




 

Important Notice 

The information contained in this document originally produced by AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) and 

PricewaterhouseCoopers Consulting Australia Pty Ltd (PwC) together referred to as AECOM/PWC, was 

produced solely for the use of Infrastructure Victoria and was prepared for the specific purpose outlined in the 

contract dated 23 February 2016. No third party may use or rely on this document. AECOM/PwC has used its 

reasonable endeavours to ensure this document is based on information current as at the date of this document. 

AECOM/PwC’s assessments represent its reasonable judgments within the time and budget constraints of its 

commission and using information available to it at the time within those constraints. 

Information contained in this document takes precedence over any later verbal or written presentation, 

representation, clarification or advice. Unless contained within this document, information included in any verbal 

or written presentation, representation, clarification, or amendment made after the date of the Report may not be 

relied upon unless the same has been issued in writing by AECOM/PwC as a formal numbered addendum to the 

Report.  

AECOM/PwC has relied on information provided by Infrastructure Victoria and by third parties (Information 

Providers) to produce this document and arrive at its conclusions. AECOM/PwC has not verified information 

provided by the Information Providers (unless expressly stated otherwise) and we assume no responsibility and 

make no representations as to the adequacy, accuracy or completeness of such information. No responsibility is 

assumed for inaccuracies in reporting by the Information Providers including, without limitation, by Infrastructure 

Victoria’s employees or representatives or for inaccuracies in any other data source whether provided in writing 

or orally used in preparing or presenting the document. 

Unless required by law, Infrastructure Victoria shall not provide this document to any third party without 

AECOM/PwC’s prior written consent which AECOM/PwC may, in their sole discretion grant, withhold or grant 

subject to conditions. Possession of this document does not carry with it the right to commercially reproduce, 

publish, sell, hire, lend, redistribute, abstract, excerpt or summarise this document or to use the name of 

AECOM/PwC in any manner without first obtaining the prior written consent of AECOM/PwC. This document 

does not purport to give legal advice.  

Subject to AECOM/PwC’s obligations to Infrastructure Victoria: 

a. any other recipient of this document, by their acceptance or use of this document, releases AECOM/PwC, 

their parent corporation and its and their affiliates from any liability for direct, indirect, consequential or 

special loss or damage whether arising in contract, warranty, express or implied, tort or otherwise, and 

irrespective of fault, negligence and strict liability.  

b. AECOM/PwC undertakes no duty to, nor accepts any responsibility to, any other party who may use or rely 

upon this document.  

c. If anyone other than Infrastructure Victoria chooses to use or rely on this document they do so at their own 

risk. 

d. AECOM/PwC undertakes no duty to and accepts no responsibility for impacts on any findings from changes 

in "external" factors such as changes in GDP, terms of trade, changes in government policy or the 

behaviour of markets.  

e. This document may include “forward-looking statements”. These statements relate to AECOM/PwC’s 

expectations, beliefs, intentions or strategies regarding the future. These statements may be identified by 

the use of words like “anticipate,” “believe,” “estimate,” “expect,” “intend,” “may,” “plan,” “project,” “will,” 

“should,” “seek,” and similar expressions. The forward-looking statements reflect AECOM/PwC’s views and 

assumptions with respect to future events as of the date of this document and are subject to future 

conditions, other risks and uncertainties, including but not limited to economic and political conditions and 

sovereign risk. Circumstances and events will occur following the date on which such information was 

obtained that are beyond AECOM/PwC’s control or knowledge and which may affect the findings or 

projections contained in this document. We may not be held responsible for and specifically disclaim any 

responsibility for such circumstances or events. 

No section or element of this document may be removed, reproduced, electronically stored or transmitted in any 

form by parties other than those for whom the document has been prepared without the written permission of 

AECOM. All sections in this document must be viewed in the context of the entire document including, without 

limitation, any assumptions made and disclaimers provided. No section in this document may be excised from the 

body of the document without AECOM’s prior written consent.  

PwC’s liability is limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 
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Needs Icons 

Need Icon 

Need 1 Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

 

Need 2 Address infrastructure challenges in areas with low or negative growth 

 

Need 3 Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly 

due to ageing 

 

Need 4 Enable physical activity and participation 

 

Need 5 Provide spaces where communities can come together 

 

Need 6 Improve accessibility for people with mobility challenges 

 

Need 7 Provide better access to housing for the most vulnerable Victorians 

 



 

Need Icon 

Need 8 Address expanded demand on the justice system 

 

Need 9 Provide access to high-quality education infrastructure to support 

lifelong learning 

 

Need 10 Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central 

Melbourne 

 

Need 11 Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment 

centres 

 

Need 12 Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural 

areas 

 

Need 13 Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

 

Need 14 Manage threats to water security, particularly in regional and rural 

areas 

 



 

Need Icon 

Need 15 Manage pressures on landfill and waste recovery facilities 

 

Need 16 Help preserve natural environments and minimise biodiversity loss 

 

Need 17 Improve the health of waterways and coastal areas 

 

Need 18 Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

 

Need 19 Improve the resilience of critical infrastructure 

 



 

Energy efficient development  
EED 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option entails regulatory reform of building regulations to improve energy efficiency for new buildings, both 

residential and commercial. This would require new developments to assess GHG levels and aim for targeted 

levels at the time of construction. This work would build on existing initiatives such as the National Construction 

Code (NCC) and the work being undertaken by the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) targeting building design, 

construction and use, to ensure best practice for new Victorian buildings. The benefits of this option would be 

less dependency on a prescriptive approach to energy use efficiency, consistency in requirements for new 

buildings and allowing the market to determine cost effective and site specific methods to achieve energy use 

efficiency.

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

Changing behaviour 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is applicable to new residential and 

commercial buildings across the state, and 

therefore will have greater spatial concentration in 

areas that will be experiencing high growth in 

residential and commercial buildings in the future. 

Such areas include central Melbourne, and growth 

LGAs. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that this option could lead to 

unintended impacts on housing prices. The 

intention of the option is however to move from a 

prescriptive approach to energy efficiency 

requirements to utilising a target and allowing the 

market to determine cost effective solutions.  

Improved energy efficiency could have productivity 

benefits, and so make firms adopting energy 

efficiency practices more competitive.  

This option could work well in a package of policies 

to improve energy efficiency, as the option is 

targeted towards new construction only.  

 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Alternative Technology Association, 2.5 billion 

reasons to invest in efficiency, prepared for the One 

Million Homes Alliance (2012) 

Australian Sustainable Built Environment Council 

(ASBEC), Low Carbon, High Performance: How 

buildings can make a major contribution to 

Australia’s emissions and productivity goals (2016) 

Climateworks, Pathways to deep decarbonisations 

in 2050: Technical Report (2014) 

Council of Australian Governments Energy Council 

(COAG), National Energy Productivity Plan 2015 – 

2030 (2015) 

 



 

Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

There are several industry bodies, codes and 

programs that encourage and facilitate energy 

efficiency development in Victoria, albeit to a minor 

degree in some instances.  

This option is regulatory reform to move form a 

prescriptive format of requirements to setting 

targets for emissions targets for buildings and 

allowing the market to determine cost-effective 

solutions. This is expected to involve policy drafting, 

consultation with stakeholders, and policy 

implementation. This option has been costed 

assuming the initial policy drafting would include 

assessment of Victoria's building practices, 

requirements and policies against interstate and 

international examples, to uncover industry 

strengths and shortfalls, and to determine 

appropriate target levels. This scope of works has 

been costed at below $10 million. 

It is expected that ongoing costs associated with 

implementation of greater energy efficient 

development regulations will primarily impact the 

private sector and, therefore, that costs to the State 

Government would be minimal. 

Costing source 

Australian Government: Commercial Building 

Disclosure website, What is CBD? (2016) 

Australian Government: Nationwide House Energy 

Rating Scheme, About (2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

opportunity to improve the energy efficiency of new 

residential and commercial buildings through higher 

standards of construction. 

In response this option would result in changes to 

the way that buildings are constructed to improve 

energy efficiency. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then it is likely that less 

energy efficient buildings would be constructed in 

the future, although it is possible that market 

demand for energy efficient buildings could be 

supported through growing awareness. This 

deferral would increase energy use and carbon 

emissions in the near-term. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low



 

Energy efficient development  

EED 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 7 

Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

In 2014, emissions from residential and commercial buildings were modelled by Climateworks as accounting for 

approximately 19 percent of Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions (based on direct combustion of gas and 

indirect emissions from energy use) (Climateworks 2014). The Climateworks study estimated that emissions 

could be substantially reduced between 2012 and 2050 by improving the energy efficiency of residential and 

commercial sectors by 50 percent. Improving energy efficiency is also a focus for the Council of Australian 

Governments (COAG Energy Council 2015). 

This option is designed to improve the energy efficiency of new residential and commercial buildings and so 

supports the transition of Victoria to low carbon energy supply and use. Melbourne alone is expected to add 

approximately 1million additional residential dwellings over the next 30 years (Plan Melbourne, 2012). Given this 

large volume of new residential housing, amongst existing stock this option would make a moderate contribution 

to the reduction of Victoria’s greenhouse gas emissions. 

