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GUIDE TO THE REPORTS OF THE AUDIT

The redevelopment of Bruce Stadium project involved a wide range of
activities, including construction, financing, marketing, operating the
stadium and bidding for and hosting Olympic soccer. Each of these
activities was important to the redevelopment project and therefore was
included in the performance audit.

For convenience of compilation and publication, the results of the Audit
are provided in a series of reports.  It should be noted that the reports are
not intended to stand alone.  For a complete understanding of the Audit’s
outcome, readers need to refer to all reports.  The Audit has been
reported in a series of 12 reports as outlined below.  The reports are
shown diagrammatically in the accompanying chart.

Report 1 Summary Report  This report summarises all aspects of the
Audit.  It lists the Audit’s objectives and opinions and contains chapters
on the outcomes and components of the redevelopment, factors that
contributed to the outcome and the Audit’s methodology. The report
contains synopses of each of the other reports of the Audit.

Report 2 Value for Money  The question of whether the cost incurred
in redeveloping the Stadium represents value for money is most
important in the overall assessment of the redevelopment project.  This
report provides an opinion on whether the costs incurred in redeveloping
the Stadium represent value for money for the Territory.

Report 3 Costs and Benefits  This report provides an opinion on
whether the economic benefits from redeveloping and operating the
Stadium and hosting Olympic soccer are, or will be, greater than the
costs incurred in redeveloping and operating the Stadium and hosting
Olympic soccer.

Report 4 Decision to Redevelop the Stadium  In July 1996, SOCOG
invited the Territory to submit a bid to host Olympic soccer.  In
September 1996 the Cabinet agreed to submit a bid and to upgrade the
Stadium should the bid be successful.  This report provides an opinion on
whether the decision to redevelop the Stadium was made with the aid of
relevant, accurate and complete information.  The report discusses
redevelopment proposals in 1993 and 1994, the bids in 1995 and
September 1996 and related capital works proposals.
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Report 5 Selection of the Project Manager  This report provides an
opinion on whether the selection of the project manager was based on
sound management practices.  The report summarises the Government’s
purchasing policy and includes a comparison of the selection process
used with the policy.  It discusses the tendering process, the probity
review and the project management agreement.

Report 6 Financing Arrangements  The total cost of the
redevelopment was originally estimated at $27m.  This was to be
financed by a $12m appropriation with the balance to be provided by
sales of Stadium products (e.g. a passholder program, naming rights and
corporate suites) and borrowings.  Considerable work was undertaken
and costs incurred in efforts to have a financing structure developed.
This report provides an opinion on whether the management of the
financing arrangements to meet the costs of redeveloping the Stadium
was effective.  The report outlines the financial structures contemplated
and comments on the utility of the final structure developed.

Report 7 Stadium Financial Model  The Stadium financial model
was a key document referred to in the decision to redevelop the Stadium
and was used as an indicator of the commercial viability of the
redeveloped Stadium and as a justification for several major decisions.
This report provides an opinion on whether it was reasonable to use the
model as a reliable primary document for decision making.

Report 8 Actual Costs and Cost Estimates  This report provides an
opinion on whether the actual costs of the redevelopment were contained
within the cost estimates on which Cabinet decisions were based.  It also
includes reference to costs which were met from funds appropriated for
other purposes and identifies the major items that contributed to cost
increases.  It explains some of the major factors that contributed to the
actual costs being significantly in excess of original estimates.

Report 9 Market Research and Marketing  In mid 1998, a
consortium was appointed to market and sell the Stadium’s products.
Only a fraction of the forecast revenue was raised.  This report provides
an opinion on whether the management of market research and marketing
has contributed to the commercial viability of the Stadium’s operations.
Comments are provided on marketing research and the selection and
monitoring of the marketing consortium.

Report 10  Stadium Hiring Agreements  The redevelopment plan
included negotiation of new hiring agreements with the major hirers of
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the Stadium. Negotiations with the hirers commenced in July 1997 and
continued throughout 1998. The agreements included large revenue
assurance guarantees, particularly for one hirer.  This report provides an
opinion on whether the negotiation of the Stadium hiring agreements has
contributed, or will contribute, to the commercial viability of the
Stadium’s operations.  The report discusses the Heads of Agreements
settled with the teams, negotiation principles agreed by the Cabinet and
the revenue assurance guarantees.

Report 11  Lawfulness of Expenditure  After funds appropriated for
the redevelopment were exhausted, funds were provided from the Central
Financing Unit of the Chief Minister’s Department.  This report provides
an opinion on whether the payments made for the redevelopment in
excess of the amounts appropriated were lawful and whether the
overnight borrowing on 30 June 1998 was lawful.

Report 12  Governance and Management  This Report comments on
the governance framework in the Territory and those arrangements
specifically set up to oversight and manage all aspects of the project to
redevelop and operate the Stadium.  The Report provides an opinion on
whether governance and management arrangements for the
redevelopment project were effective.  It comments on submissions to the
Cabinet, operational management and human resourcing arrangements.
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1 VALUE FOR MONEY OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Audit objective addressed in this Report is to provide an
independent opinion to the Legislative Assembly on whether the costs
incurred in redeveloping the Stadium represent value for money for the
Territory.

1.2 The question of whether the costs incurred in redeveloping the
Stadium represent value for money for the Territory is most important in
the overall Audit assessment of the redevelopment project.  This Report
examines a number of indicators of value for money, focusing on
whether the improvements to the Stadium have produced, or will
produce, the benefits intended.  The Report also includes the outcome of
the Audit’s comparison of the redevelopment with some other stadiums.

1.3 This Chapter presents an overview of the contents of this Report
and the overall conclusion on the Audit objective.  It also refers to
matters raised in other Reports in the Bruce Stadium redevelopment
series.  Readers should be aware that some comments in this overview
Chapter are repeated in the following Chapters.

BACKGROUND

1.4 Value for money is a concept relevant to both the acquisition and
delivery of goods and services.  Put simply, value for money is concerned
with achieving the best outcome for a given investment.

1.5 In the context of an acquisition, achieving value for money
involves acquiring the most suitable (or effective) product – one which
best meets the intended purpose and quality – in the most efficient and
economic manner.  It involves consideration of fitness for purpose,
quality, risks and benefits.  Value for money does not automatically mean
the ‘lowest price’.

1.6 Obtaining value for money is the overarching principle of
government purchasing in the ACT.  ACT Purchasing Policy and
Principles note that:
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… use of the value for money principle will assist agencies to
evaluate offers and make a selection that achieves the best
outcome in their purchasing activities.  This is achieved when all
costs and potential benefits associated with the purchase and use
of a product or service are considered.

1.7 ACT Purchasing Policy and Principles advise that when
evaluating offers from suppliers, value for money consideration should
be given to (among other things):

•  ‘the ability of the product or service to meet … technical and
service level requirements’; and

•  ‘the costs and benefits involved on a whole of life costing basis,
through the calculation of net present values’.

1.8 Similarly, in an ‘after the event’ assessment of whether value for
money has been achieved, such as in this Audit, it is necessary to
evaluate the actual achievements against what was intended to be
achieved and the actual cost of delivering the achievements against the
planned cost.

ASSESSMENT OF VALUE FOR MONEY OF THE
REDEVELOPMENT

1.9 The Audit recognises that a need for improvements to Bruce
Stadium existed.  As a facility some thirty years old which had been
upgraded in a piecemeal manner since its construction, the Stadium was
generally in need of some improvement to ensure it continued to meet the
needs of its users.  The redevelopment was also the cornerstone of the
Territory’s Olympic bid.

1.10 The Audit examined the relevant Cabinet decisions and
submissions to identify the Government’s intentions for the Bruce
Stadium redevelopment and the expected costs.  To ascertain whether
value for money has been obtained from the expenditure on the
redevelopment the Audit assessed the extent to which the Government’s
intentions have been achieved.  The Audit also considered whether the
costs to the Government have been consistent with the Government’s
planned cost for the redevelopment.
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1.11 A comparison was also made generally with some other
Australian stadiums and in some detail with one other recently completed
stadium.

INTENTIONS TO BE ACHIEVED THROUGH THE
REDEVELOPMENT

1.12 The Cabinet agreed the Stadium would be upgraded to ‘full
specifications’ if the bid to host Olympic soccer was successful.  The
Cabinet submission at the time (September 1996) did not detail what ‘full
specifications’ entailed, but clearly stated several intentions regarding the
upgrade.  Further details of the ‘full specifications’ were contained in the
Olympic bid document, which referred to the redevelopment as providing
the Territory with ‘an international showpiece and a venue for Football
without peer in Australia’.  Later Cabinet submissions described the
redevelopment as delivering a ‘state of the art’ stadium.

1.13 The Audit’s review of Cabinet decisions and submissions and
other documents revealed that the Government intended achieving
various physical, commercial and economic outcomes through the
redevelopment.

Physical Outcomes

1.14 The physical outcomes to be achieved were as follows:

•  increasing permanent seating from 11,600 to 25,000 by installing
new seats in a new ‘Inner Bowl’;

•  achieving the increased seating by lowering the playing surface
and reconfiguring the ground to specifically suit soccer and rugby
(i.e. to a rectangular shape);

•  placing the new seats closer to the play;

•  installing 15,000 temporary sets specifically for the Olympic
football competition;
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•  meeting minimum FIFA/SOCOG1 requirements for holding
Olympic soccer;

•  meeting the needs of the major hirers;

•  improving and increasing corporate facilities;

•  upgrading spectator seating in all areas;

•  increasing covered seating, including extending the West Stand
roof ‘by 60% to improve spectator comfort’, and installing a roof
on the redeveloped East Stand ‘similar in scale and proportion to
the existing roof on the West Stand’;

•  upgrading food and beverage facilities and toilet facilities; and

•  installing a high resolution video replay board.

1.15 The estimated total cost of the redevelopment to deliver the
physical outcomes was $27m.

Commercial and Economic Outcomes

1.16 The commercial and economic outcomes to be achieved were as
follows:

•  creating a commercially viable stadium, thus removing the need
for government subsidies;

•  containing the maximum cost to the Government for the
redevelopment to $12.3m;

•  enhancing the profitability of the Stadium’s long-term hirers, thus
keeping the hirers (principally the Canberra Raiders and ACT
Brumbies) in Canberra; and

•  generating economic benefits for the Territory from staging
Olympic soccer.

                                                
1 Technical and physical venue requirements were specified by the Fédération Internationale
de Football Association (FIFA) and the Sydney Organising Committee for the Olympic
Games (SOCOG)
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ACHIEVEMENT OF INTENDED PHYSICAL OUTCOMES

1.17 The Audit assessed whether the Government’s intended physical
outcomes have been achieved.  The results of the Audit’s assessment are
summarised in the following paragraphs.

Increasing Permanent Seating Capacity by Installing New Seats in
an ‘Inner Bowl’

1.18 A Government intention was that the redevelopment would
increase the permanent seating capacity of the Stadium to 25,000.  This
was to be achieved by lowering the playing surface and reconfiguring the
ground to a rectangular shape with the additional seating being installed
within the perimeter of the previously oval-shaped arena.

1.19 The first stages of the redevelopment provided the additional
seating using the method intended.  The existing informal ‘seating’ on
grass banks was replaced by allocated seats installed in the Inner Bowl.
As a result, the permanent (allocated) seating capacity has increased to
about 24,600.

1.20 Allocated seating in the West Stand decreased significantly, but
this was roughly balanced by an increase in allocated seating in the East
Stand.  In effect, and as intended, the additional permanent allocated
seating provided is the uncovered general seating in the Inner Bowl.

1.21 The Government’s intentions concerning increased seating
capacity have been met.

Placing New Seats Closer to the Play

1.22 Submissions to the Cabinet advised that the new seating would be
located ‘closer to the play’.  As previously described the method of
providing space for the new seating in an Inner Bowl has ensured that
this seating is closer to the field of play than the previously existing
allocated seating.  The Government’s intention in this regard has been
achieved.
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Installing 15,000 Temporary Seats for Olympic Soccer

1.23 A Government intention was to redevelop the Stadium with a
capability for a further 15,000 temporary seats to be added specifically
for Olympic soccer in 2000.  The Government intended to purchase
‘semi-permanent’ seating from funds allocated to upgrade facilities at
Manuka and Philip ovals, install the seating at Bruce Stadium for the
Olympic soccer and afterwards relocate the seating to Manuka or Philip
Oval.

1.24 Government executives became aware that the cost of the
temporary seating would exceed the additional revenue the Territory
could receive, even if the Olympic soccer games were sold-out.  This was
one factor that prompted officials to successfully negotiate in August
1997 with SOCOG to treat the redevelopment proposal included in the
Olympic bid as a ‘design concept’ that could be varied provided
minimum FIFA/SOCOG requirements were met.

1.25 The Government’s intention to provide 15,000 temporary seats
for the Olympic soccer tournament has not been met.  However, this does
not effect value for money considerations as the cost of the seats was not
included in the estimated cost of the redevelopment and no significant
costs were incurred.

Meeting Minimum FIFA/SOCOG Requirements for Olympic Soccer

1.26 A Government intention of the redevelopment was that the
redeveloped Stadium should meet FIFA/SOCOG requirements for
Olympic soccer.

1.27 The redevelopment proposed in September 1996, and largely
constructed, features a permanent stadium seating capacity well in excess
of FIFA/SOCOG requirements of 15,000 seats.

