tram system would operate on a scheduled basis.  Passengers would have to check leaving and arrival 

times, wherever a journey is undertaken.  This is a disadvantage, especially during off peak times with less 

frequent services. 

Improved Bus Systems 

By providing more express buses and improved bus lanes, the trip times for buses could be significantly reduced 

and passenger satisfaction greatly improved.  Although many people have a substantial amount of prejudice 

against buses at present due to past shortcomings, given time, this could be reduced by better services and better 

patronage would result, as follows: 

• Improving the bus system could be accomplished quickly and progressively, unlike trams which have a long 

lead time. 

• Buses have a high degree of flexibility and can easily accommodate changes in routes, unlike trams routes 

which are “set in concrete”. 

• Buses can move throughout the areas where people live, so a far higher proportion of the population can 

access a bus. 
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• However buses are a scheduled system subjected to the restraints of timetables, buses spend a lot of their 

time off peak with very poor load factors, although they will move substantial numbers of people reasonable 

efficiently at peak times (depending on the number of buses allocated).  They do currently run 24 hours a 

day, 7 days a week. 

• Buses are currently fossil fuelled and hence inefficient, costly, a major carbon dioxide emitter and subject to 

fuel shortages and price rises in the future; this is a serious strategic issue.  Fossil fuelled buses require far 

more maintenance than electric vehicles.  Using electric buses would significantly improve this situation, 

although we understand that the ACT Government is not buying any in its current round of purchases. 

• Buses are road based and are therefore limited in their speed and travel times. 

• Buses can run express (unlike trams) and so can provide a faster service than trams, especially when utilising 

bus lanes. 

• Buses do not need a separate heavy road bed as they utilise existing roads except where specific bus lanes are 

installed, hence they are significantly cheaper than trams. 

• Buses are far more equitable than trams and are not restricted to major traffic corridors; they move 

throughout the areas where people live so most people can access a bus. 

• Buses frequently meander through suburbs to ensure access for all, but can result in long trip times, 

unpopular with many potential passengers.  As noted above, though buses can run express to major centres. 

• When travelling from one zone to another, passengers have frequently to go via interchanges and changes 

buses - very unpopular and time consuming. 

• Depending on bus routes, the need to fell all the trees in Northbourne may well be avoided, saving both 

money and amenity.  The expense involved in relocating existing services, especially down Northbourne 

Avenue would be substantially reduced, thus a significant cost saving. 

• As for trams the issue of standing passenger safety has been largely ignored by the Government, seat belts 

compulsory for all passengers except on Government transport. 

• The ACT Government submission to Infrastructure Australia in August 2012 (Ref A) found that a Bus Rapid 

Transit (BRT) system was more economical and more cost-beneficial than a Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

system.  

Overhead Rapid Transit Systems 

This is now emerging technology which would totally change our transport usage.  Being new technology it 

requires a different approach in its construction, for instance it is very difficult to call competitive tenders for a 

unique system.   Such a modern system is nothing like the unlamented Sydney Monorail which was a heavy 

slow scheduled system with a heavy track, this was quite old technology.  The price of such systems is far less 

than trams.   

Properties of this type of system include the following: 

•  Rapid transit systems are quite different to existing scheduled systems such as buses or trams.  They utilise 

small vehicles, typically two passengers, which respond to a passenger’s needs directly and virtually 

immediately.  There would be no need to take into account a timetable when deciding to travel.  Normally 

one or two cars (often called pods) will be parked at any given station at any time, so minimal delay.   

• Another difference is that it delivers passengers to their destination directly, no interchanges, no transport 

mode change, no delays while other passengers are entering of leaving the vehicle as is inevitable with 

scheduled services with large vehicles. 

• By keeping the pods small and light, the track on which they run can be quite small, visually less obtrusive, 

and significantly cheaper than the heavy tracks required for heavier trams.  

• The small light track would be mounted on poles similar to light poles, indeed it could easily carry street 

lights, traffic signs, traffic lights etc so “tidying up” the existing clutter of separate service poles and saving 

money spent on separate service poles as at present. 