The contribution to the need is anticipated to be 'Moderate' over time.  

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

This option would support a reduction in Victoria’s greenhouse gas emissions through improving the energy 

efficiency of future commercial and industrial buildings, and therefore reducing demand for energy. Currently, 

greenhouse gas emitting fossil fuels supply the bulk of energy generated in Victoria. By reducing demand for 

energy, this option would reduce emissions assuming a similar composition of generator types into the future. 
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Energy efficient development  

EED 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 9 

Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option would improve building standards to promote energy efficiency, with benefits for energy use, 

greenhouse gas emissions, and the release of water air and waste pollutants. As the option only applies to new 

buildings, ratings of moderately beneficial have been applied.  

 

  



 

Energy generation from Biomass 

EGB 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
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Energy generation from Biomass 
EGB 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option entails generation of energy from biomass in the Latrobe Valley. This option seeks to utilise existing 

coal assets for low emissions generation by converting existing coal fired generation assets to biomass to 

operate as co-firing plants or dedicated biomass facilities.  

The utilisation of existing coal fired power stations for generation from woody biomass would utilise existing 

generation assets and transmission infrastructure, support regional economies and provide low emission base 

load generation.  

Biomass from fast growth plantation timber is playing a critical role in many countries meeting GHG emission 

targets. Stringent standards have been developed in Scandinavia and Western Europe for regulating the 

measurement of GHG levels to ensure the electricity generated meets GHG targets. This option proposes to use 

native wood waste from existing forestry activities as a fuel source for the power stations. In the future, if found to 

be practical for Victoria, fast-growth plantations as a fuel source may be developed.

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option has the potential to impact all Victorians. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Woody biomass is often regarded as carbon 

neutral, including under the United Nations carbon 

rules, as new forests are grown to replace the wood 

consumed to make woody biomass. Some groups 

contest this claim of carbon neutrality, as plantings 

of new trees need to mature before they can be 

said to absorb as much carbon as an established 

forest. 

A long term supply of biomass would be required to 

support a conversion. 

The potential for use of native forest for woody 

biomass may result in community opposition. 

This option would increase the technical complexity 

of using existing power plants and likely the cost, 

however the technology has been implemented in 

other jurisdictions.  

Biomass could be an alternate use for low value 

forestry outputs. 

Biomass conversions have been successfully 

undertaken overseas.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Australian Energy Market Operator, State of the 

Energy Market (2015) 

ARENA, Australian Energy Resource Assessment 

(2014) 

Department of the Environment, Certainty and 

growth for renewable energy (2015a) 

Department of the Environment, State and Territory 

greenhouse gas inventories (2015b) 

Environmental Protection Authority, Australian 

Greenhouse Calculator (2011) 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change Clean Development Mechanism, Executive 

Board Report (EB23) Annex 18: definition of 

renewable biomass (2006) 



 

Energy generation from Biomass 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$100 million – $250 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$50 million – $100 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

LCOE (Levelised Cost of Energy) reflects net 

present investment, operations & management and 

fuel costs incurred in the energy production process 

over the life of the project. To facilitate comparison 

between alternative options of varying scale, it is 

"levelised" as $/MW.h.  

Combusting biomass using a conventional boiler 

and the steam (Rankine) cycle would require 

minimal adaptation to Latrobe's Brown Coal 

technology. Pulverising woody biomass into pellets 

would enable the feedstock to be burned under very 

similar conditions to that of brown coal. With an 

assumption of 10 percent cost of capital and the 

existing technology in Latrobe valley requiring 

minimal upgrading the LCOE was taken as 

$150/MW.h.  

LCOE for conventional boilers ranged from $62 – 

210 USD/MW.h in 2010 in a study released by the 

Internation Renewable Energy Agency in 2012. A 

value of $100 USD/MW.h was assumed because 

the infrastructure and technology already exists in 

Latrobe Valley.  

Wood biomass has a relatively high heating value 

however the high cost of Australian labour, fuel 

availability and transport costs were reasons why a 

value lower than $100 USD/MW.h was not selected. 

Conversion to AUD was done by using the current 

exchange rate of 1 USD = 1.33 AUD and inflating 

values from 2010 Melbourne CPI (95.2) to 2016 

(108.2). The major driver of the LCOE cost for this 

option is sourcing, transport and pre-treatment 

costs of wood which is assumed to be in very 

limited on-going supply in Gippsland. Capital cost 

has been assumed to contribute 5 percent of LCOE 

to account for wood treatment and transport 

infrastructure – this equates to $125 million based 

on 30 year project – refer to recurrent cost 

assumptions for more detailed method. 

Costings assume that 1 percent of the current 

capacity of the Latrobe Valley power stations is 

utilised by co-firing with biomass – this could be 

scaled up in future. To provide context, current 

brown coal consumption in the Latrobe valley is 

approximately 70 million tonnes per annum 

(http://www.visitlatrobecity.com/pages/energy-from-

brown-coal/), assuming wood biomass has a lower 

heating value (LHV) of 20MJ/kg (IRENA) and brown 

coal LHV is 16 MJ/kg, substituting 1 percent 

capacity would require 560,000 tonnes biomass per 

annum. 

Costings assume that the LCOE for this option is 95 

percent operating cost as infrastructure already 

exists. Noting that 1 percent capacity equates to 

63.3MW = 554,500 MW.h per year; annual 

recurrent cost would then become $79 million. 

Costing source 

International Renewable Energy Agency, 

Renewable Energy Technologies: Cost Analysis 

Series Biomass for Power Generation, Volume 1: 

Power Sector issue 1/5 (2012) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

potential to reduce the emissions intensity of 

electricity generation in the La Trobe Valley, while 

continuing to provide electricity supply. 

In response this options would induce change in the 

generation mix in use in the Latrobe valley. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then it is likely that 

energy generation at the Latrobe valley would 

continue to be emissions intensive. However, this 

option is not the only way of addressing this issue, 

and other solutions could be more cost effective.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

low



 

Energy generation from Biomass 
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Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

Energy supply accounted for approximately half of Victoria’s emissions in 2014 (Department of the Environment 

2015a). In Victoria, the majority of energy is produced using brown coal thermal generation (Australian Energy 

Market Operator 2015), which is the most emissions intensive form of generation in use in Australia 

(Environmental Protection Authority 2011).  

This option would reduce the carbon intensity of electricity generation by modifying coal fired power plants to 

operate as co-firing plants or dedicated biomass facilities, using woody biomass as fuel. In Australia, under the 

renewable energy target, biomass (including woody biomass) is regarded as a renewable energy source under 

the renewable energy target (Department of the Environment 2015a). Essentially, the option would displace coal 

with wood and in doing so improve the emissions profile (assuming that forests are regenerated). Demand for 

woody biomass generation is growing worldwide, and the technology is in use in a number of different sites in the 

EU and the United Kingdom. 

This option has been assessed on the basis of development of a co-firing plant due to the potential for constraints 

around supply of woody biomass over the long term for a conversion. A conversion to 100 percent biomass 

would likely result in a higher contribution to the need, but may require the development of alternative sources of 

wood such as fast-growth plantations. This alternative has not been considered in this option.  

This option’s contribution is rated 'Moderate' in each time period.  

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

This option is considered likely to reduce Victoria’s net greenhouse gas emissions by displacing the use of brown 

coal in electricity generation with woody biomass. Woody biomass is a renewable product that is included as a 

renewable energy source under the renewable energy target.  



 

Energy generation from Biomass 
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Energy generation from Biomass 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is expected to have environmental benefits, particularly a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, as 

this option will significantly reduce the share of generation in Victoria from fossil fuels. Another environmental 

benefit would be reduced resource use and energy use by expanding the supply of renewable energy in Victoria. 

It is assumed that the woody biomass is a by-product of existing, approved forestry activities and has no 

additional impacts on ecosystems. There may be negative effects to the environment if the provision of wood 

waste to power stations results in forestry activities where they would not have occurred otherwise, however this 

option proposes to use native wood waste from existing forestry activities as a fuel source for the power stations. 

This option would increase the cost of generation from the Latrobe Valley, which currently supplies the majority of 

energy in Victoria, by replacing straight brown coal generation with co-firing with woody biomass. This would 

increase the cost of electricity supplied from the grid, or have indirect impacts due to the need to raise funds to 

support subsidisation. This would negatively impact business costs, gross state product and the households, as 

electricity is an essential service. 
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Expansion of gas as an energy source 
EGE 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Review operation of the gas market to enable a greater role of gas as an energy source. This may include a 

review decision on of the moratorium on gas exploration in Victoria.  

Gas can assist in Victoria’s energy transition away from brown coal generation. The use of gas as baseload could 

reduce reliance on coal and provide an alternative source of primary generation. This could be done by better 

utilising gas generation already on the National Electricity Market.  

Deployment of renewable energy sources such as wind and solar can create supply intermittency issues which 

can be addressed through the use of gas peaking plants. These plants use of these generators can increase and 

decrease generation quickly to complement deployment of additional renewable energy.