1.28 In August 1998, the redevelopment project manager2 advised that
the Stadium complied with FIFA/SOCOG venue requirements, as
detailed in the memorandum of understanding between SOCOG and the
Territory.  In February 2000, officials of the International Olympic

                                                
2 For information on the project manager, see Report 5 – Selection of the Project Manager.
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Committee inspected the Stadium and commented publicly that the
requirements had been well met.

1.29 The Government’s intention that the redevelopment meets
FIFA/SOCOG requirements has been significantly exceeded.

Meeting the Needs of the Major Hirers

1.30 A Government intention was that the redeveloped Stadium should
meet the current and foreseeable future needs of the major hirers.

1.31 Hirers were involved during the early design of the
redevelopment and had opportunities throughout the two years of the
redevelopment to provide feedback formally or informally to government
executives and the project manager.  It is apparent that the major hirers
have influenced some design changes during the project.  The Audit has
been advised by the hirers that the redeveloped Stadium generally meets
their needs.  The hirers have also advised that the number, size and
quality of corporate facilities is excessive for the local market.

1.32 In the Audit view, the redevelopment has delivered a stadium that
more than meets the needs of the hirers.

1.33 The Government’s intention concerning major hirers’
requirements has been met.

Improvements and Increases to Corporate Facilities

1.34 A Government intention was to increase substantially the number
and quality of corporate facilities at the Stadium.  Facilities for VIPs
were to be upgraded generally.  Initial expectations were that the number
of corporate suites would increase from 32 (accommodating 440 patrons)
to 56 (accommodating 728).  Including open corporate boxes, 1,500
corporate seats would be available.  The Stadium facilities were
redeveloped, overall, to its original concept which was to ‘continually
target the premium end of the market’.3

                                                
3 The project manager’s successful proposal for selection as the project manager included this
concept as a ‘key philosophy’ (CRI Second Stage Submission, 27 February 1997, p9)
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1.35 All corporate facilities have been upgraded to a high standard,
and although the redevelopment has not resulted in the number of suites
and boxes initially proposed, allocated corporate seating has almost
doubled.

1.36 While corporate patrons potentially represent only 4% of the
capacity of the Stadium they were intended to be a major revenue source.
The revenue generated through the corporate facilities was intended to be
a major contributor to achievement of the Government’s commercial
viability outcome for the redevelopment.  This is discussed later in this
Chapter.

1.37 The Government’s intention to upgrade the corporate facilities
has been met.

Upgrading Spectator Seating In All Areas

1.38 Although not clearly stated as a Government intention in the
relevant Cabinet submission, the Olympic bid document indicated that all
existing ‘general’ stadium seating would be upgraded.  During the
redevelopment all existing seats were upgraded to the same standard as
the new seats.  This upgrade has aesthetically balanced the facility.  The
intention has been met.

Increasing Covered Seating

1.39 A Government intention was that the redevelopment would
significantly increase the number of covered seats.  In September 1996,
the Government advised SOCOG that it was intended that all seats in the
Stadium would be under cover (i.e. an increase in covered seating from
3,600 to 25,000).  Inconsistently, SOCOG was also advised that the West
Stand roof would be extended by 60% and a new roof added to the
redeveloped East Stand.  The Audit estimates this would increase
covered seating from 3,600 to about 10,000.

1.40 Actual covered seating has increased, largely through the addition
of a roof to about half of the East Stand, from 3,600 to 5,200 (i.e. from
about 14% of seating under cover to about 21%).

1.41 The Government’s intention that covered seating be significantly
increased has not been met.
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Upgrading Food and Beverage Facilities and Toilet Facilities

1.42 A Government intention was to upgrade food and beverage
facilities and toilet facilities in the Stadium.

1.43 Additional facilities have been provided on the concourse level of
the Stadium as part of the redevelopment of the West and East Stands.
Other facilities have been included, such as sports-betting outlets.
Concessions previously located behind the grass banks at the north and
south of the ground have been relocated, making them more accessible to
the Inner Bowl and terrace seating areas.

1.44 The government’s intentions regarding food and beverage
facilities and toilet facilities have been met.

Video Replay Board

1.45 A Government intention of the redevelopment was to install a
video replay board adjacent to the existing scoreboard.

1.46 In September 1996 the proposed $27m estimated cost included an
allocation of $2.9m for a video replay board and associated works.  By
June 1997, after the project had commenced, the allocation in the budget
for the video replay board had decreased to $1.5m.

1.47 The video replay board was not purchased during the
redevelopment construction, but it has now been acquired, at a cost
understood to be approximately $2m.  The Audit has included the cost of
acquiring the video replay board in calculating the total cost of the
redevelopment.

1.48 The Government’s intention that the redevelopment provide a
video replay board has been met.

Reasonableness of Construction Cost

1.49 In the light of concerns about the extent and cause of the
significant increase in the cost for the redevelopment over the originally
announced cost, the Audit sought an independent assessment by a
qualified Quantity Surveyor.  The Quantity Surveyor provided an
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assessment of whether the costs incurred were reasonable given the work
undertaken and the conditions of contract.

1.50 The Quantity Surveyor concluded that the costs for the physical
construction and associated works for the recent redevelopment were
‘fair and reasonable’.  This Quantity Surveyor’s Report provides
assurance that the Territory did not pay for work that was not performed
and was not overcharged for work or materials.  It also offers assurance
that claims by contractors for additional costs (such as for latent
conditions, wet weather delays or acceleration claims) were consistent
with the terms of the contracts.

1.51 The Quantity Surveyor’s conclusion was qualified to an extent.
The conclusion was reached after taking to account three important
factors, namely, the procurement methods used, the terms of the contracts
involved during the redevelopment, and the deadlines and other timing
issues imposed on the project.  Each of these factors was the subject of
decisions by government executives, and each was at some cost to the
redevelopment.  This is discussed further in Report 8 — Actual Costs and
Cost Estimates.

1.52 The Quantity Surveyor’s conclusion that the costs for the physical
construction and associated works were ‘fair and reasonable’ is not a
complete assessment of value for money.  It is an assessment of whether
the costs incurred were reasonable given the work undertaken and the
methods of delivery.  Costs, however, are only one of a number of factors
that contribute to value for money.

Conclusion on Achievement of Physical Outcomes

1.53 The physical outcomes intended to be achieved have, in the most
part, been achieved.  Some intentions such as the major hirers’ needs
have been more than achieved.  The intention to significantly increase
covered seating has not been achieved.  The Audit is satisfied that the
total costs incurred in delivering the outcomes were reasonable given the
procurement methods used and other factors which influenced the costs.

1.54 Given the final cost of the redevelopment it would be expected
that the intended physical outcomes outlined would have been achieved.
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1.55 In Report 8 – Actual Costs and Cost Estimates the Audit stated
the following in its conclusion:

‘It seems to the Audit that there was a commitment to the ‘full’
redevelopment being completed.  In this regard, the main priority
became to deliver the full Stadium redevelopment to the original
design concepts including targeting ‘the premium end of the
market’.  Containing costs to the estimates advised to the Cabinet
was a secondary objective.’

1.56 Report 8 – Actual Costs and Cost Estimates includes the Audit
view that the completion of the full redevelopment was the major priority
throughout the progress of the redevelopment construction.  As this was
the main continuing priority, it was unlikely that the Government’s
intended physical outcomes would not be achieved.

ACHIEVEMENT OF COMMERCIAL AND ECONOMIC
OUTCOMES

1.57 The Government had commercial and economic outcomes that it
intended to achieve through the redevelopment.  The following
comments are provided on the Audit’s assessments of whether these have
been achieved.

Commercial Viability of the Stadium

1.58 A Government intention was that the operations of the
redeveloped Stadium would be commercially viable.  It was an objective
of the Cabinet that the redevelopment would improve the Stadium’s
financial performance and create a new Bruce that would be, in the words
of executives and consultants, ‘self-sustaining’, ‘commercially viable’
and ‘profitable’.

1.59 The Audit has reported in Report 8 – Actual Costs and Cost
Estimates that the redevelopment’s project manager explained in their
successful proposal for the redevelopment of the Stadium that the design
brief was driven by a philosophy of ‘revenue maximisation’.  The project
manager added:

‘This means that management effort will go towards those income
items which provide the highest economic benefit even though
those items might also involve increased costs.
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We recognise the important role that luxury seating will play in
the success of the redevelopment of the new Bruce Stadium.
With 56 luxury suites and 1,500 premium seating (sic), the Bruce
Stadium will have the potential to generate a significant amount
of indirect event income.’

1.60 The capital and operating revenue from corporate suites and
premium seating was seen as critical to the commercial success of the
redevelopment project.  Thus, the focus was on providing high quality
corporate facilities, and the redevelopment proceeded accordingly.  This
focus was outlined in Cabinet submissions.

1.61 The economic, financial, and operational performance of the
redeveloped Bruce Stadium is discussed in detail in Report 3 – Costs and
Benefits.  That Report concludes that the likely future for the redeveloped
Stadium is a succession of operating losses.  There is no serious prospect
of the Stadium operating at a profit in the foreseeable future.

1.62 The financial performance of the redeveloped Stadium is
significantly worse than it was before the redevelopment (the operating
loss for the Stadium before abnormal items jumped from $0.2m in 1995-
96 to $4.5m in 1998-99, and is estimated to be $3.9m in 1999-2000).
The Stadium as an entity is technically insolvent and the Territory is
exposed to significant financial liabilities as it underwrites all of the
operating losses of the Stadium.  The Stadium has not been a commercial
success and the first two years of operation have not provided any funds
towards the construction cost of the redevelopment, as had been planned.

1.63 In 1998-99 in preparing financial statements for the Stadium, the
value of the Stadium was written down from $37.9m to $23.5m,
producing an operating loss after abnormal items of $18.9m.  It is likely
that a further write down will occur in 1999-2000, resulting in another
large operating loss.  The write down of the value as a commercial
Territory asset of Bruce Stadium is an acceptance that more has been
paid for the redevelopment than is expected to be received from its use.

1.64 If the asset value of the Stadium is written off and the revenue
assurance guarantees (see Report 10 – Stadium Hiring Agreements) to
the major hirers are terminated in 2004, the Stadium should be able to
operate at around break-even.  This would return the Stadium to a similar
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financial position to that which it was in immediately prior to the
redevelopment.

1.65 The Government’s intention that the operations of the
redeveloped Stadium were to be commercially viable has not been
achieved and is unlikely to be achieved in the foreseeable future.

Containing the Maximum Cost to the Government to $12.3m

1.66 The total amount intended to be appropriated as a capital
injection for the redevelopment was $12.3m.  Consistently in
documentation reviewed by the Audit, including Cabinet decisions and
submissions, this amount is referred to as the Government’s contribution
to the project.  Many documents give prominence to this amount as a
fixed amount above which the Government would not contribute.  The
remainder of the cost was to be met from profits generated over time
through sale of Stadium products and the Stadium’s other operations.

1.67 The current or future financial performance of the Stadium will
not produce the profits needed to recoup the costs of the redevelopment
above the $12.3m.  To date the Government has met the whole cost of the
redevelopment.  Unless the operations of the Stadium can produce large
profits in the future, this situation will remain unchanged.

1.68 It has been put to the Audit that obtaining private sector financing
with which to meet the costs above the $12.3m Government contribution
would have contained the Government’s contribution to $12.3m.  The
intended source for the repayments of this financing was to be the profits
of the Stadium.  However, as no profits have been generated or are likely
to be generated in the foreseeable future, the repayments would have had
to be met by the Government.  Therefore, even if private sector finance
had been obtained, the Government would still have been required to
meet the total cost of the redevelopment through its repayments of the
finance raised.

1.69 The Government’s intention to limit its maximum contribution to
$12.3m has not been met.  The Government has met the entire cost.
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Enhancing the Profitability of the Stadium’s Long Term Hirers Thus
Keeping the Hirers in Canberra

1.70 An intention of the Government to be achieved through the
redevelopment was to enhance the profitability of the Stadium’s long
term hirers, thereby keeping them in Canberra.

1.71 The Government’s intention was that the redeveloped Stadium’s
revenues would be increased dramatically by the introduction and sale of
its new and upgraded facilities.  The hirers would be able to share in the
increased revenues, enhancing their profitability, thereby keeping them in
Canberra.

1.72 The sales results for the newly introduced and upgraded facilities
have only reached a fraction of the increased revenues projected.  The
intended increased revenues have not materialised.

1.73 The Audit has not located, or been provided with evidence to
support that either major hirer was planning to leave Canberra in the
foreseeable future, or that the hirers were threatening to leave unless the
Government proceeded with a redevelopment of the Stadium on the scale
undertaken.  This is discussed further in Report 3 – Costs and Benefits.

1.74 The profitability of the hirers may have improved recently.  This,
however, is likely to be as a result of the hirers’ recent successes in their
respective competitions rather than directly as a result of the
redevelopment being constructed.  The successes would have attracted
patrons to use the redevelopment’s new facilities.  This would have
added to the hirers’ revenues and it may be argued that the existence of
the facilities generated the additional revenues.  In the Audit view it is
unlikely that there would have been the additional patrons to buy the
facilities if the successes had not been achieved.  On this basis the
physical redevelopment, of itself alone, has not enhanced the profitability
of the hirers to a significant extent.

1.75 The achievement of the Government’s intention that the
redevelopment has kept the major hirers in Canberra cannot be assessed,
as there is no reliable evidence that, without the redevelopment as
constructed, the hirers would have left Canberra.
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Generating Economic Benefits for the Territory from Staging
Olympic Soccer

1.76 An intention of the Government to be achieved through the
redevelopment was to generate economic benefits for the Territory from
hosting Olympic soccer.