• The pole mounted tracks would be much lighter than the heavy tram tracks and would not need anything like 

the extensive relocation/reinforcement of services along its route, especially along Northbourne Avenue.  A 

very significant cost saving. 

• The tracks being run along the edge of the roadway would not require the wholesale demolition of the 

existing trees.  Existing trees would revert back to a normal maintenance/replacement system with a 
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considerable saving of money along with a very great improvement on the visa along Northbourne Avenue 

in particular. 

• Pods would run above the traffic on their overhead track so there is no interaction with existing road 

vehicles, hence there is a considerable saving in time for a given journey.  Any passengers using the pods 

would otherwise have used ground vehicles, buses or cars.  So as passenger rates increase the number of 

vehicles left on the road would decrease.  A major saving of road maintenance and of the need for future 

expensive road upgrades. 

• At least one of the systems (SkyTran) utilises magnetic traction and suspension, so maintenance would be 

much reduced as it has no wheels, gearboxes or separate motors needing service.   

• The individual pods are very efficient (around 100Wh of electricity when running at speed, around a half of 

that of a good electric car, very much less than a fossil fuelled bus or car and less than an off peak tram).  Of 

course being electric they can run on renewable “green energy”.  Fuel costs would be dramatically lower 

than its competitors. 

• The high speed capability and lack of interchanges would be the one factor which would entice people out of 

their cars, especially for commuting.  If the time saved by all the passengers were to be taken as a 

productivity gain, even at modest wages and allowing for children and pensioners, a Canberra wide system 

could produce savings of around $1.2 billion per annum for a Canberra wide system.  A much shorter 

commute time and a more efficient system would put Canberra above any of its competitive cities when 

comparing living standards. 

• A high speed/short commute time system would remove the “tyranny of distance” when considering where 

people live.  Equally, providing fares are kept low, subsidised housing could be located almost anywhere in 

Canberra as long as the accommodation is near a pod station - a great potential saving to Government when 

locating such housing. 

• The short trip times would tie Canberrans together in that they would all have ready access to education, 

work, theatre, galleries, others homes etc.  Unlike now when travel time can be a barrier to such social 

interactions.  This would place Canberra at a significant advantage when compared with other cities with 

their long commute times. 

• As the system would run 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, there would be a great financial saving over buses or 

trams which would otherwise have to provide “late night” services.  For young people in general and women 

in particular, safety would be significantly improved, people would no longer have to hang around waiting 

for a taxi or a late night bus.  As well as personal benefit, there would be savings in fewer emergency 

hospital admissions. 

• When talking to people, quite a number comment that this would be a great tourist attraction, if Canberra had 

such an up to date fast transport system, visitors would come to Canberra to see it and ride in it - another 

financial benefit. 

• Canberra has been designed with major transport routes between town centres with the population located 

away from these routes to reduce noise, pollution, danger etc.  So any transport mode, like trams, which are 

limited to these major routes cannot serve most Canberrans (tram lines would not fit down narrow suburban 

streets).  CMA has stated that even a fully developed tram system would regularly serve only around 10 per 

cent of the population, 90 per cent would be too far away to be regular users.  This is a very inequitable 

situation where all the population will have to support it financially.  On the other hand overhead pole 

mounted pod rails can easily be installed above these suburban roads without impeding traffic, thus branch 

lines could be run into existing shopping centres such as Lyneham and Ainslie.  This improved access would 

mean that a far larger proportion of the population would be able to use the system regularly, a far more 

equitable situation. 

• Given adequate pod numbers and station facilities, pods can handle a maximum of around 7000 passengers 

per hour per track so the expected peak loading can easily be accommodated. 

• Pods can accommodate wheel chairs (all stations have lifts) can accommodate prams, some bulky shopping, 

and bikes. 