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

This option has the potential to impact all Victorians. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Future utilisation of gas as an energy source in 

Victoria is likely to be dependent on export prices 

with gas production from Queensland. This may 

expose the domestic market to fluctuations in 

international prices. 

There is an opportunity for the market to enable 

clearer price signals on energy supply costs to 

incentivise consumers towards further behavioural 

changes that reduce energy consumption. This 

option could support policy development with 

regards to renewable energy sources.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

AEMC, Roadmap released to reform East Coast 

Gas Market. (2016) 

 Australian Energy Market Operator, State of the 

Energy Market (2015) 

Department of the Environment, State and Territory 

greenhouse gas inventories (2015) 

Grattan Institute, Gas at the crossroads: Australia’s 

hard choice (2014) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

5 – 10 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This is assumed to be a regulatory based option, 

which will encourage (or discourage) investment in 

gas generation and networks through pricing and 

access regimes, both for gas an alternative energy 

sources. 

Exports of gas are driving gas prices up for local 

consumers. While these increases may not yet be 

sufficient to drive a switch to electricity, it may 

reduce the likelihood of investments in gas fired 

energy generation for the time being. While 

increased use of gas as a source of power in the 

short term may impact consumer prices, it will also 

generate increased exploration for new gas 

sources, ultimately driving down prices of a low-

emission energy source and enhancing Australia's 

export capacity. This option focuses on regulatory 

and pricing changes to ensure that this market 

functions efficiently, and that gas can play a role 

meeting future energy needs. 

Refer to capital cost assumptions for why annual 

recurrent cost is low. 

Costing source 

State Government Victoria, Gas Market Taskforce: 

Final Report and recommendations. (2013) 

Core Energy, Gas Production Costs, prepared for 

the Australian Energy Market Operator AEMO. 

(2012) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

desire to plan for a transition to lower carbon energy 

supply. 

In response this option would reduce risk by 

analysing potential future scenarios and policy 

responses. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

Then there are risks that the transition to a low 

carbon economy could be slower, or more costly, 

than otherwise would be the case.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High



 

Expansion of gas as an energy source 

EGE 

Supplement B – Options assessed 
Page 17 

Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

In response to concerns about climate change, Infrastructure Victoria has identified the need to transition to low 

carbon energy supply and use, as Victoria’s energy supply sector is highly emissions intensive (Department of 

the Environment 2015). 

Victoria has substantial existing known gas resources, including those in the Gippsland Basin, and an unknown 

as well as the potentially so-called “quantity of unconventional” gas resources, such as coal seam gas. Gas plays 

an established role in electricity markets worldwide. Gas can be used to provide baseload electricity (Grattan 

Institute 2016). As it is an expensive fuel source, especially compared to other fossil fuels, gas is more commonly 

used in Australia to meet peaks in demand for electricity (Australian Energy Market Operator 2015), as the option 

description describes. Gas’s ability to provide peaking power means that it could be used provide back-up supply 

in an electricity supply network with intermittent (or inconstant) generation from other sources, for example, wind 

or solar generation. Improving trading arrangements and concentrating wholesale gas trading at two hubs – a 

northern hub in Queensland and a southern hub in Victoria will reduce market complexity and concentrate trading 

at key points of demand and supply – this will allow for increased liquidity and better risk management for gas 

users (AEMC, 2016).  

The contribution of this option to the need is anticipated to be moderate over time, on the basis that it may assist 

the efficient functioning of the market for gas, but demand for this energy source will depend on other factors 

beyond State Government control such as global prices and export demand. 

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

This option would support development of policy that could reduce Victoria’s greenhouse gas emissions.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

The review is anticipated to enhance the functioning of the gas market, and encourage investment in gas fired 

generation. In the short term, this may have the impact of increasing electricity prices relative to brown coal, 

which will have a negative impact on consumers and industry. It should, however, support a move away from 

coal to lower emission gas generation capacity. 
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Energy generation from waste 
EGW 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Generate energy from waste. In the case of organic waste this could come from the significant amounts of 

organic waste sent to landfill or sewerage and sludge disposal which could be utilised for energy production.  

More broadly however, all types of waste including industrial waste, household and green waste, and tyres can 

be incinerated and used to produce heat and/or energy.

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

New asset 

Location and spatial context 

The spatial context of this option is undefined and 

dependent upon location of generation facilities.  

Risks and Opportunities 

With the use of inorganic waste there may be 

community concerns about localised pollution.  

Energy generation from waste can supply a 

consistent source of electricity if sufficient supplies 

of waste are provided, and generation of electricity 

can be controlled in response to demand. This 

means that the option can play a more flexible role 

in energy supply than other forms of renewable 

generation with intermittent supply.  

Better separation of waste streams (i.e. organics 

only waste collection) could support the viability of 

this option. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Australian Renewable Energy Agency (ARENA), 

Australian Energy Resource Assessment (2014) 

Australian Energy Market Operator, State of the 

Energy Market (2015) 

Environmental Protection Authority, Australian 

Greenhouse Calculator (2011) 

Clean Energy Finance Corporation, The Australian 

bioenergy and energy from waste market (2015) 

Climateworks Australia, Tracking progress towards 

a low carbon economy 5: land use and waste 

(2013) 

Phoenix Energy, Kwinana Waste to Energy Project 

(website accessed July 2016) 

 



 

Energy generation from waste 

EGW 

Supplement B – Options assessed 
Page 21 

Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$3 billion – $5 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$100 million – $250 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

Costs assume four plants of 500 kilotonne 

processing capacity around greater Melbourne, for 

which capital expenditure is assumed to be 

$900/tonne processing capacity. This method 

estimates a capital expenditure of $1.8 billion.  

Operating costs are estimated as 6 percent of 

capital expenditure. This gives the option a whole of 

life cost of $5 billion. 

Costing source 

Government of Western Australia Department of 

Environment and Conservation, Waste 

Technologies: Waste to Energy Facilities (2013) 

Victoria State Government Sustainability Victoria, 

Victorian Organics Resource Recovery Strategy 

(2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

opportunity to recover additional energy from waste. 

In response this option would improve the utilisation 

of waste products by recovering energy from them.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then there would 

continue to be unrealised potential in waste to 

generate electricity.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 15: Manage pressures on landfill and waste recovery facilities 

Victoria’s waste and resource recovery system manages over 12.3 million tonnes of solid waste each year. 

Approximately 2 million tonnes (or 16 percent) of this is bio-waste, which could potentially be utilised and 

redirected from landfill as a result of this option. Given the proportion of waste, this option is rated as a low 

contribution across 0 – 15 years increasing to moderate, as the amount of waste that Victoria produces is 

anticipated to increase as the population increases. 

Given the proportion of waste, this option is rated as a 'Low' contribution across 0 – 15 years increasing to 

'Moderate', as the amount of waste that Victoria produces is anticipated to increase as the population increases. 

Metric 1: Improvements in waste generation and/or reuse/recycling per capita 

 This option will not address waste generation and/or reuse/recycling per capita and therefore is not applicable. 

Metric 2: Ability to address forecast future demand for waste infrastructure 

This option will result in a small proportion of waste being diverted from permanent landfill, and therefore this 

option is rated as low. 

 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

Victoria’s electricity supply sector is emissions intensive, as three major brown coal power plants supply the 

majority of the Victoria’s energy needs.  

For this option to have a contribution to the this need, it needs to support the development of a low carbon energy 

supply and enable the transition to low carbon energy supplies. 

In terms of low carbon energy supply, this option proposes increasing the supply of energy generated in Victoria 

through investment in energy from waste technology. Using organic and inorganic waste has benefits for 

resource recovery and use. Waste is a renewable source of energy, and development of additional waste 

capacity would therefore increase the supply of renewable energy in Victoria. The extent to which this option 

affects greenhouse gas emissions would depend on the technology chosen (inorganic and organic) and the scale 

of implementation. 

The use of organic waste is likely to have a higher contribution to the need of transition to low carbon energy 

supply and use, as the production of organic waste has demonstrated benefits for greenhouse gas emissions, 

and use of the technology is well established in Australia, with generation from biomass, bioenergy and 

generation from landfill waste gas in place (Climateworks Australia 2013).  

The use of inorganic waste has a less certain contribution to the need of transition to low carbon energy supply, 

as the technology is less mature in use in Australia (Phoenix Energy 2016). It is still likely to have potential as 

evidenced by the decision of the Clean Energy Finance Corporation to fund a number of projects (Clean Energy 

Finance Corporation 2015). The contribution of any projects, as for organic waste, will be highly dependent on 

the plant design.  

The option does not specify how it will support the transition to lower carbon energy supplies. The transition could 

occur if existing generators are replaced by projects conceived under the option. Other implementation choices 

are possible.  

Even assuming that all of the organic waste produced by Victoria is converted to energy, the contribution 

compared to total Victorian generation is low.  

This option's contribution to the need is expected to be 'Low' across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

The option’s contribution to this metric will depend on the scale of implementation and the technology used. 