1.77 The benefit from hosting Olympic soccer was estimated by the
Government in 1996 to be $20m.  In 1998, the estimated net benefit
ranged from $11m to $15m.  These estimates were founded on high
estimates of attendance and high average spending by visitors.

1.78 The economic benefits arising from the redevelopment and
hosting Olympic soccer are discussed in Report 3 – Costs and Benefits.
The Audit considers the benefits are much smaller than was estimated
when it was decided to redevelop the Stadium.  For example, it is
unlikely that Olympic soccer and the Bruce Stadium redevelopment have
stimulated other commercial activity (i.e. decisions to invest in the ACT,
or to buy goods and services made in the ACT).  The Audit considers the
effect of hosting Olympic soccer in Canberra on tourist arrivals before
and after the Olympics appears to be marginal.  The Audit has estimated
that the total expenditure by interstate and international Olympic soccer
spectators will be less than the ACT Government’s guaranteed payment
to SOCOG of $5.4m.

1.79 In the Audit view the Government’s intention will not be met as
net economic benefits generated for the Territory from hosting Olympic
soccer will not be significant.

Conclusion on Achievement of Commercial and Economic Outcomes

1.80 The Government’s intentions for the redevelopment included
commercial and economic outcomes.  The Audit considers that three of
the four intentions identified have not, and are not likely, to be achieved.
The fourth benefit (i.e. retention of the major hirers) cannot be assessed.

CONSTRUCTION COST PER SEAT

1.81 In May 1999, the Under Treasurer advised the Assembly
Estimates Committee the redevelopment of Bruce Stadium represented
good value for money in comparison to several stadiums around
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Australia.  The Under Treasurer said the cost per seat of other stadiums
around Australia ranged from $4,109 for the all-new Stadium Australia to
$2,000 for the redeveloped Hindmarsh Stadium in Adelaide.  The Under
Treasurer reported the cost per seat for Bruce Stadium as $1,600, but
subsequently revised it to $1,310.4  The Audit has calculated that the
average cost per seat at the redevelopment was approximately $1,800.

1.82 Construction cost per seat is an imperfect indicator of value for
money as it can be influenced by many factors, including the design of
the stadium, the quality of the facilities and the method of project
delivery.  It also suffers from the difficulty of establishing sound
benchmarks.  Direct comparisons between stadiums of construction cost
per seat are therefore problematic.  Such comparisons can be indicative
only.

1.83 As stated by the Under Treasurer the average construction cost
per seat at Bruce Stadium compares favourably with recent stadium
redevelopments if the cost of the redevelopment is apportioned across all
seats to arrive at an average cost.  However, this calculation averages out
two distinct components of the Bruce Stadium redevelopment: providing
additional seats and facilities, and improving the existing facilities.

1.84 The Audit considers it is appropriate to consider the
redevelopment as comprising the two components mentioned in the
previous paragraph.  The provision of additional seats component
includes associated upgrade of sporting facilities.  The upgrade of the
existing seating and facilities includes the upgrade and expansion of
corporate facilities.  The cost per seat can be calculated separately for
each of the components.  The reasons why the Audit considers that the
redevelopment can appropriately be viewed as two components is set out
in Chapter 2.

1.85 The Audit has estimated that the construction cost per seat of the
additional seats (and associated sporting facilities) is around $1,210 (or
$1,125 if furniture, fittings and equipment and the video replay board are
excluded).  The Audit has estimated that construction cost per seat of the
upgrade to existing seating and facilities is around $2,420 (or $2,065
excluding furniture, fittings and equipment and the video replay board).

                                                
4 Mick Lilley, 25 May 1999 (Hansard, Estimates Committee) and 27 May 1999 (quoted in
The Canberra Times)
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Audit Comment

1.86 The Audit view is that construction cost per seat for the
redevelopment can be, and should be, calculated separately for the
components of the redevelopment.

1.87 For the additional seating and facilities component, calculation of
the cost per seat shows that this component of the redevelopment cost
substantially less than the other stadiums compared by the Audit.  The
Audit concludes that value for money has been achieved in that the
outcome has more than doubled the Stadium’s allocated seating capacity
for a reasonable cost per seat, and also provided significant other venue
improvements.

1.88 For the upgrading of the existing facilities, calculation of the cost
per seat reveals that this component of the cost approaches the higher end
of the cost per seat comparison.  It is a similar cost to works at the
Brisbane and Melbourne Cricket Grounds.

1.89 The major improvements in upgrading existing facilities were for
the high quality corporate facilities and premium seating.  The purpose of
incurring the substantial cost of increasing and improving these facilities
was to generate large profits in order to make the Stadium’s future
operations commercially viable.  Commercial viability as previously
explained has not been achieved and therefore the cost of $2,420 per seat
has, in the Audit opinion, not provided value for money.

EXTENT OF OFFICIAL CONSIDERATIONS OF VALUE FOR
MONEY ISSUES

Analyses Prior to Decision Being Made to Redevelop the Stadium

1.90 It would have been expected that value for money issues would
have been closely examined prior to the redevelopment commencing.

1.91 The economic and financial analyses that could reasonably have
been expected to be undertaken as part of the process leading to the
decision to redevelop the Stadium are discussed in Report 4 – Decision
to Redevelop the Stadium.  Value for money considerations would be
expected to be part of those analyses.  Report 4 notes that no rigorous
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economic or financial analyses were undertaken of the redevelopment or
the Olympic soccer bid.

1.92 For several major decisions concerning the redevelopment,
reliance was placed on the financial model prepared in September 1996
by the consultants who assisted with the preparation of the Olympic bid
document.  The consultant’s model is discussed in Report 7 – Stadium
Financial Model.  That Report notes that the model was an unsuitable
document for use in decision making.  Projections in the model were far
enough above actual results and reasonable expectations to warrant
critical examination before the results of the model were used.  No such
examination occurred.

1.93 In the Audit’s view, there were no effective value for money
analyses conducted before taking the decision to redevelop the Stadium.

Analyses During the Selection Process for the Project Manager

1.94 The processes adopted in assessing proponents who responded to
the call for expressions of interest in redeveloping the Stadium are
discussed in detail in Report 5 – Selection of the Project Manager.

1.95 Report 5 notes that achieving value for money was, at the time of
the selection, a key element of Government purchasing policy.  Specific
consideration of value for money during the selection process was scant
and simplistic.  In essence, the selection process reached a conclusion
that the successful proponent’s proposal offered value for money without
detailed examination of the proposal or the financial model/business plan
which supported it.

1.96 Report 5 concluded that the selection of the project manager was
so poorly managed that the Audit has no confidence that the selection
represented good value for money for the Territory.

CONCLUSIONS

1.97 The redevelopment of Bruce Stadium, at a direct cost of almost
$45m, has delivered an attractive, modern stadium which offers
spectators a level of comfort and general facility superior to that which
existed before the redevelopment.  The Stadium is, in several important
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respects, better than many in Australia.  This was one of the
Government’s intentions from the Stadium redevelopment.

1.98 Important Government intentions included that a commercially
viable entity would be created as a result of the redevelopment, and that
the Government’s contribution to the redevelopment cost would be no
more than $12.3m.  Neither intention has been achieved.

1.99 There is also little evidence to suggest the Territory has received
any substantive economic benefit from the redevelopment.  From an
economic perspective, the overall benefits from redeveloping the
Stadium are much smaller and the costs are much larger than was
believed when the decision to redevelop the Stadium was taken.  No
significant additional economic benefits for the Territory have been
demonstrated by the Government or found by the Audit which would
offset these significant financial costs.

1.100 The redevelopment has provided substantial improvements to
corporate facilities, which are available to only a small proportion of the
Stadium’s potential patrons.  Although consistent with the ‘philosophy’
behind the redevelopment, this has not proven to be successful; the
supposed ‘increased earning power of a modern stadium’, through the
quantity and quality of its corporate facilities, has not been realised.

1.101 The cost of providing the redevelopment’s premium facilities has
been high.  This cost would constitute value for money if the corporate
facilities were to generate the large profits envisaged.  This, however, has
not occurred, and in the Audit’s view, will not occur in the foreseeable
future.  Both of the major hirers have confirmed to the Audit that the
number, size, and quality of the corporate facilities is excessive for the
local market.

1.102 On the basis that the high quality facilities have not generated the
profits intended, the Audit view is the expenditure on the facilities cannot
be regarded as value for money.

1.103 The Audit considered the usefulness of construction cost per seat
as an indicator of value for money and concluded that although it is
problematic, it may be used with caution.  The Audit is of the view that if
construction cost per seat is to be used, it should be separately estimated
for the two major components of the redevelopment; i.e. the additional
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seating (and the associated sporting facilities) and the cost of
improvements to existing facilities (including the upgrade and expansion
of corporate facilities).

1.104 The Audit has estimated that the construction cost per seat of the
inner bowl (and associated sporting facilities) is around $1,210, and this
represents good value for money.

1.105 The construction cost per seat of the upgrade to existing seating
and facilities is around $2,420.  Most of the cost of upgrading existing
facilities was to provide the infrastructure for the significantly upgraded
premium facilities and therefore the majority of the $2,420 average cost
per seat is attributable to these facilities.  The improvements to the
premium facilities were intended to result in a commercially viable
redevelopment, which in the Audit view, is unlikely to be achieved.  On
this basis the Audit considers that $2,420 per seat does not represent
value for money.

1.106 The Audit concludes, in an overall sense, that the costs incurred
in redeveloping the Stadium do not represent value for money for the
Territory.  This conclusion is due to the level of expenditure on corporate
facilities and associated infrastructure.

1.107 In summary most of the Government’s intended physical
outcomes have been delivered.  In contrast, the Government’s intention
to create a commercially viable Stadium, which would pay for these
physical outcomes through the revenues it would generate, has not been
achieved.  The Audit’s view is that little, if any, of the cost of the
redevelopment will be recouped from future profits.  On this basis, the
$45m expenditure has not provided, in a commercial sense, the value for
money which the Government intended when it commenced the
redevelopment.  If the Audit’s assessment of the Stadium’s likely
financial performance is reasonably accurate, the expenditure of the
$45m cannot be considered as providing commercial value for money.
The Audit’s view is that the Stadium cannot reasonably be considered as
having significance as a commercial asset for the Territory.

1.108 The redeveloped Stadium undoubtedly has a significant
community asset component.  The Government’s intention was to
contribute $12.3m to the costs of the redevelopment and this could
reasonably be construed as the amount which the Government was
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prepared to pay for the community component of the asset.  If this is
accepted, the expenditure which the Government has actually met above
$12.3m (i.e. some $33m) could be regarded as not producing the value
for money intended by the Government when it commenced the
redevelopment.  That is, the Government has paid almost $45m for a
community asset for which it intended to pay $12.3m.

DEPARTMENTAL RESPONSE

1.109 In accordance with section 18 of the Auditor-General Act 1996, a
final draft of this Report was provided to the Chief Executive of the
Chief Minister’s Department for his consideration and comments.  The
Chief Executive’s response is set out following.

1. “This stated aim of this report is to determine whether the costs
incurred in redeveloping Bruce Stadium represent value for money for
the Territory. The Audit conclusion that the outcome does not represent
value for money is not supported by a reasonable review of the
evidence.
2. The argument is this report essentially proceeds from the
premise that the provision of corporate facilities was excessive and that
these facilities will not yield the expected levels of revenue to make the
Stadium a viable commercial operation. Both these propositions can be
accepted without prejudicing an overall conclusion that the
redevelopment represented overall value for money.
3. The scale of corporate facilities does clearly exceed current
demand, except for occasions such as finals and similar events. In
debate is the degree of over-provision, and whether revised marketing
and pricing strategies may overcome this imbalance. What is clear,
however, is that such initial over-provision is preferable to the future
cost of retrofitting such facilities as occurred at the Sydney Football
Stadium.
4. The conclusion that revenue targets have not been met is
correct at least for the present. However, revenue for areas such as
naming rights sponsorship and hire of corporate facilities can be
expected to increase in the future, while the revenue guarantees
provided to the major hirers finishes in 2004. Audit has acknowledged
that beyond that point the stadium should be able to at least break
even.
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5. The report uses the concept of value for money as identified in
the recently developed ACT Government Purchasing Policy Principles
and Guidelines.  The Guidelines state that achieving value for money
involves acquiring the most suitable (or effective) product – one that
best meets the intended purpose and quality - in the most efficient and
economic manner.  It therefore involves consideration of many aspects
including fitness for purpose, quality, policy objectives, risks, costs and
benefits.
6. Clearly, value for money does not automatically mean the
lowest price. Nevertheless, the bulk of the report focuses on cost issues.
7. The report acknowledges that there was a need for
improvements to Bruce Stadium. The Government’s key objective in the
Bruce Stadium redevelopment was to provide a quality Stadium
initially to host Olympic Football in 2000 but also to meet the needs of
the major hirers and people of the region in the years to come.  There
is no doubt that this has been achieved.  As I observed in my comments
on the report on Costs and Benefits, Canberra and the region now has
a high quality, high profile 25,000 all-seat sports and entertainment
venue that will be of great value for many years.
8. In addition, the Quantity Surveyor appointed by Audit has
confirmed that the costs for the physical construction and associated
works were ‘fair and reasonable’.  In other words, the Territory got
what it paid for, at least in a construction sense. The report agrees that
the redeveloped Stadium offers spectators a level of comfort and
general facility superior to that which existed before the
redevelopment. There has been significant improvement to facilities for
general patrons. All patrons now have a seat, new seats have been
installed in the entire Stadium.  Sight lines for all spectators have also
improved significantly.  The lowering of the pitch means that all action
on the playing surface can be seen by all spectators.
9. There has also been a substantial improvement in amenities
such as access, concessions, and toilet facilities for all spectators
attending the Stadium.  Canteen facilities now serve a range of both hot
and cold foods.  Toilet and other amenities are now more easily
accessible.  There is improved disabled access including wider aisles.
10. Regrettably, in its assessment of these outcomes, the report
adopts a relentless “glass half empty” approach.
11. For example, the report lists the ten physical objectives which
were to be achieved by the redevelopment and concludes that these
outcomes have “mostly” been achieved. In fact, eight of the ten
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objectives was either met or exceeded, one objective (the provision of
additional temporary seating) was discarded, thus achieving a
substantial cost saving, while the remaining objective of “increasing
covered seating” can also be argued to have been achieved within the
limits of the available project budget. The number of covered seats was
increased from 3,600 to 5,200 or 44%. In short, the Audit conclusion
substantially understates the actual outcomes.
12. In cost per seat terms, the essential argument of the report is
that while the new inner bowl seats represent very good value for
money at about $1,210 per seat, the remainder of the stadium,
including the corporate facilities is not good value at about $2,420 per
seat on the basis that these corporate facilities will not yield the
expected revenue levels. The new inner bowl of the stadium provides
about 13,000 seats, while the balance of the stadium provides about
11,500, of which only 1,070 are in the corporate facilities.
13. On an overall basis, the cost per seat – using Audit’s
assessment of costs – is $1,800. The report concedes that this compares
most favourably with other stadiums, with cost of the all-new Stadium
Australia being $4,109 per seat.
14. The approach adopted in the report to benchmark the costs of
the Bruce Stadium redevelopment is also questionable. All stadiums
differ significantly in terms of design, features and inclusions, cost and
usage.  There are also differences in the demographic characteristics
of the region the stadium will service.
15. While acknowledging that comparisons with other stadiums are
difficult, the report chooses to benchmark the redevelopment of Bruce
Stadium with North Power Stadium at Gosford  - an area with a very
different economic and demographic mix. While the report argues that
the outcomes of such a comparison should be seen as indicative rather
then conclusive, the  analysis is then used to support the report’s
conclusions.
16. In making the comparison with North Power Stadium it is worth
noting that:

•  North Power is a new stadium built on a green field site
whereas Bruce Stadium had to be worked within an existing
structure and infrastructure;

•  North Power only provides seating to 3 sides of the stadium
whereas Bruce Stadium has a total stadium providing seats all
around the playing stadium;
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•  the gross floor area of Bruce is approximately 10,000sqm
whereas North Power Stadium is 7,200sqm including
concourse, concessions, toilets, lounges, boxes, change
facilities etc;

•  Bruce Stadium had 26 boxes (8.5mx4m) and 20 boxes (10mx4m)
whereas North Power has 40 boxes (4mx3.6m).  Bruce Stadium
boxes are fully fitted out whereas North Power boxes are shell
only;

•  Bruce Stadium has 25,000 seats and North Power had 20,000
seats;

•  North Power does not provide the same catering/kitchen
facilities as those provided at Bruce Stadium.  North Power has
simple kitchen facilities with no comparable facility for hot
food;

•  Bruce Stadium’s east stand roof had to be sympathetic with the
west stand roof.  It cannot therefore be compared with North
Power’s simple canter-levered roof structure.

17. Although this is not exhaustive list, it nevertheless indicates the
significant limitations of the comparison undertaken and presented in
the report.
18. Hindmarsh Stadium in Adelaide could be cited as a more
relevant comparison.  Hindmarsh cost $30m, some $5m over the
original budget.  The development was done in two stages, the first
which provided a 5,500 seat grandstand and the second which was
conducted to bring the stadium up to the minimum standards expected
by SOCOG/FIFA for Olympic soccer.  The seating capacity increased
from 3,000 seats (capacity of 12,000) to a seated capacity of 15,000
(5,500) under cover.  This equals the minimum requirements set by
FIFA.  The cost per seat of this development was $2,000.
19. In determining value for money, the report also includes an
assessment of the costs and benefits of hosting Olympic football. As has
been argued in response to other reports, the inclusion of such costs is
not a valid charge on the redevelopment, while Audit’s assessment of
the limited economic benefits of this event are substantially understated
and short term in nature. These issues are addressed in more detail in
my response to Report No. 4.
20. Similar observations can be made in relation to the assessment
of the overall costs and benefits of the redevelopment which are
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addressed in Report No. 3.
21. In summary, on the plus side, the redevelopment of Bruce
Stadium achieved an outcome which is fit for purpose – in fact  - a high
standard modern stadium which will remain a valuable asset for the
Territory for many years. In terms of cost of construction, value was
achieved. The construction objectives were met. On a cost per seat
basis, the outcome compares most favourably with other stadiums. On
the negative side, the failure of the financial model meant that the
construction cost was met entirely by the Territory, while there was a
significant increase in the final cost, compared with initial estimates.
The commercial objectives of the redevelopment also were not
achieved, although there is some prospect of this position improving in
the medium term.
22. Coming to an overall assessment depends ultimately on what
you consider to be more important – failure of aspects of the processes
used in the redevelopment, or an overall assessment of the outcomes. In
my view the clear and continuing success of the Stadium itself as a
venue for top quality sport, and the wider social and economic benefits
to be derived from the redevelopment represent an outcome that can be
considered “value for money”.

CONCLUDING COMMENT

1.110 The Chief Executive’s response to the Report identifies various
issues for specific comment.  The Audit’s view on these issues is
discussed in the following paragraphs.

1.111 In paragraph 1 the Chief Executive comments that the Audit’s
conclusion that the outcome of the redevelopment does not represent
value for money is not supported by a reasonable review of the evidence.
The response then goes on to identify various factors which lead to the
Chief Executive’s view.  The Audit has examined each of the factors
identified by the Chief Executive.  The Audit’s response to each are set
out in the following paragraphs.  In summary the Audit’s examination
has not caused the Audit to alter its opinion that the expenditure on the
redevelopment does not represent value for money for the Territory.

1.112 The Chief Executives’ comment at paragraph 3 regarding the
cost of ‘initial over-provision’ assumes that the demand for the excessive
facilities will eventually rise to meet the over-supply.  The Audit notes
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that on current performance, this situation is likely to be many years off,
if ever.  The Chief Executive’s assumption ignores the opportunity cost
of the expenditure and defies sound planning concepts – a factor that was
an evident deficiency throughout the redevelopment.

1.113 The response discusses, at paragraph 4, various matters
regarding the Stadium revenues.  As pointed out in Report 3 (paragraph
3.63), the Audit’s estimate for the Stadium’s future financial performance
is based on the optimistic assumptions contained in the Stadium
Authority’s budget.  This includes, among other things, annual revenue
from naming rights of $500,000, rising to $550,000.

1.114 For the Stadium to break even after 2004 requires not only that
the revenue guarantees to the major hirers are terminated, but also that
the non-current assets of the Stadium Authority are written off; i.e. an
acceptance that Bruce Stadium has, and will have, no commercial value
to the Territory.  If the Stadium is not written off the Stadium will
continue to operate at a loss.

1.115 The Chief Executive’s response at paragraphs 5 and 6 reflects a
narrow interpretation of the analysis undertaken by the Audit, and
reported across eleven separate reports, each dealing with a discrete
‘auditable area’, and a summary report.  Contrary to the Chief
Executive’s comment, the Audit’s assessment of the achievements of the
redevelopment project against the various stated objectives takes into
consideration fitness for purpose, quality, policy objectives, benefits and
costs.

1.116 The Chief Executive in paragraph 7 states that the ‘key’
objective of the redevelopment was to provide a quality Stadium initially
to host Olympic soccer but also to meet the needs of the major hirers and
people of the region in the years to come.  This was undoubtedly an
objective, however, the Cabinet decision to redevelop the Stadium set out
other key objectives.  These are identified in this Report and in Report 4
– Decision to Redevelop the Stadium.  One key objective was that the
Stadium would be provided with the Government only contributing
$12m.  The actual contribution was $45m.

1.117 Paragraph 8 of the Chief Executive’s response refers to the
conclusion of the Quantity Surveyor appointed by the Audit to assess the
reasonableness of the construction costs.  This matter is discussed in
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detail in paragraphs 1.52-55 of this Report.  The Chief Executive
correctly acknowledges that the Quantity Surveyor’s conclusion
‘contributes to an overall assessment’ regarding value for money.
However, as pointed out by the Chief Executive, an assessment of value
for money must consider more that costs.  The Chief Executive’s
contention that ‘the Territory got what it paid for’ is correct as far as it
goes.  The Audit’s view is that what the Territory got was more than it
needed, and the cost the Territory paid was well in excess of
expectations, influenced at least in part by inadequate management of the
project.  To use a simple analogy, the Territory has acquired a luxury
coach, when a ‘people mover’ would have served the purpose.

1.118 The Report acknowledges that the redeveloped Stadium is an
attractive modern Stadium with significantly improved levels of comfort,
facility and quality.  This is particularly so for the relatively small
number of patrons who enjoy the corporate facilities.  ‘Inner Bowl’
patrons are also more comfortable and closer to the playing field than if
they had been on the grass banks on the outer of the ‘old’ Stadium.
However, as the Report discusses, the redevelopment has not offered
substantive improvements for the vast majority of the Stadium’s pre-
existing 11,600 seats.  The major improvement to existing seating in the
East Stand is a roof covering just over half of the seating, but for most
existing seating in the West Stand and the Terraces the improvement is
little more than the physical seat itself.

1.119 The Chief Executive comments in paragraph 11 on the extent to
which the redevelopment has met the physical outcomes the Cabinet
intended to be achieved.  This is discussed in detail in the Report.  It is
clear that most physical outcomes were met with some being exceeded.
The objective of providing 15,000 temporary seats was an unequivocal
objective of the redevelopment.  The idea was not abandoned until April
1999, shortly before the practical completion of the redevelopment.  By
this time, plans were still under consideration to provide the temporary
seating, and some work had occurred in preparing design options,
notwithstanding that SOCOG had agreed in 1997 that the Stadium design
could be varied as long as the FIFA/SOCOG requirements were met.

1.120 Whether abandoning the concept of temporary seating resulted in
a cost saving is debatable.  The idea was never going to be cost effective
(as discussed in Report 3 – Costs and Benefits) and had not been
included, at any stage, in the cost estimates for the redevelopment.  Any
expenditure on the temporary seats would have been in addition to the
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project budget (Cabinet had agreed to provide an additional $4.4m for
the seats out of the $8m set aside for the upgrade of Manuka/Philip Oval,
but this was not drawn upon).  However, the revenue guaranteed to
SOCOG from ticket sales for the Olympic soccer is based on a total
Stadium capacity which includes the temporary seating.  The decision to
include temporary seating in the design, or alternatively, the failure to
abandon the concept at an earlier stage, has undoubtedly led to increased
costs.

1.121 The Chief Executive also argues in paragraph 11 that the
objective of increasing covered seating has been achieved.  This is not
accepted.

1.122 The number of covered seats has indeed increased from 3,500 to
5,200, or by 44%, as the Chief Executive points out.  As a percentage of
total capacity, the increase is less significant (14% to 21%). The under-
cover seating includes 1,070 corporate seats.  Only 18% of general seats
are under cover.  In September 1996 Cabinet was advised, twice, that the
redeveloped stadium would be fully covered.  Based on this advice – and
the fact that no further mention of the extent to which the Stadium would
be covered was conveyed to the Cabinet - the Cabinet could reasonably
expect to find covered seating substantially increased; i.e. well beyond
21% of seating.  Although the advice to the Cabinet was incorrect, the
design changes proposed for the redevelopment would have covered
about 10,000 seats.  Further, the design consultant - Graf Consulting –
expected about 12,000 seats would be covered.

1.123 Covered seating in the redeveloped Stadium has clearly not
reached these levels.  Covered seating is clearly a value-added aspect of
the Stadium facilities – covered seating attracts a revenue premium and is
a benefit well recognised by patrons.  It is worth noting that one of the
major hirers has commented that the under-cover seating at the Stadium
is insufficient.  The Audit considers the under achievement regarding
covered seating is significant.

1.124 The Chief Executive discusses construction cost per seat in
paragraphs 12 and 13.  The Report discusses this issue in detail in
Chapter 4.  The Audit considers the treatment appropriate and
reasonable.  It reflects the fact that the redevelopment started with a
functional sporting facility valued at $10m.  It also reflects the nature of
the staged works and the physical outcomes.
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1.125 The Audit’s consideration provides readers the opportunity to
consider and compare an alternative to the extensive redevelopment that
took place.  The Audit’s estimates of the cost of providing the inner bowl
and associated sporting facilities, which met FIFA/SOCOG requirements
and largely met those of the major hirers, shows that this work was
comparatively inexpensive.  Upgrading the remaining facilities, however,
was an expensive process that provided facilities excessive to
requirements and unlikely to generate predicted revenue levels.

1.126 The Audit considers it is not appropriate to apportion the cost of
the redevelopment across the total capacity to derive an average cost per
seat.  The resultant average cost from this approach is deceptive and
implies a total redevelopment of the Stadium.  It may even have been
appropriate to calculate the cost based only on the increase to the seating
numbers the redevelopment provided – this would reveal a cost per
additional seat of around $3,300.

