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Statement by Dr Nicholas Gruen, read onto the
Parliamentary record by Kristie late on Thursday.

As | conducted my review of the Macquarie Point Stadium, it became
clear that Tasmanians face a very difficult dilemma which | have
documented in my report. Tasmanian leaders should use the process
now underway to focus squarely on that dilemma so they can deal with it
in good faith. Alas, some have found an easier course irresistible: to
shoot the messenger rather than deal with the message.

The AFL has insisted that a stadium be built and that it be built quickly
enough for the project to be irreversible by the time the new team takes
to the field. Rather than work through the issues with the community, the
AFL quickly concluded that Macquarie Point would be a nice place for
the stadium and this quickly crystalised into a ‘take-it-or-leave’ it
proposition.

Macquarie Point would indeed be a fine location for a stadium. But prime
waterfront land is a fine location for many things. What else it might be
used for? This is the economist’s concept of opportunity cost which has
gone missing in the official analysis of the project despite numerous
attempts to raise it by independent analysts such as myself and the
Tasmanian Planning Commission (TPC) and in parliament.

There is also the financial cost of building the stadium. Whatever
assurances might have been given, the stadium cannot be built without
borrowing far more than $375 million. | came to that conclusion and
carefully worked through the analysis in my report. The TPC came to the
same conclusion. Some argue that their findings were driven by the
numbers in my report. It is the way bona fide analysis works that a later
analyst will look at other analysts’ work and work from the analysis it
thinks is the soundest. This is what the TPC did.

In fact, however, most of the discrepancy between the TPC’s
conclusions on project cost and the KPMG modelling directed by the
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government was driven by their own independent analysis. If you took all
the figures it took from my report and substituted KPMG’s estimates,
their benefit cost ratio rises by just 3 cents in the dollar. As I've stressed
before, the TPC’s response to newer analysis contrasts starkly with
KPMG's. As | documented in my letter to the Parliamentary Accounts
Committee, there are mistakes and inadequacies in the KPMG report,
but KPMG does not seem to have the professional pride necessary to
provide a bona fide response to that critique by revising its numbers.

As | argued in my report, it would be foolish to suggest that decisions
regarding the stadium should be based on technical analysis alone,
without further recourse to the Tasmanian community. But Tasmania has
had two independent messengers who have outlined problems that are
still not being faced. One, the TPC received a legal letter and its
statutory role may be sidelined from the process. In my case it's
suggested that my consultations with those opposed to the stadium
somehow compromise my independence.

It is not only unremarkable for reviewers to consult with stakeholders
with strong and diverse views — it is expected. It is also normal for this
to occur before specific terms of reference have been announced. Since
| sat on the Productivity Commission in the mid 1990s, | have done this
with other Commissioners and independent reviewers as a matter of
course on numerous previous reviews. Indeed, once | was being
considered as the reviewer, | often asked people | met for their views on
the subject.

If you ask any Productivity Commissioner or, indeed, Tasmania's Saul
Eslake, you will find this is entirely normal. It would never occur to
anyone familiar with our trade that conversations regarding the subject of
the inquiry would compromise the independence of an inquiry, including
before terms of reference are finalised.

A final irony is how something which has been made to look untoward
came to light. Realising I'd missed recording some stakeholder meetings
when the report was first published, | updated it and published it online -
a strange place to hide an embarrassing detail.

Further, this questioning of my own independence comes after |
documented in detail the ways in which the official analysis
commissioned by the MPDC falls short of that standard on numerous
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occasions. To be specific the analysis of the stadium’s visual impact, the
site selection report and the optimistic assumptions and failure to
consider opportunity cost in its economic analysis.

Tasmania deserves a decision-making process in which political leaders
seek the public interest informed by genuinely independent analysis—
not one that sidelines inconvenient truths and undermines those who tell
them.
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