While the potential of the option is acknowledged the option has been rated as low due to uncertainties about its 

effect.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Through generating energy from waste, this option has strong benefits for resource and energy use. This option 

is also expected to benefit greenhouse gas emissions, as these are likely to be reduced compared to landfilling of 

waste or other treatments. To the extent that this option displaces generation from fossil fuel sources, these 

effects will be amplified. This option has been assessed as a small scale organic plant however. 

Due to the scale of the option impacts on the cost of electricity are not anticipated. 
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Electricity network infrastructure 
capability 
ENI 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option entails a detailed review of the technical capabilities of Victoria's electricity network infrastructure. The 

objectives of the review would be to: 

- provide information to renewable energy project developers on where network assets are capable of 

absorbing additional generation 

- identify opportunities for augmentations that would unlock energy resources  

- identify the potential for interconnector upgrades.  

Such a review would provide insights into the capabilities of existing infrastructure and better inform renewable 

energy investment decisions. For example, the review would provide renewable energy developers with 

information relating to locations in the grid that are capable of absorbing additional renewable generation. This 

would be beneficial for efficient long term planning outcomes for the State. The review could also identify 

opportunities for investment in new infrastructure to unlock Victoria's renewable energy resources where this 

appears effective. Finally the review could provide insights on potential benefits of augmenting interconnection 

with neighbouring regions. 

The Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO) with support from the Victorian Government may be best placed 

to undertake this review which could be combined with assessments of planning limitations. An outcome would 

be improved certainty for network operators in forward planning. The review could also be developed into a 

framework that is regularly updated and is an input to ensuring renewable generation is built in the most cost-

effective locations with flexibility for future developments in policy and technology.

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is highly applicable across the state, 

particularly in areas that will be identified as a 

result, as having capacity, or being constrained. 

Risks and Opportunities 

This option may already be covered by AEMO's 

annual planning report, which assesses the 

electricity transmission network and identifies new 

projects and required infrastructure developments 

for the next 10–20 years 

There is an opportunity to inform the location of 

renewables as to where the network has the 

capacity to absorb additional generation. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO), 

Victorian Annual Planning Report: Electricity 

Transmission Network Planning for Victoria (2016) 

Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO), 

National Transmission Network Development Plan 

(2015) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

<$1 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

<$1 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

Assuming the scope is restricted to commissioning 

a study, the cost is expected to be low. 

Ongoing costs to the State Government would likely 

be minimal. 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need for Victoria to reduce its emissions in an 

efficient and timely way.  

In response this option would encourage investment 

in renewable energy infrastructure and improve the 

efficiency of energy transmission. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred opportunities for 

renewable energy infrastructure development may 

be missed, cost ineffective investment decisions 

may be made and the reduction in greenhouse gas 

emissions may be delayed. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

Understanding the technical capabilities of Victoria's electricity network infrastructure is essential in locating, 

investing in and developing renewable energy projects. The AEMO Annual Planning Reports (latest 2016), 

provides much information in this regard. This review would further the coordination and dissemination of related 

information. This option has the potential to be an important enabler of locational aspects, investment and 

coordination of projects with overall network capacity and addressing deficiencies. Therefore this option is rated 

‘Low’ in transitioning to low carbon energy supply and use.  

It is anticipated that this review and its findings would be somewhat ongoing and reiterative and therefore the 

contribution would be consistent across time. 

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

An overview of current gaps and opportunities in the energy market may support more efficient planning around 

renewable energy infrastructure, including which locations have capacity to support increased generation; 

therefore this option is rated as moderate.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

The main direct effect of this option is to provide information to the energy market on opportunities for efficient 

investment in new renewable generation. This option on its own will not drive additional renewable generation 

investment and therefore does not have environmental benefits. It is intended to enhance the efficiency of 

investment decisions in response to market signals of other policy mechanisms. The improvement in the 

efficiency of investments should reduce costs to businesses.  
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Employment outside central city 
incentivisation 
EOC 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Provide a suite of planning, infrastructure investment and financial incentives to encourage businesses to locate 

outside the central city to metropolitan employment centres and regional centres. 

This would include reallocating government services to regional cities and employment centres such as including 

Monash, Melbourne Airport, Latrobe and Sunshine, and future expansion in Werribee as employment grows.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option would affect the regional centres as well 

as central Melbourne. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There may be some risks associated with 

decentralising services, including the potential for 

job losses within metropolitan areas, labour 

shortages, and potential loss of leadership and 

experience within organisations. 

If the relocation of economic activity away from 

metropolitan areas is large enough, this option may 

stimulate overall regional growth (through the 

greater need for ancillary businesses) and 

strengthen communication infrastructure between 

regional and city areas. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

New South Wales Business Chamber, A Decade of 

Decentralisation: NSW Business Chamber 

Response to the Decentralisation Task Force 

(2013) 

Jack Lawrence, NSW Payroll Tax Rebate – Jobs 

Action Plan (2015)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

In 2015, the City of Melbourne accommodated 

450,300 jobs across 16,300 business 

establishments. The largest employment sectors 

were business services (scientific and technical 

services) that totalled 78,000 jobs, finance and 

insurance that totalled 62,700 jobs and public 

administration and safety that totalled 40,900 jobs. 

All of these sectors benefit from agglomeration 

generated through spatial proximity and transport 

network connectedness. For determining capital 

cost, this option is considered to involve the 

following: 

- A policy/regulatory change. This would require 

a medium size project team of public servants 

and private consultants to prepare draft policy 

and consult with members of the public 

(including key stakeholders). Following this it 

would be expected that an Advisory 

Committee would be established to review 

public submissions, which would inform final 

policy preparation.  

- Investment in public transport infrastructure in 

key employment areas (see option MTN) 

- Annual recurrent costs are expected to be 

largely made up of two components: 

- Annual incentive which are assumed to total 

$5 million. It is assumed these incentives 

would apply to established businesses and 

businesses that would, without incentives, 

seek to reside in the City of Melbourne. Note 

that the latter of these two business categories 

would be difficult to define and identify. Part of 

the incentives could include facilitation of 

industry events to be held outside of the 

central city. 

Maintenance of infrastructure investment has been 

assessed at three percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

sufficient political will to implement policies 

designed to encourage relocation of employment to 

regional areas. 

In response this option would induce demand for 

accommodation and services in regional areas. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred employment would 

continue to be more highly concentrated within 

metropolitan areas. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

There is limited evidence available which indicates that initiatives similar to this option introduced by governments 

have successfully relocated substantial economic activity away from central cities. 

For example, the Jobs Action Plan was implemented in 2011 by the NSW Government with the target to create 

40,000 jobs in non-metropolitan areas. Initially, the Plan provided a $4,000 two stage payroll tax rebate for new 

jobs created and maintained for at least two years. However, by 2013, business reaction to the Jobs Action Plan 

had been largely negative. The main criticism of the scheme was businesses were unlikely to benefit from a 

$4,000 rebate while paying an ongoing salary. By 2013, only 13,115 positions had been registered under the 

Plan, compared to initial estimates that 25,000 jobs would be created per year (NSW Business Chamber, 2013). 

The rebate was increased to $5,000 in 2013 (Jack Lawrence, 2015). 

Similarly, the Regional Relocation Scheme provided by the New South Wales government has not been 

particularly effective. The Scheme was generally considered to be too broad, and to encompass too wide a pool 

of potential applicants. Another issue with the Regional Relocation Grant is that the program is aimed at 

encouraging the general public to make a tree change to regional areas where jobs can be limited for many 

professions, and as such can often only accommodate one position, when many of the successful applicants for 

relocation schemes are couples or families, that require at least one additional job (NSW Business Chamber, 

2013). 

Given the lack of demonstrable success of other jurisdictions in implementing similar schemes to this option, this 

option is considered unlikely to generate a significant relocation of employment outside central cities. As such, it 

is not anticipated to affect demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne a substantial manner. 

This option receives a ‘Low’ contribution rating against Need 10 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

There is a lack of evidence which suggests that similar schemes adopted elsewhere have been able to relocate 

employment outside metropolitan areas. As such, this option is considered unlikely to increase the supply or 

management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys to and from the central city. 

Metric 2: Improve transport performance across the network access central Melbourne 

This option is not anticipated to shift employment outside the central city. As such, it is considered unlikely to 

improve transport performance to central Melbourne. 

 

Need 11: Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres 

Similar to Need 10, this option is not considered likely to affect the current concentration of employment away 

from the central city. As such, it is not considered likely to improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major 

employment centres. This option receives a ‘Low’ contribution rating to Need 11 in each time period. 

This option is anticipated to have a consistent contribution in all time periods. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from middle and outer major employment centres. 

This option is unlikely to increase supply or management demand for transport system capacity. 

Metric 2: Improve transport performance across the network to access employment centres 

This option is not anticipated to shift substantial volumes of employment outside the central city. As such, it is 

considered unlikely to improve transport performance to central Melbourne. 

 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

If this option were able to result in a significant relocation of employment away from the central city, congestion 

on the road network could be reduced. A flow on benefit of this could then be improved efficiency in the freight 

supply chain, given the reduced congestion on the road. 