1.127 The Audit has acknowledged that comparisons with other
stadiums are difficult and, in many respects, subjective, as noted in
Chapter 3 of this Report.  The differences between Bruce and
NorthPower stadiums that the Chief Executive highlights in paragraphs
16 and 17 are identified in the Report.  That there are differences does
not invalidate the comparison.

1.128 The Chief Executive raises Hindmarsh Stadium in Adelaide as a
more suitable stadium for comparative purposes (see paragraph 18).  The
Audit considered Hindmarsh Stadium but decided against its use as that
stadium was itself was the subject of an audit by the South Australian
Auditor-General apparently due to cost overuns.  The Audit understands
that the report of the SA Auditor-General will be available shortly.

1.129 In paragraph 19 of the response, the Chief Executive refers to the
Audit’s assessment of the costs and benefits of hosting Olympic football
and states that inclusion of these costs is not a valid charge to the
redevelopment.  The Audit does not accept this view.  The issue is
addressed in detail in Report 4 – Decision to Redevelop the Stadium and
Report 3 – Costs and Benefits.  The decision to redevelop the Stadium
was linked to the decision to host Olympic football; it would therefore be
inappropriate not to include the costs and benefits of hosting Olympic
football in reaching a view on value for money.  It is noted that the key
objective for the redevelopment set out by the Chief Executive in
paragraph 7 of his response includes hosting Olympic football.  Simply
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put, the Audit has considered, in reaching a view on value for money, all
significant costs and benefits related to the redevelopment and hosting
Olympic football, including all presented in official documents or
brought to notice during the progress of the Audit.  The results of the
Audit analysis – that the benefits of the redevelopment project are less
than the costs - are presented briefly in this Report and in detail in
Reports 3 and 4.

1.130 The Chief Executive concludes, at paragraph 22, that an
assessment of value for money ‘depends ultimately on what you consider
to be more important – failure of aspects of the processes used in the
redevelopment, or an overall assessment of the outcomes’.  The Audit
addressed the achievement of the intended physical and commercial
outcomes of the redevelopment.  The Audit opinion presented in this
Report is that although the physical outcomes have been achieved in the
most part, the commercial outcomes have not.  The intended commercial
outcomes were clearly very important to the decisions on the
redevelopment, particularly expending large amounts on high quality
facilities for corporate patrons and premium seating.  Because of the
outcomes which were achieved the Audit comprehensively addressed the
failures in processes.  It is the failures identified in the processes which
led to the outcomes.  The outcomes and the processes cannot be
separated.

1.131 The Chief Executive goes on to comment that the outcomes of the
redevelopment represent value for money because of ‘the clear and
continuing success of the Stadium itself as a venue for top quality sport,
and the wider social and economic benefits to be derived from the
redevelopment’.  The Audit does not dispute that the Stadium presents as
a venue for top quality sport – it would be surprising if after an
expenditure of $45m it did not do so.  However, this does not in itself
make the redevelopment value for money.  Further, the Audit’s analysis
of the overall costs and benefits of the redevelopment project, including
hosting Olympic football, reveals economic benefits which are
significantly smaller than the net financial cost to the Territory of $82m.
In Audit’s opinion, it is difficult to see how this can be value for money.

1.132 Each of the matters raised by the Chief Executive were identified
during the Audit and carefully considered.  On receipt of the Chief
Executive’s response they were reconsidered.  The Audit conclusion is
that the content of the Chief Executive’s response does not change the
Audit’s opinion.
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2 PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS TO STADIUM
FACILITIES

INTRODUCTION

2.1 This Chapter outlines the physical changes made to the Stadium’s
facilities and considers whether the changes have enabled the
Government’s intended outcomes from the redevelopment to be
achieved.  This is important for the purpose of understanding whether
value for money was achieved from expenditure made on the
redevelopment.

2.2 A comparison of the redeveloped Stadium’s facilities with a
recently completed stadium in New South Wales is provided in this
Chapter.

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS FROM THIS CHAPTER

•  Bruce Stadium offers spectators a level of comfort and general
facility superior to that which existed before the redevelopment.

•  The redevelopment exceeds FIFA/SOCOG requirements for
hosting Olympic soccer.

•  The redevelopment more than meets the needs of the hirers.

•  The new seating configuration increased allocated seating,
which is now provided for all spectators, by more than 13,000.

•  Covered seating increased by half, but only 21% of the Stadium
capacity (about 5,200, including corporate seating) is under
cover.

•  The redevelopment has not offered substantive improvements
for the vast majority of the Stadium’s pre-existing 11,600 seats.
The major improvement to existing seating in the East Stand is
a roof covering just over half of the seating, but for most
existing seating in the West Stand and the Terraces the
improvement is little more than the physical seat itself.
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•  The major improvements to corporate facilities significantly
benefit only 4% of the Stadium’s capacity; this is consistent
with the overall concept for the redevelopment, which was to
‘target the premium end of the market’.

SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO SPECTATOR FACILITIES

2.3 Table 2.1 on the following page summarises the major changes in
spectator facilities resulting from the redevelopment.

2.4 The seating capacity for the ‘new’ Stadium as shown in Table 2.1
has been compiled with reference to the final (‘as-built’) seating layout.
This recognises that the Stadium was designed to provide allocated
seating for all spectators, with no informal ‘standing room’ capacity.

2.5 The Audit consulted several sources to determine the spectator
capacity of the ‘old’ Stadium.  These included the 1992 hiring agreement
with the Raiders, three separate valuations of the Stadium, the Olympic
bid document, the project manager’s Stage 2 proposal and the
redevelopment Functional Design Brief.  The documents were
inconsistent (sometimes internally) regarding the detailed breakdown of
spectator capacity.  The Audit, however, considers the figures quoted in
Table 2.1 are consistent with the more authoritative of these documents
and offers a fair representation for comparative purposes.

2.6 Table 2.1 refers specifically to changes in spectator capacity.  In
addition to the items shown in the Table, the redeveloped stands also
include new public facilities for food and beverage concessions, toilets,
sports-betting and merchandising.  Existing concessions were relocated
to the north and south of the concourse.  Kitchen facilities and associated
service areas were built in both stands principally to support the
corporate facilities.  Lowering the playing field has also led to an
improvement in sight-lines for some spectators.
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Table 2.1 - Stadium Spectator Capacity Before and After
Redevelopment

Before After
Seating Precinct No. Capacity No. Capacity
West Stand

Allocated Seats 4,040 2,711
Open Corporate Boxes 12 120 36 310
Corporate Suites 32 440 22 336

4,600 3,357
East Stand

Allocated Seats 3,600 3,831
Open Corporate Boxes - 20 184
Corporate Suites - 20 240

3,600 4,255

North and South Terraces 3,400 3,833
Inner Bowl - 13,180
Grass Banks (‘Hill Lawn and Outers’) 13,400 -
Total Seating 25,000 24,625

Undercover Seating
West Stand 3,500 2,955
East Stand - 2,266

3,500 5,221
Proportion of total capacity under cover 14% 21%

Corporate Facilities
Open Boxes 12 120 56 494
Suites 32 440 42 576

560 1,070

Lounge/Function Room - West Stand (a) 2 50/150 1 450/1,000
Lounge/Function Room – East Stand (a) 1 200/250

Note (a) Capacity of lounges is shown for the two configurations used; as a dining
area and as a bar area.  Before the redevelopment the Stadium had two small function
rooms.  The Audit has estimated the capacity of these rooms.
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DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES TO SPECTATOR FACILITIES

Before the Redevelopment

2.7 Before the redevelopment, Bruce Stadium had a ground capacity
of about 25,000.  The seating capacity was 11,600, including 3,500 seats
under cover in the West Stand (14% of the ground capacity and 35% of
the seats).  In all, about 8,000 seats were available in the West Stand
(including corporate seating and the seating now referred to as the North
and South Terraces).  The seating was originally installed in the mid-
1980s when the East Stand was constructed and was of basic quality.
The East Stand had allocated seating for around 3,600 patrons.  Informal
seating – actually, standing room – for about 13,400 spectators was on
several grass banks on the East ‘Hill’ Stand and to the north and south of
the playing field (the ‘Outers’).

2.8 Corporate facilities were very basic.  There were 32 fully
enclosed sponsor boxes on various levels of the West Stand, although
most were located towards the front edge of the Stand.  Some temporary
boxes had been installed on the grass banks to the north of the East
Stand.  A dozen open corporate boxes were also located in the West
Stand.

2.9 All spectators had uninterrupted views of the whole arena.  The
distance from the centre of the playing field to the nearest seating was
about 70m.  The nearest corporate box was about 5m further back, and
open boxes were back further still.  The furthest spectator seating (in the
North or South Terrace) was more than 110m from the centre of the
playing field.  The closest spectator to the field of play on the halfway
line for a rugby or soccer match was about 35m.

The Redeveloped Stadium

2.10 The overall ground capacity remains essentially unchanged
although all spectators are now provided allocated seating.  In total,
about 24,600 seats were installed at the Stadium.  The increased allocated
seating capacity was achieved by constructing the Inner Bowl (capacity
13,180) to replace the informal seating on the grass banks.

2.11 A wide concourse was built around the perimeter of the Inner
Bowl to provide access to the Inner Bowl and concessions.  (Attendance
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exceeding the allocated seating capacity has recently been achieved at the
Stadium by allowing spectators to occupy ‘standing room’ on the
concourse and other areas.)

2.12 Modern, high-quality seats featuring an armrest and a cup-holder
were installed throughout the Stadium, with special high-backed and
upholstered seats in the corporate areas.

2.13 All areas under the East Stand were demolished (including the
adjacent ‘hill lawns’) and excavated to construct new levels of public,
corporate and kitchen facilities.  In all, about two thirds of the East Stand
was demolished and re-built.  The new East Stand provides general
seating for about 3,800 spectators, including four new bays to replace
some of the informal hill lawn seating.  A roof was added to the East
Stand, providing shelter for just over half of the available seating.

2.14 The East Stand did not previously provide corporate facilities.  It
now includes twenty corporate suites with private seating in front of each
suite.  All suites have kitchen facilities, heating/air conditioning, ensuite,
telephone, television, and dining facilities.

2.15 Twenty open corporate boxes were constructed at the front of the
East Stand.  Each has an area for food and beverages and offers fabric
covered seats with armrests and headrests and extended legroom.

2.16 A lounge at the back of the Stand, capable of accommodating up
to 500 people, completes the corporate facilities.

2.17 In the West Stand the existing corporate facilities, canteens and
structures beneath the roofline were demolished.  The area beneath the
stand was gutted.

2.18 Twenty-eight corporate suites were built, similar to those in the
East Stand; four have ensuites.  Three suites have been allocated as TV
and radio broadcast facilities.

2.19 In addition to the corporate suites, thirty-six open corporate boxes
and a large corporate lounge capable of accommodating up to 1,000
people were built.  A light-weight extension to the West Stand roof
provides cover to an additional 450 seats located directly in front of the
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corporate lounge, as well as the new television camera platform and
coaches’ areas.

2.20 A central production kitchen and associated service areas were
built in the East Stand to support the corporate facilities.  A secondary
holding kitchen was constructed in the West Stand.

2.21 The redeveloped stands also include new public facilities for food
and beverage concessions, toilets, sportsbetting and merchandising.

2.22 Existing concessions were relocated to the north and south of the
concourse.  These concessions provide an ‘over-flow capacity’ for
patrons in the Inner Bowl when there are large crowds; if attendance is
below about 50% capacity, the north and south concessions are not
opened and patrons are provided services through the concessions in the
stands.

2.23 About 21% of seats (5,200, including corporate facilities) are
under cover, all in the West and East Stands.  The Inner Bowl seats are
not covered.

2.24 Spectators have an uninterrupted view of the whole arena.  The
sight-lines have been improved for many existing seats because the
playing field has been lowered about 3.5m.

2.25 The proximity to the field of play of seating in the new Inner
Bowl has significantly improved over the informal seating.  For example,
seating on the halfway line is now less than 50m from the centre of the
field (within 14m of the playing field) – an improvement of some 30%.

2.26 No seating positions in the West or East Stands, or the North or
South Terraces, are any closer to the playing field than before the
redevelopment.  Corporate patrons in the West Stand are now further
from the field than they were previously.  Seating for spectators who held
‘season passes’ to either of the rugby codes is also further from the field
than before the redevelopment.

Audit Comment

2.27 The outcomes achieved are mostly consistent with the physical
outcomes intended when the redevelopment was initiated.
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COMPONENTS OF THE REDEVELOPMENT

2.28 The Audit considers it appropriate to view the redevelopment as
comprising two components, namely:

•  installation of additional allocated seating and associated sporting
facilities; and

•  upgrading existing ‘general’ seating and facilities including
upgrading and expanding corporate facilities.

2.29 This approach is consistent with the Government’s intentions
regarding the Stadium.

2.30 The first component, the additional allocated seating and
associated upgrade of sporting facilities, was constructed to meet the
requirements of FIFA/SOCOG for hosting Olympic soccer, and also
encompasses improvements to sporting facilities to meet the
requirements of major hirers.

2.31 The second component, upgrading existing seating and facilities,
including the corporate facilities, was in most respects constructed to
achieve the intended commercial outcomes from the Stadium.

2.32 It is noted that the Stadium was independently valued in February
1999 for the Australian Sports Commission, in its ‘pre-redevelopment’
form, at a replacement cost of $10m (written down depreciated value).