Autonomous cars 

Like overhead rapid transit systems, autonomous cars are being developed due to the increased sophistication 

and dropping price of automated control systems.  These also will generate a major change in our transport 

infrastructure. 
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Properties of this type of system include the following: 

• They utilise existing roads so do not need mayor new infrastructure. 

• Assuming they are electric vehicles running on “green power”, they would produce little carbon dioxide 

except for their manufacture. 

• Assuming they are publicly owned in some way, their use would dramatically reduce the need for parking 

spaces, freeing up space for landscaping, easier walking and cycling etc. 

• However they would not be useful for commuters in major centres, autonomous or driven cars would still be 

subjected to traffic congestion at peak hours. 

• Autonomous cars would be an “on demand” system with few delays and no need for timetables (assuming 

enough autonomous cars were purchased).  

• Where they would be especially useful would be for moving people from their home to the nearest transport 

station for commuters.  Also they would be widely used for short trips to shops, education, medical 

appointments etc.  Where no public transport is available, such as in small towns, autonomous cars would 

meet a major need, especially for elderly and infirm.  All public autonomous cars would need to be wheel 

chair accessible.  

• Automatic autonomous operation should be safer than driven cars - a major cost saving.  Drivers would not 

be distracted by such as telephones, kids, make-up or shaving.  Nor would they become fatigued or pose a 

danger if inebriated. 

• Assuming electric vehicles are used, the cars would automatically move to a recharge point when they are 

not needed and “fuel” is low. 

Selecting a transport system 

Factors that should be considered in selecting a transport system are: 

• capital cost, 

• running cost and maintenance, 

• noise levels, 

• passenger numbers and congestion, 

• proportion of Canberrans served (equity), 

• typical travel times , 

• productivity gain,  

• efficiency and pollution per passenger km (peak and off peak), 

• polluting effect of the system construction and components, 

• service frequency or “on demand”, 

• transport toll, lives and dollars, 

• social impact for good or ill, 

• improved amenity and tourist potential, and 

• its ability to get people to take it to there hearts.  

Summary and Conclusions 

From the above information, the tram option is by far the most expensive, slowest, noisiest, and by far the least 

equitable of the options considered so far.  The tram option represents an over expenditure of several hundred 

million dollars for a technically inferior, very inequitable transport solution.  Such over-expenditure we feel 

must be redressed by the Auditor on behalf of the Community whose funds are being misused.   

Accordingly the following actions are recommended: 

• There has already been considerable expenditure on the planning stages of Stage 1 light rail, some of which 

would be useful to the planning of alternative transport systems.  The tram proposal should be cancelled as a 

matter of urgency, before more money is potentially wasted, or suspended until after the Government seeks 

and obtains a clear mandate at the 2016 election.  In the meantime, other options could be investigated. 

• Any investigation of options must be open, transparent and carried out by an entirely independent body with 

no connection of any kind to the ACT Government; particularly financial or political connections.  This is to 

demonstrate to the whole community and to all “watchdog” bodies, that there is no conflict of interest, 

perceived or real.  This of course precludes any Government body such as “Environment and Planning” etc. 

doing the investigation.  
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• The independent body should publish a preliminary report containing all their supporting data (with 

references) on all the options considered, along with the findings for each of the factors above (adding any 

they see appropriate).  This should be published for consideration by all interested parties, for peer reviewed 

comment, and for community comment.    

• After publication of the preliminary report, comments should be invited from all interested bodies and 

individuals.  All such comments should go to the independent investigator (not to the Government or to any 

Government body).  Submissions from such Government bodies however should be welcomed on the same 

basis as any other submission.  Of course the investigator can ask anyone making a submission to appear at a 

hearing and/or provide additional information.  Such additional information should be published along with 

the original submissions.   

• All submissions should be published for all to see.  “In camera” or “commercial in confidence” should not be 

accepted, as this would conflict with the more important need to be totally transparent.  As far as costs go, 

they are only the investigators estimates, so they do not compromise future tenderers. 