However, as discussed above, this option is not considered likely to alter the current centralisation of employment 

in the central city. It is therefore not likely to affect road congestion, nor affect the efficiency of freight supply 

chains. This option receives a ‘Low’ contribution to Need 13 in each time period. 
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This option is anticipated to have a consistent contribution in all time periods. 

Metric 1: Reduction in the cost of the total freight task (origin to destination). 

This option is not considered likely to reduce the cost of the total freight task. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is not anticipated to have a significant impact on the distribution of employment across Victoria, as 

similar schemes have not had significant impacts in other states. As such, this option is considered unlikely to 

have substantial economic, social or environmental impacts. 
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Energy storage infrastructure 
ESI 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option incentivises long term uptake of grid-scale battery storage infrastructure. Pilot programs are proposed 

to increase understanding of the role of batteries in managing renewable generation intermittency and in 

deferring or removing the need for network infrastructure augmentation. The uptake of battery storage will 

contribute to the transition to a low carbon energy supply by providing system reliability and security in the 

absence of brown coal generation. 

Large-scale storage infrastructure has the capability to manage the intermittency of renewable generation and 

increase security of supply. These roles could be critical to facilitate the transition to lower carbon energy supply. 

Large-scale storage can also provide regulated network services by reducing the need for investment in or 

replacement of network infrastructure. In this role, battery storage could also support the development of 

additional renewable generation, particularly in areas where network capacity is low.  

The long-term expansion in grid-scale storage will depend on technological advancement, in particular the rate at 

which costs reduce over time. In the shorter-term, there is the potential for the Government to invest in the 

development of a large-scale battery solutions in Victoria. The objective would be to develop an understanding of 

how battery storage could operate as part of the national electricity market, both in the provision of regulated and 

unregulated services.

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

Changing behaviour/Better use/New or expanded 

assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option has the potential to located in various 

locations across the State, yet to be determined. 

Risks and Opportunities 

The amount of battery storage capacity installed in 

Australia is anticipated to grow 50-fold over the next 

10 years (Climate Council, 2015). The Climate 

Council predicts Australia will be a key market for 

battery adoption, thanks to a combination of high-

cost electricity, high solar uptake and solar feed-in 

tariffs that make self-consumption a priority. Energia 

(2015) predicts Australian households and 

businesses will be installing battery systems at a 

rate of 55,000 a year by 2025. There is already a 

pilot program underway in the ACT providing grants 

to companies contracted to deliver battery storage 

to households. A battery storage facility was 

connected to the grid in Buninyong, Victoria by 

Powercor in 2016 in another pilot program that aims 

to reduce stress on the network, improve reliability 

of supply and reduce maintenance costs. This could 

help defer network upgrades and meet peak 

capacity needs. In Thomastown, Victoria AusNet 

Services is undergoing a two-year trial for the use of 

a 1 MWh utility-scale battery storage system to test 

whether the network battery system is a cost-

efficient solution for meeting peak demand (Climate 

Council, 2015).  

Battery storage technology can help defer network 

upgrades and meet peak capacity needs without 

relying on additional supply of energy. Battery 

storage could also accelerate the uptake of electric 

vehicles as households would be able to re-charge 

their cars on their energy stores without demanding 

additional electricity.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Climate Council, Powerful Potential: Battery 

Storage for Renewable Energy and Electric Cars 

(2015) 

One Step off the Grid, Redflow launches 10kWh 

“ZCell” into Australian home battery storage market 

(2016) 

Energia, Sound and Fury – Australia’s Distributed 

Energy Storage Market to 2025 (2015)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$25 million – $50 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$10 million – $25 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

5 – 10 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The useful life of a battery is taken as 10 years. 

This is important to note when multiplying the 

annual recurrent costs. A 10MW battery example 

was taken, which was costed as having an 

equivalent CAPEX of $23.43 million. This would be 

treated as a pilot example to work in combination 

with a wind farm. 

This costing was based on a business case from an 

example in America, such that it is quite complete. 

Different Land and labour costs would likely push 

the CAPEX and OPEX values higher than stated, 

but the current values serve as a good initial 

estimate.  

The project is assumed to have recurrent costs of 

$220,000 consistent with the capital costs used. 

Costing source 

AGL Energy, WorleyParsons & ElectraNet, Energy 

Storage for Commercial renewable Integration 

South Australia (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by a 

need to upscale renewable energy investment and 

demand to meet the State's emission reduction 

goals.  

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of renewables to provide energy during off-peak 

times (without sun and wind).  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred households may face 

higher prices/installation costs for battery storage 

and there may be slower uptake of the technology 

as a result. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

Energy storage will help drive renewable energy in the State and will be a moderate contributor to lowering 

Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions as a result. Energy storage could facilitate renewable investments in areas 

of low network capacity, and will assist with managing the intermittency of renewable production. 

This option develops a grid-scale battery storage solution to demonstrate the ability of battery storage to provide 

a range of roles in the energy market including managing volatility and renewable intermittency. This would 

reduce the need for network augmentation, improve the provision of ancillary services and allow renewable 

generation to connect to relatively weak areas of the electricity network.  

This pilot program would hope to increase the availability of information to the market and encourage the 

potential for future developments. The contribution of this option is expected to be ‘Moderate’ across all time 

periods. 

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

Battery storage technology capitalises on the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions that are delivered by 

renewable technology by allowing electricity grids and households to store the renewable energy for later use.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option provides large scale storage infrastructure to improve the performance of electricity networks. In 

doing so, it is anticipated to benefit electricity costs, and electricity supply, with benefits for business costs and 

resilience. Efficiency gains in the operation of the networks could also contribute to reduced electricity costs and 

improve gross state product. This option is also anticipated to have benefits for energy use by improving the 

efficiency of networks 

No change to current generation forms has been assumed when assessing this option. Adapting electricity 

networks to meet the needs of intermittent generation from renewables could further support their use, with 

associated environmental benefits.  
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Emergency traffic management 
ETM 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Emergency vehicle priority (EVP) is a technology aimed at improving emergency response times and the safety 

of frontline officers by enabling emergency vehicles (such as ambulances, fire services and police) to 

automatically trigger traffic light sequences to change along the most direct route when responding to an 

emergency call. This will also help to reduce the risk of emergency vehicles colliding with other vehicles at 

intersections.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Changing behaviour 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is applicable statewide, particularly on 

the highway and arterial road network. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are risks with the implementation of EVP 

technology as it has not been extensively trialled in 

Victoria recently. This can lead to project delays 

and cost overruns. 

Management of ETM technology could be a key 

responsibility of an integrated transport control 

centre developed in option ITC. There may be an 

opportunity to manage the road network in real time 

to advise road users of alternative pathways around 

an incident area in addition to allowing faster 

access for emergency vehicles. This could reduce 

the disruption and congestion on the broader road 

network resulting from vehicle accidents. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Federal Highway Administrator, Traffic Signal 

Preemption for Emergency Vehicles (2006) 

Han, C., Eady, P., & Blogg, M., Performance 

Evaluation of Gold Coast Emergency Vehicle 

Priority System (EVPS), (2015) 

Queensland Department of Transport and Main 

Roads, Emergency Vehicle Priority (website 

accessed 2016) 

Transmax Pty Ltd, Reducing the response times of 

emergency vehicles in Queensland (2015) 

Minister for Main Roads, Road Safety and Ports 

and Minister for Energy and Water Supply: The 

Honourable Mark Bailey, Emergency vehicles get 

priority at traffic lights across the state (2015) 

(website accessed July 2016)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$25 million – $50 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$10 million – $25 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The scope includes creating a hard-wired data link 

from emergency services vehicles into SCATS 

systems to prioritise favourable phases as well as 

works to program priority intersections. 

The capital cost estimate is based on Queensland's 

investment in EVP technology. For $13.5 million, 

approximately 1,000 emergency vehicles and 2,400 

signalised intersections throughout the State's 

major employment and residential centres will be 

fitted with EVP technology. 

 

Ongoing costs are assumed to be minimal, and 

annual recurrent costs have been calculated at 

three percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Queensland Government: Department of Transport 

and Main Roads website (2016) 

ABC Website, New technology gives emergency 

service vehicles priority at traffic lights across 

Queensland (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by road 

congestion and other causes delaying emergency 

vehicles, seen through an increase in incident 

response times. 

In response this option would reduce risk and/or 

increase resilience and the reliability of response 

times of emergency vehicles. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred emergency response 

times are likely to increase which will jeopardise 

lives and negatively impact health outcomes in 

critical situations.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High
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Contribution to needs 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

Emergency vehicle priority technology has been introduced in a number of Australian locations. There are 

currently 300 emergency vehicles and 1,100 signalised intersections fitted with the technology in Queensland, 

with the technology to be rolled out further across the state (Queensland Department of Transport and Main 

Roads, 2016). As discussed above, a number of trials in Australia (including one conducted in Melbourne) 

demonstrate that this technology is able to improve response times of emergency vehicles and, by reducing the 

number of emergency vehicles required, to provide significant cost savings. As such, it is considered likely to 

improve access to health services, and to increase the efficiency of health services. 