2.33 Some comments on each of the components follow.

Additional Allocated Seating and Associated Sporting Facilities

2.34 As shown in Table 2.1, providing allocated seating to all Stadium
patrons has not affected the overall capacity of the Stadium; it remains
essentially unchanged at about 24,600.  A comparison of spectator
capacity before and after the redevelopment, by seating precinct, shows
that, essentially, the new allocated seating provided by the
redevelopment is in the Inner Bowl.  For example:

•  allocated seating in the West Stand has decreased by about 27%
(from 4,600 to 3,357) because the new concourse occupies an
area previously occupied by covered and uncovered seating, and
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the suites and open corporate boxes provide less total seating than
before the redevelopment;

•  allocated seating in the East Stand has increased by about 18%
(from 3,600 to 4,255) because two new bays have been added to
each end, as well as new corporate suites and open boxes;

•  seating capacity in the terraces has increased by about 11% (from
3,400 to 3,833) notwithstanding that these seating precincts were
not altered during the redevelopment;

•  overall, the allocated seating capacity in the West and East Stands
and terraces has decreased slightly (from 11,600 to 11,445); and

•  all informal seating on the grass banks to the north, south and east
of the old playing field (capacity of about 13,400) has been
relocated and replaced by the Inner Bowl seating (allocated
seating for 13,180).

2.35 The allocated seating in the Inner Bowl is all closer to the field of
play than the informal seating it replaced.  This is because the playing
field has been reduced to a rectangular pitch (and lowered) allowing the
Inner Bowl to be installed within the perimeter of the previous oval-
shaped arena.  The Inner Bowl comprises uncovered general seating.  All
seats are modern, high-quality seats featuring armrests and cup-holders.

2.36 Facilities to service the additional allocated seating have been
provided in the redeveloped West and East Stands and are accessed from
the concourse.  Facilities include new food and beverage concessions,
toilets, sportsbetting and merchandising.  The ‘outboard’ concessions,
which previously serviced much of the Stadium, have been retained and
relocated to the north and south of the concourse to provide an overflow
capacity for large crowds.

2.37 This component also included other works to the facilities to meet
the requirements of FIFA/SOCOG and major hirers.  This included
changes and improvements to facilities for players and officials (change
rooms etc), upgrading lighting and sound systems.

Audit Comment

2.38 The Audit has calculated the cost of providing the additional
seating and associated facilities at $16.0m (see Chapter 4 for a
description of how this cost is derived).
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Upgrading Existing General Seating and Facilities

2.39 There are two aspects to the upgrade of existing seating and
facilities.  The first is the upgrade of seating and facilities available to the
general public and the second is the upgrade to corporate facilities.  The
following comments are provided on each.

General Seating and Facilities

2.40 Before the redevelopment, more than 95% of the existing 11,600
allocated seats was general seating.

2.41 All existing general seating was upgraded during the
redevelopment, replacing the 20-year old seats with the same style of
seating used in the Inner Bowl (some of the existing general seating
made way for corporate facilities).

2.42 The redevelopment has not brought any of the spectators in the
existing general seating in the West or East Stands, or the North or South
Terraces (who together represent 46% of the Stadium capacity) any
closer to the playing field.  These seating precincts are located in existing
structures which, obviously, were not moved during the redevelopment.

2.43 The Stadium was constructed in 1977 as an athletics facility, and
is on a large almost circular site about 230 metres across.  Existing
seating was located on the outer western and eastern edges of the site.
By providing the new Inner Bowl, the redevelopment has improved
proximity to the field for about half of the potential spectators.  For the
remainder of the spectators, who are still located in the outer western and
eastern edges of the Stadium, there has been no improvement in
proximity.

2.44 The upgrade of existing facilities has not created substantive
improvements for patrons in the existing general seating.  Although
sight-lines have been improved by lowering the playing field, the seating
is no closer to the playing field than before the redevelopment.  In effect,
the improvements to existing general seating consist mainly of the new
and more comfortable seats and some improvements to sight lines.
Improved concessions and toilets also provide a benefit.
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Corporate Facilities

2.45 Corporate facilities in the redeveloped Stadium have been
significantly improved and increased.  There are now 48 corporate suites
(20 in the East Stand, 28 in the West Stand).  Three suites in the West
Stand have been allocated to the media and another three have not yet
been fitted out.

2.46 Fifty-six open corporate boxes are now available, accommodating
groups of eight or ten.

2.47 The new corporate facilities accommodate more than 1,000
corporate patrons, almost double the previous capacity.

2.48 Two new lounges have been provided, one in each grandstand.
The West Stand lounge has a view of the playing field.  The East Stand
lounge does not have a view of the playing field.

2.49 Substantial kitchen facilities have also been established in both
stands, primarily to support the corporate facilities, although the kitchens
can service other Stadium activities such as functions or conferences.

2.50 Corporate facilities have all been prepared to a high quality.

2.51 As previously mentioned, mainly to provide the corporate
facilities and associated infrastructure, all areas under the East Stand
were demolished and excavated.  Similarly in the West Stand the existing
corporate facilities, canteens and structures beneath the roofline were
demolished.

Audit Comment

2.52 The Audit has estimated the costs of upgrading existing general
and corporate facilities at $27.7m (see Chapter 4 for a description of how
this cost is derived).

2.53 The major work in relation to the upgrade of existing facilities
was to provide increased high quality corporate facilities.
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2.54 For spectators sitting in general seating, although there have been
improvements to available amenities, and sight lines are better, the major
benefit is that they are sitting in new and more comfortable seats.

2.55 Most of the cost of providing this component of the works was
expended on the improved and increased corporate facilities.

SUITABILITY TO MEET THE GOVERNMENT’S INTENTIONS

Introduction

2.56 At the commencement of the redevelopment, certain intentions
were identified by the Government to be achieved through the physical
changes to the redevelopment.  The following comments specifically
address whether some of these intentions have been achieved.

Meeting Minimum FIFA/SOCOG Requirements for Olympic Soccer

2.57 A Government intention from the redevelopment was that it
should meet FIFA/SOCOG requirements for the conduct of Olympic
soccer.

2.58 FIFA/SOCOG requirements for Olympic soccer were known
from at least January 1995.  Among other criteria, the requirements
stipulated a minimum capacity of 15,000 in individually numbered,
shaped seats with backs; no terraces or spectator standing areas would be
allowed.  Temporary stands were allowed.

2.59 It is noted that documentation provided to SOCOG with the
Olympic bid submission shows that many of the FIFA/SOCOG
requirements for holding Olympic soccer were already met by the old
Bruce Stadium.  This indicates that a relatively modest redevelopment
would have provided the functionality needed for the Olympic soccer.
Whether a modest redevelopment would have been sufficient to win the
Olympic bid cannot be known.

2.60 The formal venue requirements of FIFA/SOCOG were defined in
detail in various documents and were generally well understood at the
time the Olympic bid was made.  Venue requirements were included as
an attachment to the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the
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Territory and SOCOG, which was being negotiated in mid-1997 at the
same time the design requirements for the Stadium were being firmed up.

2.61 Stage One of the redevelopment, which involved the
reconstruction of the playing field, installation of the Inner Bowl and
works to the facilities in the West Stand for players and officials largely
met the Olympic needs.  This work was commenced in September 1997
and completed in early March 1998.  (The Audit notes that additional
work would have been required to ensure the Stadium was fully
functional, had a decision been taken to terminate the project at this
stage.)

2.62 The project manager advised in August 1998 that the Stadium
met the requirements detailed in the MOU between SOCOG and the
Territory.  Although no formal sign-off regarding quality and
functionality has been sought or received from SOCOG, representatives
of SOCOG and the International Olympic Committee (IOC) have
inspected the facilities and indicated their satisfaction with the Stadium.

Audit Comment

2.63 The Government’s intention that the redevelopment should meet
the FIFA/SOCOG requirements has been achieved and exceeded.

Meeting the Needs of Major Hirers

2.64 Another major intention of the Government from the
redevelopment was that the redeveloped Stadium should meet the needs
of the major hirers; i.e. the Canberra Raiders and the ACT Brumbies.

2.65 The requirements of the major hirers and other users of the
Stadium were not as well defined as those of FIFA/SOCOG.
Nevertheless, the hirers were involved early in 1997 in the formative
design phases for the redevelopment and provided suggestions for the
Stadium facilities, some of which were incorporated in part or in full.
Some changes to the facilities were made during the redevelopment at the
request of the hirers.  It is noted that the hirers’ preference at the time
when decisions were being made about the design, size and scope of the
redevelopment was for a less extensive project than the one constructed.
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2.66 The major hirers advised during the Audit5 that the redeveloped
Stadium generally meets their needs, although the corporate facilities
over-cater for the intended market.  Both organisations expressed
concern that the Stadium has not met reasonable requirements for media
facilities.

Audit Comment

2.67 The Audit considers that Bruce Stadium more than meets the
quality and functionality requirements of the major hirers,
notwithstanding concerns regarding media facilities.  The redevelopment
therefore exceeds the Government’s intention that the redevelopment
should meet the needs of the major hirers.

Increasing Covered Seating

2.68 A Government intention was that the redevelopment would
increase the number of covered seats.  Early submissions to the Cabinet
indicate that the increase in the proportion of seats under cover would be
significant.

2.69 Before the redevelopment the only covered seating in the Stadium
was in the West Stand (about 3,500 seats).  Now, some 5,200 seats are
undercover.  A roof has been constructed for the East Stand, providing
cover to just over half of the capacity of the Stand.  The roof of the West
Stand was extended to provide cover to an additional 450 seats located
directly in front of the corporate lounge, as well as the new television
camera platform and coaches’ areas.  The redevelopment increased the
proportion of covered seating from about 14% to about 21%.

Audit Comment

2.70 The increase in covered seating falls far short of the original plan.
For example, the Cabinet submission of 20 September 1996 (Canberra -
An Olympic City) and the Olympic bid document each referred to a fully
covered stadium.  CRI’s successful Stage 2 proposal for selection as the
project manager for the redevelopment says the $27m redevelopment
would extend the roof to the West Stand by 60% and provide a similarly

                                                
5 Kevin Neil, Chief Executive Officer, Canberra Raiders, 28 April 2000, and Mark
Sinderberry, General Manager, ACT Rugby Union Ltd (ACT Brumbies), 30 June 2000
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scaled roof to the East Stand.  The Audit estimates this could provide
cover to around 10,000 seats.  Further, an ‘outline business plan’
prepared by Graf Consulting in May 1997 advised the redevelopment
would provide 12,000 seats under cover.

2.71 The increase in covered seating has been relatively small.  The
Audit is therefore of the view that the Government’s intention to
significantly increase covered seating has not been achieved.

CONCLUSIONS

2.72 The redeveloped Bruce Stadium offers spectators a level of
comfort and general facility superior to that which existed before the
redevelopment.  Corporate facilities, in particular, have been
significantly improved, offering more room, improved comfort, and
greatly improved quality.  The improvement for patrons sitting in
existing general seating locations has been much less than the
improvement the corporate facilities.

2.73 In terms of facilities, the major improvements have been for the
corporate patrons, who represent 4% of the capacity of the Stadium.
Corporate facilities in the redeveloped Stadium now accommodate
almost double the previous capacity and have all been prepared to a high
standard.  This is consistent with the overall initial concept of the
redevelopment, which was to ‘target the premium end of the market’.

2.74 The cost of providing the corporate facilities has been high.  For
example, much of the work to the East and West stands was to provide
the infrastructure for corporate facilities.  This would constitute value for
money if the corporate facilities generated the large profits envisaged.
This has not happened.  Both of the major hirers have confirmed to the
Audit that the number, size, and quality of the corporate facilities is
excessive for the local market.
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3 COMPARISON WITH OTHER STADIUMS

INTRODUCTION

3.1 The Audit has made a comparison of the physical attributes of the
redeveloped Bruce Stadium with other stadiums used for similar
purposes. This Chapter provides the results of this comparison.

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS FROM THIS CHAPTER

•  The facilities offered by the Stadium compare well against
equivalent stadiums.

GENERAL COMPARISON WITH OTHER STADIUMS

3.2 The Audit sought to compare the facilities offered by the
redeveloped Bruce Stadium with other Australian stadiums which have
been recently redeveloped or constructed.  The Audit used information
provided in response to a questionnaire sent to the management of other
stadiums, follow up with stadium representatives, and information
publicly available from annual reports and official internet sites.  This
information has not been verified by the Audit.

3.3 Comparisons with other stadiums are difficult and, in many
respects, subjective.  Variations between stadiums are significant for
many reasons, such as the influence of the demographic characteristics of
the region the stadium will service or the age of the facilities.  Such
matters influence design, features and inclusions, cost and usage.  These
variations make benchmarking problematic.  The outcome of
comparisons must therefore be seen as indicative, rather than conclusive.

Assessment of Questionnaire Responses

3.4 There are some areas where objective comparisons can be made.
The Audit questionnaire sought information on such matters as seating
capacity, playing field dimensions and structure, and facilities for
players, officials and spectators.  These may be used as benchmarks.
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3.5 Based on the responses to the questionnaires issued by the Audit,
Bruce Stadium compares well with other stadiums on the matters
mentioned in the previous paragraph, and is clearly better than other
stadiums in several areas.  For example, not many of the comparable
stadiums offer allocated seating for all patrons, or cater for people with
disabilities as well as Bruce Stadium.

3.6 The quality of the Stadium is higher than many others,
particularly for spectator comfort (other than covered seating) and
corporate facilities.  The proportion of covered seating is low in
comparison to other stadiums.