• After taking into account all of the submissions, the investigator should then prepare and publish a final 

public report.  Such a report should give detailed reasons for the choices made.  

• While the report must be received by Government, as well as by the community, there must be some 

mechanism in place to ensure that the Government cannot totally ignore the recommendations and embark 

on another transport scheme which was not recommended.  There is a track record of just such “consultative 

processes” which totally preclude any challenging of the premises underlying the Government’s projects.  

All too frequently, submissions are only given lip service while the project rolls on with minor 

modifications.   

• Maybe the Government should be required to comply with the findings of the independent investigator or the 

whole project be suspended until after a new election or a referendum.  Only by adopting such an open 

transparent independent process can the principles of democracy be met.  By adopting such an open 

investigation and decision making process, much of the controversy and misinformation regarding light rail 

can be removed. 
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Appendix 1 to 
Annex B to  

CTT_AG Submission_Capital Metro_1.x 

Capital Metro Stage 1 - Transport options 
Note:  All figures shown in the table are estimates only 

Dollar estimates in 2014 prices. 

Aspect                 Tram                    Bus     Overhead Rapid Transit        Autonomous Car 

Construction Cost $800M $400M $350M App. $50,000 per car 

Running & Maintenance medium high low low 

Noise level high medium Low low 

Passenger numbers 
 

2000 per hr @ 6 min service. 
adds congestion on roads 

Depends on the number of 
buses, adds congestion 

7000 per hr per track max.  
Reduces congestion 

4 per car.  Adds congestion 

Equity, proportion served 
 

5% only can regularly use it, 
even of extended throughout 
Canberra 

Depends on routes but 
generally good 

Depends on the number of 
stations but can be very high 
when extended throughout 
Canberra. 

100% 

Typical travel times, Stage 1 35 minutes.  Capital Metro 
claims 25 minutes. 

25 minutes 7 minutes or less  20 minutes, depends on 
congestion & time of day. 

Productivity gain/loss Stage 1. 
Includes waiting time.  
Assumes a regular daily 
commute. 

LOSS of 15 min plus wait time.  
Extra $2400 per passenger 
per annum.  
 

LOSS of 5 min plus wait time.  
Extra $1200 per passenger 
per annum 
 

14 min.  SAVING of $2,000 
per passenger per annum 

nil 

Efficiency peak & off peak, MJ 
(mega-joules) per passenger 
per km 

0.1 to 1.0 0.3 to 2.4 0.3 (at high speed) 0.72 (electric vehicle) 

Infrastructure pollution High, heavy energy intensive 
foundations, tree removal 

medium, heavy vehicle on 
existing roads 

Low, suspended light weight 
rail from poles, less 
foundations required. 

Low, uses existing roads, 
assumes electric cars. 
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Aspect                 Tram                    Bus     Overhead Rapid Transit        Autonomous Car 

Service frequency 6 min peak; off peak unknown 6 min peak; off peak unknown no delay; on demand no delay; on demand 

Impact on traffic congestion As for buses, on grade, 
interacts with traffic at 
intersections. 

As for current buses Very low, above traffic so does 
not interact with other traffic at 
intersections 

Slightly less than private cars, 
but saves a lot of parking 
problems & space. 

Social impact Slow, very expensive, low 
productivity.  

Slow, expensive, low 
productivity. 

Fast, cheaper than its 
alternatives, high productivity. 

Neutral 

Amenity & Tourism Its impact on the treescape is 
negative; few tourists would 
use it especially for stage 1. 

As at present, little impact. Would be a major attraction, 
people would come to see it & 
ride on it. 

As at present, little impact, 
although tourists would use it 
to visit points of interest. 

Attraction to commuter public Little attraction as it is no 
faster than alternatives, maybe 
even slower. 

As at present, little impact. Its greatly reduced travel time 
would be very attractive, 
especially when it is rolled out 
Canberra wide. 

Would be attractive as it 
reduces parking problems, 
especially useful for non 
drivers (e.g. kids & some 
elderly). 
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