This option has already been trialled in Australia and may be implemented from now. Expect the ability of critical 

emergency infrastructure e.g. ambulances, fire engines to respond to shocks and stresses to improve 

immediately once implemented and functioning properly, however uncertainty about whether the resilience of the 

infrastructure will be improved. This option receives a ‘Moderate’ rating in each time period. 

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

This option is considered likely to improve access to aged care services moderately, particularly access to 

services in emergency situations. 

Metric 2: Increase in efficiency of health services  

This option is anticipated to increase the efficiency of health services moderately, by improving response times 

and lowering costs. 

 

Need 19: Improve the resilience of critical infrastructure 

Emergency traffic management technology is anticipated to improve the response times of emergency vehicles 

by providing clearer traffic paths. A number of Australian and international trials have demonstrated the 

effectiveness of the technology. For example, a qualitative evaluation of emergency vehicle drivers’ assessment 

of the technology was undertaken by Victoria Police following a 2004 trial in Melbourne. The evaluation indicated 

a high level of support from users of the system and reports of critical time savings resulting in major benefits for 

emergency services in terms of improved safety and response times. Similar results were reported following trials 

in Queensland, where quantitative analysis of performance data revealed reduced travel times of up to 26 

percent. 

Although this option is anticipated to improve response times of emergency services, no evidence was found 

demonstrating that this technology would increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to shocks. Emergency 

services may be able to respond more quickly following a terrorist attack, though the infrastructure itself is 

unlikely to be made more resilient. 

This option has already been trialled in Australia and may be implemented immediately. This option receives a 

‘Very Low / Negative’ rating in each time period. 

Metric 1: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to disruptions 

This option is not anticipated to increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to shocks. 

Metric 2: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to climate change 

This option is not anticipated to increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to stress. It receives a Very Low 

rating in each time period. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Overall this option is likely to have a positive impact on improving accessibility of the health care system through 

faster turnaround times. Emergency traffic management systems are likely to improve response times to 

incidents and increase the efficiency of existing ambulances, fire trucks and related services. This is anticipated 

to have strong benefits for health and safety. 
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Enhanced telecommunications 
performance 
ETP 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Achieve improved internet and mobile telephony services for government, commerce and industry, particularly in 

major economic centres and rural and regional areas by leveraging off the public sector combined 

telecommunications service purchasing power and infrastructure base. This would be achieved by establishing a 

strategic group within state government tasked with maximising the benefits of Commonwealth initiatives and 

coordinating government ICT services purchasing and infrastructure investment provided by private sector. 

The Commonwealth Government is responsible for the adequacy of nationwide telecommunications and controls 

the chief funding and regulatory mechanisms for infrastructure development. The role of the state is therefore to 

work with the Commonwealth to maximise state telecommunications outcomes and play a complementary role by 

leveraging Victorian government telecommunications spend and telecommunications investment. It is 

recommended the responsibility for undertaking the state role is focused in one group, who would also be given 

responsibility for the planning and coordination of core telecommunications investment across all state 

government departments. Government agencies would still be responsible for developing and determining their 

ICT requirements and a response; however it would be coordinated and procured in conjunction with the central 

group. Because the telecommunications market is in constant transition, a particular initiative is not proposed in 

this option; rather a mechanism is proposed to enable the state to be flexible and forward looking, to capitalise on 

future technological change. Immediate priorities for this strategic group would be to: 

- Stimulate the private sector to provide improved internet performance for government services and 

business, particularly in regional areas, through partnership models that leverage on government owned 

telecommunications infrastructure (such as mobile communications towers, fibre assets and spectrum), 

passive assets (such as tram and light poles) and service demand. 

- Participate in resolving policy, regulatory and coordination barriers which exist at both a state and federal 

level to ensure that regional telecommunications policies, cross-subsidies and spending are targeted and 

utilised most efficiently. 

- Invest in mapping the location of existing infrastructure and the location of business and government 

demand in the future, to enable forward preparation and facilitation of the uptake of new technologies. 

- Identify ways to use existing technology better in regional Victoria.

Sector 

ICT 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

This option is applicable across the state. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are risks that this approach would reduce the 

ability of agencies to develop bespoke 

telecommunications approaches to suit their 

particular needs (e.g. emergency services). It could 

also increase the timelines for decision making with 

regard to telecommunications investments. 

This option may be able to leverage government 

purchasing power to gain telecommunications 

services at a lower cost than would otherwise be 

the case, as well as guide infrastructure investment 

to best benefit the State. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

NSW Auditor General's Office, Making the most of 

government purchasing power – 

telecommunications (2014) 

Rural and Regional Committee (Victorian State 

Government), Inquiry into the Opportunities for 

People to Use Telecommuting and E-Business to 

Work Remotely in Rural and Regional Victoria 

(2014) 

Victorian State Government, Response to the 

Inquiry into the Opportunities for People to Use 

Telecommuting and E-Business to Work Remotely 

in Rural and Regional Victoria (2014) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

<$1 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The capital cost estimate is based on an 

assumptions that the project team to complete the 

option task totals around 5 people and that they 

would form part of an existing State Government 

department. The capital cost provided is to refurbish 

an office space to allow capacity for 5 additional 

desks and public servants, as opposed to 

construction of a new office from the ground up. 

 The recurrent and direct option costs are based on 

staffing of approximately 5 people for a period of 30 

years. It also accounts for advertisement of 

promotional material designed to raise private 

sector awareness of the created Victorian 

communications infrastructure development team. 

Costing source 

Australian Government Department of 

Communications and the Arts website, What we do 

(2016) 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

ability to clearly identify government 

telecommunications needs and existing 

procurement arrangements. 

In response this option would reduce the cost of 

telecommunications services to government. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

There would be little impact if this option was 

deferred. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 9: Provide access to high-quality education infrastructure to support lifelong learning 

This strategic group may be able to increase the provision of education-specific infrastructure such as the 

Victorian Education and Research Network (VERN) which connects universities and hospitals with high-speed 

fibre optic cable. 

It is assumed the ability to increase the provision of an improved ICT network above the current practice is 'Low' 

across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Increase in overall education asset utilisation 

This option is unlikely to substantially increase overall asset utilisation. 

Metric 2: Increase in education participation 

This option is unlikely to substantially increase the proportion of the population accessing education 

opportunities, unless coupled with other initiatives. 

 

Need: 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

The Victorian Fibre Strategy has already implemented a $10 million fibre optic cable from Geelong the 

Warrnambool, and it is assumed this strategic group would assist in future projects such as this. 

There may be some increased ability for projects such as these to be implemented with this strategic group in 

place, so over all time periods this option is rated as 'Low'. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

This option will not have appreciable impact on the management of transport capacity and services. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

This option will have no impact on transport performance. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option will increase and improve the provision of ICT services to regional and rural areas. 

 

Need 19: Improve the resilience of critical infrastructure 

Greater resilience in the Victorian ICT network may be achieved through this option through strategic planning, 

however there may still be events which happen in the future that cannot be fully mitigated. 

Like for Need 9, it is assumed the ability to increase the provision of an improved ICT network above the current 

practice is 'Low' across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to disruptions 

Actions to improve telecommunications resilience should have a positive impact on this metric. 

Metric 2: Increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to stresses especially climate change. 

Actions to improve telecommunications resilience should have a positive impact on this metric. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option would have minimal impact on service delivery for agencies, although it could reduce the overall costs 

of telecommunications procurement for government. 
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Environmental water delivery 
infrastructure 
EWD 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option considers the use of infrastructure to deliver effective watering for the environment.  

There are a number of initiatives currently being explored to improve water availability for the environment. The 

objective of these initiatives is to restore natural flows and flow variability for rivers and waterways as far as is 

practicable. These flows and their variability is important in maintaining ecosystem health including enabling fish 

breeding and supporting aquatic habitats, influencing bird breeding particularly in wetland areas, and supporting 

vegetation on river banks.  

Arrangements are in place and are continuously being improved to release water for the environment in regulated 

systems (i.e. releasing water for the environment from dams and weirs). This option considers how infrastructure 

can be used to optimise the quantity and timing of water delivery to the environment. For example, pumps, levee 

banks and regulators can be used to deliver water at a beneficial time and in a controlled quantity to floodplain 

areas.

Sector 

Water and waste 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is particularly applicable to natural 

environments and floodplains.  

Risks and Opportunities 

Ongoing work is required to better understand 

optimal water needs for the environment. This 

would inform the scope of this option. The 

infrastructure’s efficacy depends on the availability 

of water for the environment. The cost-effectiveness 

of infrastructure solutions may also be limited by the 

environmental value of waterways. Costs may be 

more justifiable for environmental sites of 

significance. 