Requirements of Hirers’ Governing Bodies

3.7 The standard and quantity of stadium and spectator facilities are
usually guided by the requirements of users.  In the case of Bruce
Stadium, and most comparative Australian stadiums, bodies such as the
National Rugby League (NRL) or Australian Rugby Union (ARU)
establish minimum requirements.  Bruce Stadium meets these
requirements, and in comparison to a number of other stadiums, generally
meets them well.  In May 1999, when it was revealed that only one third
of the seventeen venues then used in the NRL competition met the NRL
criteria for playing facilities, Bruce Stadium was one of the stadiums that
complied.

Audit Comment

3.8 The Bruce Stadium compares well with many other stadiums and
well meets the venue criteria set by the NRL and the ARU.

COMPARISON WITH NORTHPOWER STADIUM

3.9 After considering other stadiums, the Audit decided that
NorthPower Stadium, in Gosford, offered a reasonable comparison with
Bruce Stadium.  Both stadiums are home to teams in the National Rugby
League competition, although Bruce Stadium was also designed to meet
more onerous FIFA/SOCOG requirements for an Olympic venue.  Bruce
Stadium also has to comply with Australian Rugby Union requirements.

3.10 In responding to different physical constraints and financial
intentions, the two stadiums have met their objectives in different ways,
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and differ in design, features and cost.  Nevertheless, the Audit considers
a comparison useful.

3.11 The purpose of the comparison is to illustrate that stadiums, even
if their main basic purposes are the same, can differ.  These differences
will have an effect on construction costs.

3.12 The information in relation to NorthPower Stadium was provided
by that Stadium’s management, and informed by an inspection of the
Stadium by members of the Audit team.

3.13 NorthPower Stadium was previously known as Grahame Park.
The complete redevelopment of the venue, as a purpose built venue for
Rugby League with a capacity of 20,000, was finished in time for the
2000 football season at a cost of around $32m.  (This cost was advised
by Gosford City Council and has not been verified by the Audit.)

3.14 NorthPower Stadium is arranged in a U-shape, with the East and
West Stands providing two tiers of seating.  The roof is a relatively
simple, cantilevered structure (compared to the more complex high span
cantilever roof supported by masts and cables at Bruce Stadium).  As
well as the Stadium itself, the development involved construction of a
clubhouse for a bowling club in an area under the North stand and
synthetic bowling greens adjacent to the clubhouse.  NorthPower
Stadium provides covered seating for about 35% of its patrons, compared
with 21% at Bruce Stadium.

3.15 Seating throughout the NorthPower Stadium is modern,
individual bucket seats.  The seats are comfortable, but not to the same
quality as at Bruce Stadium.  Unlike Bruce Stadium, the same seat design
is used for general and corporate seating.  The seats do not have armrests
or cupholders.

3.16 Corporate facilities in the East and West Stands cater for about
900 patrons (Bruce Stadium 1,070); there are twenty-five suites seating
400 and fifty-nine open boxes catering for a further 500.  In addition,
there are three lounges, each capable of holding 70 patrons, and a ‘long
room’ accommodating about 220 patrons.  Bruce Stadium has two large
lounges capable of holding up to 1,500 people.  Corporate facilities are
modern and comfortable but much smaller than at Bruce Stadium and do
not have the same quality of fittings.  At NorthPower fit-out of suites has
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been the responsibility of the hirers.  NorthPower Stadium has no kitchen
facilities; all catering is provided through adjacent clubs and food is
prepared off-site.

3.17 As with Bruce Stadium, NorthPower Stadium offers
uninterrupted views of the playing field for all patrons.  The more
compact design of NorthPower Stadium, however, places its patrons
closer to the game than those at Bruce.  For example:

•  the nearest seating from the centre of the NorthPower playing
field is 42m (Bruce, about 50m).  The furthest spectator seating
on the half-way line at NorthPower is 62m from the centre of the
field (Bruce, 95m);

•  the nearest corporate suite at NorthPower is about 70m from the
centre of the field (Bruce, 75m).  Open corporate boxes are about
three or four metres closer to the field than the suites at both
venues.  The furthest open box on the half-way line at
NorthPower is 70m from the centre of the field (Bruce, 90m);

•  the nearest seat from the centre of the field measured through the
goal ends is 68m at NorthPower (Bruce, 80 m).  The furthest seat
through the goal lines is 88m at NorthPower (Bruce, 95m); and

•  the furthest seat in the Stadium from the kick-off point at
NorthPower is 88m; at Bruce some seats in the Terraces are more
than 110m from the centre of the playing field.

3.18 A further significant difference is in seating capacities behind the
goal lines.  At NorthPower, the two-tier design locates a greater
proportion of the seating capacity along the side-lines.  Consequently,
only around 21% of the total seating capacity is located behind the goal
lines; at Bruce the proportion is closer to 50%.  The Audit acknowledges
that NorthPower Stadium is U-shaped, i.e. one end is ‘open’, without
seating.

Audit Comment

3.19 In the Audit view, both Bruce Stadium and NorthPower Stadium
are attractive, functional venues, which appear to meet the needs of users
well.  The Audit notes that, overall, Bruce Stadium has been developed
to a higher standard of inclusions and quality than NorthPower Stadium,
particularly in relation to corporate facilities.  This is, in part, a reason for
the different cost of the stadiums.  A difference in corporate facilities
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would be expected, as the design concept for Bruce was to target the
premium end of the market.  The philosophy at NorthPower was clearly
not the same as at Bruce.

3.20 The more compact design of NorthPower Stadium offers its
patrons closer seating to the playing field than Bruce Stadium,
significantly so in some areas.  NorthPower Stadium advantages
spectators by minimising the proportion of the stadium capacity located
behind the goal-lines.

CONCLUSIONS

3.21 The redeveloped Bruce Stadium compares favourably with
stadiums with which the Audit compared it.

3.22 A notable feature of the Bruce Stadium is the quantity and quality
of its corporate facilities.  This was particularly noticeable in the Audit’s
specific comparison of Bruce Stadium and NorthPower Stadium.
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4 CONSTRUCTION COST PER SEAT

INTRODUCTION

4.1 This Chapter comments on the average cost per seat of the
redeveloped Stadium.  Cost per seat has been raised with the Legislative
Assembly and the Estimates Committee as an indicator of value for
money.

4.2 The cost per seat indicator for a reasonably comparable Stadium
is also provided in the Chapter.

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS FROM THIS CHAPTER
•  The Audit separately calculated the cost per seat of the two

components of the redevelopment – the provision of additional
seating (including the associated upgrade of sporting facilities)
and the upgrade of all other spectator facilities.

•  The construction cost per seat of the additional seating (and
associated sporting facilities) is around $1,210.  This is
substantially less than other recently redeveloped stadiums and
represents good value for money.

•  The construction cost per seat of the improvements to existing
facilities is around $2,420.  This cost approaches the higher end
of comparisons with other recent stadium developments.  As an
upgrade, this does not represent value for money.

•  Government statements concerning the construction cost per
seat of the Stadium, which have placed the cost at $1,310 and
$1,388 per seat, under-report the cost.

CONSTRUCTION COST PER SEAT

Introduction

4.3 Construction cost per seat has been put forward as an indicator of
value for money in the development of stadium facilities.  Construction
cost per seat is a useful indicator, but the extreme variability of stadium
facilities makes it far from perfect.  The indicator can be influenced by
many factors, such as whether the facilities are constructed on a ‘green
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fields’ site or are a redevelopment of existing facilities; the quality of the
facilities; and the technology incorporated in the facilities.  The indicator
should only be regarded as a broad indication of value for money.

4.4 There is difficulty in establishing a sound benchmark with which
to compare the redeveloped Bruce Stadium, as few stadium
developments are alike in terms of size, technology or quality of
facilities.  There is also uncertainty regarding the veracity and
comparability of reported costs for other stadiums.

4.5 The Audit has included in this Report estimations of the average
construction costs per seat for the Bruce redevelopment.  However, as
explained, any comparisons made using these figures should not be taken
as conclusive evidence.

AUDIT ESTIMATION OF CONSTRUCTION COST PER SEAT

4.6 The Audit’s estimate of the cost of the redevelopment is
discussed in Report 3 — Costs and Benefits.  The Audit has taken the
view that the total redevelopment costs include all costs directly
attributable to the Stadium redevelopment, and incurred to ensure the
necessary functionality of the Stadium.  Thus redevelopment costs
include design and construction costs, fixtures, furniture and equipment
acquisition costs, off-site capital works directly related to the project
(such as access roads and carparking in the Stadium precinct) and
relocation of tenants of the ‘old’ Bruce Stadium.  Table 4.1 on the
following page summarises the redevelopment costs.  It shows that direct
construction costs totalled $43.7m.
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Table 4.1 – Summary of Redevelopment Costs
Item Costs ($m)
Direct Construction Costs
Design and Construction 35.735
Furniture, Fittings and Equipment 3.103
Video Replay Board 2.100
Off Site Capital Works 1.150
Relocation of ASC Facilities 1.283
Other 0.289
Sub-total direct construction costs 43.660
Other Costs Arising Directly from the Redevelopment
Financing, Management, Legal and Other Costs 0.485
Departmental costs 0.763

1.248
Total Costs 44.908

4.7 The construction cost per seat is shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 – Construction Cost Per Seat – Total Construction Costs
Apportioned Across Total Allocated Seating

Construction Cost Seated Capacity Cost Per Seat
$43.659m 24,625 $1,775

Components of Average Cost

4.8 As set out in Table 2.1 of this Report, the Stadium now provides
allocated seating for 24,625 spectators.  The ‘re-allocation’ of allocated
and informal seating has provided about 13,000 additional allocated
seats.

4.9 The redevelopment was an upgrade to an existing stadium, albeit
a significant upgrade affecting most areas of the Stadium.  The Stadium,
in its ‘pre-redevelopment’ form, was independently valued in February
1999 for the Australian Sports Commission at a replacement cost of
$10m (written down depreciated value).

4.10 The Stadium facilities offered allocated seating for some 11,600
spectators (general seating and corporate facilities) in seating precincts
that have not, essentially, changed following the redevelopment.
Accordingly, the Audit considers it is appropriate to view the
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redevelopment as comprising two components: the provision of
additional seats (including the associated upgrade of sporting facilities),
and the upgrade of the existing seating and facilities (including the
upgrade and expansion of corporate facilities).  Some comments on the
components have been provided in Chapter 2.  The cost per seat can be
calculated separately for each of the components.

4.11 Table 4.3 summarises the Audit’s estimations of cost per seat of
the two components of the redevelopment.  Comments on each of the
components follow the table.

Table 4.3 – Construction Cost Per Seat – Total Construction Costs
Apportioned Across Redevelopment Components

Construction
Cost

Seated
Capacity

Cost Per
Seat

Additional General Seating and
Associated Upgrade of Sporting
Facilities

$15.962m 13,180 $1,210

Upgraded existing facilities (general
and corporate) $27.698m 11,445 $2,420
Total $43.660m 24,625 $1,775

Additional Seats (Inner Bowl and Associated Upgrade of Sporting
Facilities)

4.12 The costs of providing the new seats in the inner bowl includes
the cost of removing and excavating the then existing playing field,
preparing the new field, constructing the inner bowl facilities, installing
seats, changing sporting facilities for players and officials and improving
other facilities to meet hirers’ requirements.

4.13 Most of the works involved were within the first two of the four
major construction contracts for the redevelopment.  The Audit considers
the works included in this component of the redevelopment met the
FIFA/SOCOG requirements.

4.14 The Audit’s estimate of the inner bowl costs also includes a
proportionate share of other design and construction costs (such as
design, administration, project management expenses) and the costs of
other construction activities directly related to the inner bowl works
(such as the extension of Braybrooke Street to allow the dumping of spoil
from the excavated playing field).  It also includes a proportionate share
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of the cost of the video replay board.  The estimated costs total about
$16.0m.

4.15 On this basis, the Audit has estimated that the construction cost
per seat of the inner bowl (and associated sporting facilities) is around
$1,210.

Audit Comment

4.16 An average cost per seat of $1,210 for the new seating and
sporting facilities represents good value for money in that the outcome
has more than doubled the Stadium’s allocated seating capacity for a
reasonable cost per seat, and also provided significant other venue
improvements.

4.17 The Audit considers that its estimation reasonably reflects the
work done to deliver a basic structure holding about 13,000 seats, to
replace the playing field and improve facilities for the players and
officials.  The seats are not in a stand and are not covered.  There are no
corporate facilities in this structure – it is ‘general admission’ seats only.

4.18 It was a Government intention that the allocated seating capacity
of the Stadium be increased by approximately 13,000.  This intention has
been met at a reasonable cost.

Upgrade of Existing Seating and Facilities (General and Corporate)

4.19 The balance of the work on the redevelopment involved
upgrading all other seating and facilities in the Stadium.  This included
substantially upgrading and expanding corporate facilities (suites, open
boxes, lounges and kitchen facilities).  Corporate seating almost doubled
to 1,070 patrons.

4.20 This component of the redevelopment upgraded existing general
seating (about 10,400 seats) and facilities.  Existing seats were replaced
by more modern seats, roofing was provided to about half of the East
Stand, and new concessions and toilet facilities were constructed in each
of the Stands.
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4.21 In total, upgrading existing seating and facilities cost about
$27.7m.  Of this, the Audit estimates that the larger part was incurred to
provide the infrastructure necessary for the corporate facilities.

4.22 The Audit has estimated that the construction cost per seat of the
upgrade to existing seating and facilities is around $2,420.

4.23 Some further information is useful to explain this expenditure:

•  Rebuilding the East Stand involved demolishing about two thirds
of the existing stand and major excavations of the remaining
portion.  Much of this work was necessary to provide the
infrastructure for new corporate suites and open boxes, a new
corporate lounge and substantial kitchen/back-of-house facilities
to support the corporate areas in the whole Stadium.  It also
allowed existing seating in the Stand to be upgraded, the
provision of four extra bays of uncovered seating and improved
access for disabled patrons.  Rebuilding the East Stand involved
construction costs of about $11.9m.  This does not include the
roof.

•  The East Stand roof cost almost $1.5m, and provides cover for
2,300 patrons (including patrons in corporate suites and open
boxes).

•  Improvements to the West Stand, not including those undertaken
as part of the construction of the inner bowl, were largely for the
benefit of corporate patrons.  The improvements included new
corporate seating (suites and open boxes), a new corporate
lounge, a new ‘satellite’ kitchen to service the corporate facilities
and a light-weight extension to the roof to provide cover for some
of the new open boxes.  Existing general seating was upgraded.
The construction cost for this work was around $7.5m.

•  New concessions, merchandising, sports-betting and toilet
facilities were constructed on the concourse under both the West
and East Stands.  Existing concessions and other facilities were
also upgraded during the Redevelopment.

•  The most significant physical change for most of the existing
general seating (i.e. other than corporate seats) is the upgraded
seat itself.

4.24 In terms of facilities, the major improvements from this
component of the redevelopment were clearly for the corporate facilities
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and associated infrastructure.  This is consistent with the design concept
which was to target the premium end of market.

Audit Comment

4.25 The Audit considers an average cost per seat of $2,420 for
upgrading existing seating and facilities with the major part of the total
cost being for corporate facilities cannot represent value for money
unless the investment in the facilities was to contribute a commercial
return.

General Comment on Estimated Costs Per Seat

4.26 The Audit accepts that the estimations presented of costs per seat
draw a somewhat simplistic view of the Stadium redevelopment.  The
Audit has allocated specific aspects of the redevelopment costs to either
of two components, but recognises that some facilities improvements are
of general benefit to most spectators at the Stadium.  For example, costs
of the improvements to the forecourts of the stands’ existing concessions
have been allocated to the ‘additional seats’ component of the
redevelopment.  The calculations do not, for example, attempt to
apportion the costs of improvements to these general facilities or others
such as toilet facilities or circulation areas.

4.27 The Audit’s assessment of the ‘upgrade of existing facilities’ cost
is a conservative estimate as where there was some doubt whether a cost
should be allocated to one component or the other it was allocated to the
‘additional seats’ component.

4.28 The Audit also accepts that the estimations do not – and cannot -
take into account the intangible benefits experienced by spectators
attending events in the redeveloped stadium (e.g. the look or ‘feel’ of the
Stadium).  These matters are better addressed in an economic assessment,
as presented in Report 3 –Costs and Benefits.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER STADIUMS

Other Stadiums Generally

4.29 In May 1999, the Under Treasurer advised the Assembly
Estimates Committee that the redevelopment of the Bruce Stadium
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represented good value for money in comparison to several stadiums
around Australia.  The Under Treasurer cited the cost per seat of other
stadiums around Australia ranging from $4,109 for the all-new Stadium
Australia to $2,000 for the redeveloped Hindmarsh Stadium in Adelaide.6

4.30 WT Partnership provided the information on which the Under
Treasurer’s statement was based.7  This information comprised a brief
calculation of construction cost per seat for Bruce Stadium and a further
ten stadiums.  Excluding Bruce Stadium, WT Partnership’s calculations
ranged from $4,109 (Stadium Australia) to $1,350 (Campbelltown
Stadium).  A stadium comparison based on this information described the
facilities provided by the only stadium redevelopment with a
construction cost per seat under $1,400 (Campbelltown Stadium) as
‘simple and low scale’.  The only other stadium included in the
comparison with a cost per seat close to that quoted for Bruce Stadium
(Brandon Park in Wollongong), was constructed thirteen years ago at a
reported cost per seat ‘in 1986 dollars’ of $1,486.

Audit Comment

4.31 When the cost of the redevelopment at Bruce Stadium is
apportioned across all seats, the resultant construction cost per seat
compares favourably with all the Stadiums compared except for the most
simple redevelopment and a stadium constructed during the ‘80s.

4.32 As discussed previously, the Audit considers a more appropriate
way to compare costs is to separate the cost of the redevelopment into the
components of providing additional seats and facilities, and of improving
existing facilities.

4.33 For the ‘additional seating’ component, this comparison shows
the additional seating and facilities as costing per seat substantially less
than other stadiums.  This is not unexpected, as the additional seats were
provided through construction of a basic uncovered structure (the Inner
Bowl) with no corporate facilities.

                                                
6 Mick Lilley, 25 May 1999 (Hansard, Estimates Committee)
7 WT Partnership Pty Ltd, 17 May 1999, referenced in documentation provided to the Audit
by the Chief Minister’s Department
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4.34 For the ‘improvements to existing facilities’ component, the
comparison shows the cost is approaching the higher end of other
Stadiums, similar in cost per seat to works at the Brisbane and
Melbourne Cricket Grounds.

NorthPower Stadium

4.35 NorthPower Stadium, completed early this year for a reported
cost of about $32m (not including furniture, fittings and equipment or
provision of a video replay board), was purpose built for Rugby League
and seats 20,000 patrons, about 35% under cover.  The average
construction cost per seat of NorthPower Stadium was $1,600.

Audit Comment

4.36 If the total construction cost for Bruce Stadium, excluding
furniture, fittings and equipment and a video replay board, is apportioned
across the total seating capacity, the resultant cost per seat is $1,560.
This cost compares favourably with the cost per seat of NorthPower
Stadium.

4.37 Using the Audit’s estimations (again, excluding fixtures, fittings
and equipment and the video replay board), the Bruce Stadium
redevelopment’s two components can be compared with NorthPower –
$1,125 for the average construction cost per seat of additional seating
and $2,065 for the average construction cost per seat of improvements to
existing facilities.  Neither is a perfect comparative, as NorthPower
Stadium, unlike the Bruce redevelopment, was built from essentially a
green fields site.

4.38 The average cost of the additional seating in the Inner Bowl and
other facilities improvements at Bruce Stadium ($1,125) is equivalent to
about 73% of the cost of all seating at NorthPower (about $1,600).  It
must be noted, however, that the Inner Bowl is a simple structure
compared to the more complex tiered-stand structure at NorthPower.
Like Bruce Stadium, the development of NorthPower Stadium also
included rebuilding the playing field.

4.39 The average cost per seat of the Bruce Stadium improvements
($2,065) is about 25% higher than the cost per seat of NorthPower
Stadium ($1,600).  This reflects the higher quality targeted at Bruce
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Stadium.  As mentioned previously, much of the work involved in this
component of the redevelopment was aimed at improving corporate
facilities.

GOVERNMENT STATEMENTS CONCERNING
CONSTRUCTION COST PER SEAT

4.40 The Minister for Sport and the Under Treasurer publicly stated
that an estimated cost per seat of $1,600 for the Bruce Stadium
redevelopment showed that the Territory received value for its
investment.8  The Under Treasurer subsequently revised the estimate to
$1,310 per seat, based on a total cost of $32.75m, which, it was claimed,
represented the cost of the redevelopment excluding furniture, fittings
and equipment and a seated capacity of 25,000.9

4.41 In July 1999, the Minister for Sport referred to the enhancements
made to the Bruce Stadium during Assembly debates and commented
that the cost of the Stadium, at about $1,750 a seat, was ‘a lot cheaper
than some of the contemporary stadiums – Stadium Australia, Docklands
and similar stadiums – which are around $2,500 a seat’.10  The Minister’s
comments reflected a total cost of the redevelopment of about $44m.

4.42 The Minister’s calculation of costs was subsequently revised to
$1,388 per seat, based on the total construction costs of $34.7m
appropriated by the Legislative Assembly (i.e. the appropriation of
$12.3m in September 1996 plus the additional $22.4m appropriated in
July 1999).11

Audit Comment

4.43 Government statements concerning construction cost per seat
have been based on information prepared by WT Partnership.

4.44 The Audit notes that the government estimates of the construction
cost per seat for Bruce Stadium were based on a total cost for the

                                                
8 Mick Lilley, 25 May 1999 (Hansard, Estimates Committee)
9 Mick Lilley, 27 May 1999 (As quoted in The Canberra Times)
10 Bill Stefaniak, 2 July 1999 (Hansard, Week 7 1999)
11 Bill Stefaniak, 2 September 1999 (Hansard, Week 9 1999)
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redevelopment of less than $35m and a 25,000-seat development.  In the
Audit view, this under-reports the cost of the redevelopment.  It does so
on two grounds; firstly, it under-estimates the total cost of the
development,12 and secondly in apportioning the construction cost across
the total seating capacity of 25,000 it does not address the fact that the
Stadium before the redevelopment provided seating for 11,600
spectators.

CONCLUSIONS

4.45 The Audit recognises that construction cost per seat is an
imperfect indicator of value for money, as it can be influenced by many
factors and suffers from the difficulty of establishing sound benchmarks.
Nevertheless, cost per seat has been publicly raised as an indicator of
value for money and therefore requires the Audit to comment.

4.46 Government statements concerning the construction cost per seat
of the Stadium, which have placed the cost at $1,310 or $1,388 per seat,
under-report the cost of the redevelopment on two grounds.  Firstly, the
statements under-estimate the total cost of the development and secondly
they do not recognise that the redevelopment was an upgrade to an
existing facility which already offered seating for 11,600 spectators.

4.47 It is appropriate to consider the redevelopment as comprising two
components; the provision of additional seats (including the associated
upgrade of sporting facilities), and the upgrade of the existing seating
and facilities (including the upgrade and expansion of corporate
facilities).  The cost per seat can be calculated separately for each of the
components.

4.48 On this basis, the Audit has estimated that the construction cost
per seat of the inner bowl (and associated sporting facilities) is around
$1,210.  The Audit concludes that this is good value for money in that the
outcome has more than doubled the Stadium’s allocated seating capacity
for a reasonable cost per seat, and also provided significant other venue
improvements.

                                                
12 The Audit has reported the total construction costs as $43.659m or $38.456m if the costs of
FF&E and the video replay board are excluded.  If these costs are apportioned across the total
seating capacity, the average construction cost per seat is $1,775 or $1,560 excluding FF&E
and the VRB.
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4.49 The Audit has estimated that construction cost per seat of the
upgrade to existing seating and facilities is around $2,420.  The Audit
concludes that this is not value for money since the upgrade of existing
facilities was intended to generate major commercial returns for the
Stadium and this has not occurred.  The major improvements in this
component of the redevelopment are for facilities for corporate patrons
who account for only around 4% of the capacity of the Stadium.
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4 ACT Public Hospitals  - Same Day Admissions
Non Government Organisation  - Audit of Potential Conflict of Interest

5 Management of Leave Liabilities

6 The Canberra Hospital Management’s Salaried Specialists Private Practice

7 ACT Community Care  - Disability Program and Community Nursing

8 Salaried Specialists’ Use of Private Practice Privileges

9 Fleet Leasing Arrangements

10 Public Interest Disclosures - Lease Variation Charges
- Corrective Services

11 Annual Management Report for Year Ended 30 June 1997

12 Financial Audits with Years Ending to 30 June 1997

13 Management of Nursing Services

Reports Published in 1998

1 Management of Preschool Education

2 Lease Variation Charges - Follow-up Review

3 Major IT Projects - Follow-up Review

4 Annual Management Report for Year Ended 30 June 1998

5 Management of Housing Assistance

6 Assembly Members’ Superannuation and Severance Payments to Former Members’
Staffers

7 Magistrates Court Bail Processes

8 Territory Operating Losses and Financial Position

9 Financial Audits with Years Ending To 30 June 1998



iv________________________________________________________
12 Reports were issued prior to 1992.  Details can be obtained from the ACT Auditor-General’s
Office or the ACT Auditor-General’s homepage:  http://www.audit.act.gov.au.

Annexure (continued)

10 Management of Schools Repairs and Maintenance

11 Overtime Payment To A Former Legislative Assembly Member’s Staffer

Reports Published in 1999

1 Stamp Duty on Motor Vehicle Registrations

2 The Management of Year 2000 Risks

3 Annual Management Report for the Year Ended 30 June 1999

4 Financial Audits with Years Ending To 30 June 1999

Reports Published in 2000

1. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Summary Report

2. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Value for Money

3. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Costs and Benefits

4. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Decision to Redevelop the Stadium

5. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Selection of the Project Manager

6. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Financing Arrangements

7. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Stadium Financial Model

8. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Actual Costs and Cost Estimates

9. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Market Research and Marketing

10. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Stadium Hiring Agreements

11. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Lawfulness of Expenditure

12. Bruce Stadium Redevelopment — Governance and Management



Availability of Reports

Copies of Reports issued by the ACT Auditor-General’s Office are available from:

ACT Auditor-General’s Office
Scala House

11 Torrens Street
BRADDON  ACT  2612

or

PO Box 275
CIVIC SQUARE  ACT  2608

Phone (02) 62070833 / Fax (02) 62070826

Copies of Reports are also available from the
ACT Auditor-General’s Homepage:  http://www.audit.act.gov.au