There is an opportunity for this option to significantly 

conserve water use by enabling efficiency in water 

delivery for the environment.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Australian Conservation Foundation and 

Environment Victoria, Submissions” (item number 

2) (2012) 

Australian Water Environments, Ecological 

Associates and GHD Pty Ltd (Prepared for 

Commonwealth Environmental Water, Department 

of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population 

and Communities), Environmental water delivery: 

River Murray—Coorong, Lower Lakes and main 

channel below Lock 1 (2011) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning, Water for Victoria, a Discussion Paper 

(2016) 

Department of Primary Industries, Victorian 

Waterway Management Strategy (2013) 

Murray-Darling Freshwater Research Centre, Long 

Term Intervention Monitoring Project Logic and 

Rationale Document (2013) 

Murray-Darling Basin Authority, The Living Murray 

Annual Implementation Report 2009–10 and Audit 

of The Living Murray Implementation (2010) 

National Water Commissions eWater CRC, 

Emerging practice in active environmental water 

management in Australia (2009) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$500 million – $750 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$250 million – $500 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The Living Murray program represents a 12 year 

partnership between the Murray Darling Basin 

Authority (MDBA) and the New South Wales, 

Victorian, South Australian and Australian Capital 

Territory governments. The program focusses on 

maintaining the health of six sites along the river 

and involves acquisition of water to be fed back into 

the sites as well as investment in water 

management structures, such as regulators, levees 

and pumps. Construction of these management 

structures totalled $280 million. 

Costing of this option assumes a total scale 

equivalent to that of the Living Murray program, 

depending on further research to complement 

current environmental watering and catchment 

health project. The scale of projects encompassed 

in the Living Murray Initiative would only be applied 

to sites with high environmental values such as 

internationally significant sites.  

Ongoing annual costs are assumed to be 3 percent 

of capital costs for maintenance. 

Costing source 

Murray Darling Basin Authority, Basin-wide 

environmental watering strategy (2014) 

Murray Darling Basin Authority website (2016) 

Australian Government Department of the 

Environment website (2016) 

Murray Darling Basin Authority, The Living Murray 

story: One of Australia's largest river restoration 

projects (2011) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

desire to improve the effectiveness of 

environmental water flows. This would be most 

applicable in periods of water scarcity i.e. times of 

drought. 

In response this option would reduce risk and/or 

increase resilience of habitat and ecosystems in 

targeted areas. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred there would be a loss of 

effectiveness in the use of environmental flows in 

areas where the infrastructure could be deployed. 

Other options to use environmental flows depending 

on water availability, such as large scale flooding of 

flood plains if water is available, may lead to 

infrastructure redundancies.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to need 

Need 16: Help preserve natural environments and minimise biodiversity loss 

Environmental infrastructure can be used to increase the benefits from environmental water flows by targeting 

their delivery to certain habitats. This can reduce the volume of water required to achieve specific outcomes, 

especially for floodplain and wetland ecosystems. In specific river systems, for example the Murray Darling, the 

use of environmental water delivery infrastructure in times of drought has been demonstrated to help maintain the 

quality of certain habitats and in doing so, created refuges for habitat.  

The infrastructure has only limited impact against the need without supporting environmental water availability. 

The contribution to the need has been assessed assuming that sufficient water has been secured or allocated to 

the environment.  

The option’s contribution against the need is anticipated to build over time as infrastructure is built across 

Victoria, assuming ongoing water availability for environmental purposes and sufficient maintenance of assets.  

Metric 1: Increase in the volume and improve the quality of Victoria’s natural habitat areas 

This option is likely to have stronger benefits for specific areas, such as floodplains and wetlands, than for others, 

limiting its contribution to the metric. In addition, the benefits associated with the option are limited by the volume 

and location of water available for the environment. This option could contribute to the maintenance and quality 

improvement of preserved natural habitat areas by increasing the effectiveness of use of environmental water 

flows. 

Metric 2: Reduction in indigenous biodiversity losses 

This option could contribute to biodiversity losses by supporting the maintenance of habitats that indigenous 

aquatic species, plants and animals rely on.  

 

Need 17: Improve the health of waterways and coastal areas 

Core to a healthy waterway is access to water. Through the use of infrastructure to improve flows, this option 

aims to provide the right quantity of water as well as at the right time. Water would need to be released into a 

waterway in order to be directed to floodplains, wetlands and other areas of interest. This option can improve the 

effectiveness of existing environmental water flows, improving the health of waterways and coastal areas.  

The option’s contribution against the need is anticipated to build over time as infrastructure is built across 

Victoria, assuming ongoing water availability for environmental purposes and sufficient maintenance of assets.  

Metric 1: Increase of waterways in good or excellent condition 

Through improving access to water including both quantity and timing, this option would increase the number of 

waterways in good or excellent condition and is therefore rated as moderate. 

Metric 2: Improvements in coastal water quality 

As with Metric 1, the option appears likely to be more effective for certain ecosystems, such as floodplains and 

wetlands. The option is anticipated to contribute against the metric for some coastal sites, but may have a limited 

impact overall. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

By enhancing the efficiency of use of water flows to the environment, this option is likely to have benefits to 

habitat preservation. Due to the targeted nature of the option, other benefits are unlikely to be appreciable.  
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Eastern freeway to CityLink 
connection 
EWE 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Improve road connectivity across the city from east to west. While there are a number of possible solutions 

(alignment, length of tunnel, number of lanes, etc.), for the purpose of an initial assessment the option is 

assumed to be a six lane (total) road link from the Eastern Freeway to CityLink, with a substantial amount of 

tunnelling. It includes capacity expansion on the Eastern Freeway and localised works to improve inner north 

public transport and amenity. This concept of the option draws in particular on the East West Link Needs 

Assessment (Eddington Review, 2008). It also draws on the East West Link (Eastern Section) Project, but the 

name has been generalised noting that the existing business case design could be revisited.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne central subregion 

Although this option will be located underneath the 

inner-northern suburbs of Fitzroy and Carlton, this 

option will mostly affect traffic flows and onwards 

routes across the Eastern Freeway and CityLink 

transit corridors. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are risks to be managed during delivery, 

commensurate with major underground construction 

including around ground conditions and impacts to 

utility services. 

There is an opportunity with the construction of the 

new road tunnel to deliver amenity upgrades and 

support urban redevelopment. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources, East West Link Stage 1 

Short Form Business Case (2013) 

Victorian Auditor-General, East West Link Project 

Audit (2015) 

Infrastructure Australia, Australian Infrastructure 

Plan (2016) 

KMPG, Arup & Jacobs, Transport modelling for 

Infrastructure Victoria (2016)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$10 million – $25 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

Capital costs are estimated to be between $6.3 

billion – $8.2 billion. 

Operating costs for Eastlink for 2009 – 2011 were 

approximately $70 million per year, which inflated to 

2016 costs would be $79 million per annum. The 

majority of this cost is involved in tolling and 

customer operations and administrative expenses. 

The cost of roadside operations was $17.9 million 

per annum which is converted to $20.2 million per 

annum in today’s currency. 

Scaling up for the complexity and length of tunnel, 

the operating cost for EWE estimated at $24 million 

per annum. 

Further detail is contained in the Major transport 

projects preliminary costings in Supplement C. 

Costing source 

AECOM, Assessment 3 – Supplement C 'Major 

projects preliminary costing report' (2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increased demand for east-west traffic movements 

through the inner-city, including increased trips 

associated with population and economic growth in 

the western suburbs. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of east-west inner-city through movements, 

including that of freight.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

15 – 30 years (2031 – 2046) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred east-west traffic 

movements would remain reliant on the Monash 

Freeway and the arterial road network in the inner-

northern suburbs. Over time congestion will worsen, 

bringing with it a variety of disbenefits.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

As a city bypass, the contribution for access to central Melbourne is likely be ‘Low’ (in comparison to options 

which specifically target this), but worthy of further consideration. 

Delay costs are expected to worsen over time for Melbourne's urban road network for both passenger and freight 

vehicles (Infrastructure Australia 2015), and this option is estimated to reduce road network congestion in the 

inner-region by 14.1 percent in 2046 (KPMG 2016).  

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option would focus on the improvement of access in areas around the city via the existing CityLink 

connection, where vehicles currently travelling east-west are required to navigate the congested inner city road 

network.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

The Eastern Freeway to CityLink connection option would focus on improving transport performance across the 

network north of the Melbourne CBD.  

 

Need 11: Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres 

The rating of ‘Low’ regarding the need ‘improve access to the middle and outer metropolitan major employment 

centres’ reflects the focused definition of this need on access to Monash, Dandenong South, Latrobe, Melbourne 

Airport, Sunshine and East Werribee – particularly for people who currently have poor access. 

The location and nature of this option is not likely to change over time to have increased impact on other areas 

not specified within the need. This may need to be reconsidered with the development of new employment 

centres. The KPMG, Arup & Jacobs modelling results show that the largest increase in accessibility to an 

employment centre is a 0.4 percent increase to Latrobe. There is also a 0.3 percent and 0.1 percent increases in 

access to Monash and Dandenong South employment centres respectively. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from middle and outer major employment centres 

This option has the potential to address existing demand issues at peak times to improve access to outer major 

employment centres at each end of the connection.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access middle and outer major 

employment centres 

Transport performance could be improved through this option by connecting the Eastern freeway to the CityLink, 

enabling people in inner-metropolitan areas to access employment centres outside of the City of Melbourne.  

 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

The option is expected to primarily provide these benefits by reducing general congestion and allowing the 

smoother flow of east-west freight movements (recognising the majority of freight movements are on the south-

east to west and north corridors. From the KPMG, Arup & Jacobs modelling results the percentage of freight 

vehicle kilometres travelled in heavy congestion is reduced by 1.2 percent, while the average time between ports 

and terminals falls by 2.5 percent. 

These minor increases in efficiency result in a ‘Low’ contribution rating across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Reduction in cost of the total freight task (origin to destination) 

This option may improve access within suburban Melbourne for road freight vehicles, thus reducing trip times and 

decreasing the cost of the total freight cost (by an average of one percent across the network).  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

The increased capacity of the road network is anticipated to improve access to employment (+0.2 percent), 

health (+0.2 percent) and education (+0.3 percent) services located along the Eastern Freeway and east-west 

corridor. There may also be improved access to social, sporting and recreation facilities, and additional safety 

benefits from increased freeway travel as opposed to local and arterial road travel in stop-start conditions. 

This option may lead to less stop-start traffic conditions and decreased fuel use per vehicle, although it may also 

lead to increased vehicle trips (+0.3 percent daily car VKT) and decrease the use of public transport (-0.2 percent 

mode share), increasing overall greenhouse gas emissions (+0.1 percent daily CO2 emissions). It is assumed to 

reduce traffic on local roads, reducing noise, air pollution and visual amenity for local areas to a small degree. 

Tunnelling and construction of this major project are expected to impact on resource use. 

Businesses would be able to take advantage of more efficient road travel across the city if this option was 

implemented, enabling improved access to customers. The improved cross city and east-north freight movement, 

including to and from Melbourne Airport, may benefit trade exposed industries by reducing freight costs and 

increasing overall international competitiveness.  
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CityLink to Western Ring road 
connection 
EWW 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option entails the construction of a road link between CityLink and the Western Ring Road M80. This option 

targets east-west links for road freight movement, including in and around the Port of Melbourne. This option is 

essentially the East West Link (Western Section) but the name has been generalised to recognise there could be 

alternative design solutions. Greater clarity will be needed as to how the Western Distributor might impact on the 

future scope and design of this link to reflect the fact that it could involve a different design to what had previously 

been developed.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne central subregion 

This option will cross under Footscray and Seddon 

and through the industrial suburbs of Tottenham 

and Brooklyn, connecting to the M80 in Sunshine 

West. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There may be a risk of disruption to the existing 

road network, depending on alignment and 

construction method. 

This option could create opportunities for urban 

redevelopment and amenity improvements where 

traffic is reduced. It could also result in an increase 

to job accessibility.  

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources, East West Link Stage 1 

Short Form Business Case (2013) 

Victorian Auditor-General, East West Link Project 

Audit (2015) 

Infrastructure Australia, Australian Infrastructure 

Plan (2016) 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources, Western Distributor 

Business Case (2015)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

>$10 billion (~$10 – $15 billion) 

Capital / implementation cost 

>$10 billion (~$10 – 15 billion) 

Annual recurrent costs 

$100 million – $250 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium 

The Victorian Auditor-General's Report 'East West 

Link Project' identifies that stage 2 (the western 

section described for this option) had a nominal cost 

of $10 billion in 2015. 

The Victorian Auditor-General's Report 'East West 

Link Project' identifies that stage 1 (the eastern 

section described for this option) had a net present 

operating and maintenance cost of $3.279 billion. 

The recurrent cost assumes this was for a lifetime 

of 30 years and that the western section would have 

a similar operating and maintenance cost. 

Costing source 

Department of Treasury and Finance, East West 

Link Business Case: Procurement 

Recommendation (2013) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increasing costs of road congestion for both 

personal and freight travel. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of roads to accommodate additional future freight 

and private vehicles travelling east-west and from 

the Port of Melbourne.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

15 – 30 years (2031 – 2046) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred east-west traffic 

movements would remain reliant on the Monash 

Freeway, Western Distributor and the arterial road 

network in the inner and middle ring western 

suburbs. Over time congestion will worsen, bringing 

with it a variety of disbenefits.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

This option will deliver little by way of improved access to the central city, especially as the Western Distributor 

will provide very similar access. It is unlikely to deliver significant time savings or reliability, and its alignment (to 

be determined) is unlikely to support vehicle journeys to the CBD. It is primarily designed to shift freight across 

the metropolitan area. 

This option rates as ‘Very Low / Negative’ against Need 10 in all time periods.  

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This project would allow for greater ease of movement from the West Gate freeway/Metropolitan Ring road 

corridor to the port of Melbourne and City Link Toll way. This will benefit freight movement in particular. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

Spreading the traffic load across two or more motorways in Melbourne's west should result in marginally 

smoother traffic flows. This will provide a third major freeway alternative (West Gate Bridge and Western 

Distributor) to cross the Yarra / Maribyrnong rivers, and will reduce the reliance on the West Gate Freeway. 

 

Need 11: Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres 

This option may offer improved access to the Sunshine employment centre (above that of the Western 

Distributor), and in the longer term improved access to the East Werribee employment centre from improved 

traffic flows. 

Both these areas are already served by a developed freeway network, and therefore there is only expected this 

option will make a ‘Very Low / Negative’ contribution in years 0 – 15, and ‘Low’ in years 15 – 30 as the additional 

capacity is utilised. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from middle and outer major employment centres 

 The increase in road space should allow for faster trips to, from and around the northern edge of the Melbourne 

CBD and points beyond. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access middle and outer major 

employment centres 

This option would make direct access from the CBD to the western ring road easier, which links several 

employment clusters in the west and north.  

 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

The option is rated moderate on the basis that it will support Need 13 (freight task) by reducing freight costs. 

Timing is unclear, but is suggested at 15 – 30 years, reflecting the growth of Victoria's freight task by that time 

from 75,000 million to 170,000 million net tonne kilometres (ntk). The amount of time savings and cost savings 

are, however, unclear. 

If the Western Intermodal Freight Terminal is built along the Western Ring Road, there will most likely be a 

greater justification for this project, however against the base case the contribution of this option is anticipated to 

be ‘Moderate’ across all time periods, as the function of this road will be a duplication of the Western Distributor. 

Metric 1: Reduction in cost of the total freight task (origin to destination) 

Shorter travel times for freight movements should reduce running costs and emissions from stationary vehicles. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option increases road capacity along the east-west corridor, easing access to employment, education, 

health and sporting facilities. Reduced congestion is likely to benefit businesses, while the network expansion 

itself is likely to improve resilience. 

The environmental impacts are anticipated to be relatively low overall. Appreciable negative impacts come from 

the need to extract resources to complete required tunnelling as well as impacts to ecosystem and habitats in the 

path of the freeway link. 
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Freight control centres 
FCC 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option entails government playing a coordinating role to identify existing and future potential precincts 

requiring planning protection in respect of freight operations. This includes those related to first and last-mile 

freight delivery to assist the private sector.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

This option would have application statewide, 

particularly for major freight routes and logistical 

hubs. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that Government may not be able to 

gain alignment between market players about the 

location of a new freight centre. 

This option provides an opportunity for a more cost 

effective outcome for freight businesses, through 

coordinating identification of an appropriate site for 

a freight centre.  

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Freight Futures: Victorian Freight Network Strategy 

for a more prosperous and liveable Victoria
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

5 – 10 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The City of Melbourne has recently released the 

Last Kilometre Freight Plan, which focuses on the 

last leg of a product's journey into homes and 

businesses. The plan identifies actions to ensure 

last kilometre freight is considered as the city and 

technology change. Key themes within the plan 

include identifying who is responsible for what, local 

area planning for key areas, public transport, freight 

initiatives (e.g. cargo bikes), how technology and 

communication may change freight requirements, 

regulation and implementation. 

Although this option differs in many ways (e.g. State 

wide focus and primarily identification of appropriate 

sites for urban freight consolidation), it is considered 

for costing that a scope of work similar to the City of 

Melbourne Last Kilometre Freight Plan would be 

required.  

Ongoing costs to the State Government would likely 

be minimal, with the private sector bearing most of 

the risk and costs associated with operating urban 

freight consolidation centres. Whilst it is important 

that land be zoned appropriately and reserved for 

such a task over the long term, this option would 

likely need to be to be reviewed after 10 years to 

assess relevance within changed circumstances. 

Costing source 

City of Melbourne, Last Kilometre Freight Plan 

(2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need for companies to identify new freight centre 

sites, and a perceived shortage of appropriate sites 

within key freight and logistics precincts (e.g. 

Melbourne's West). 

In response this option would provide more 

certainty to the freight industry, through future 

planning and reservation of key sites. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred freight companies may 

have fewer options with regard to sites for freight 

centres. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

The contribution is rated as low, on the basis that location of freight centres is not a major issue for freight 

companies, or the efficiency of the broader freight network. While Government assistance may assist in a modest 

way, most freight companies efficiently operate their own freight depots already, so it is unclear to what extent 

this option will assist the sector in addition to current arrangements. 

Freight Futures focuses on growth in the 5–15 year timeframe, with the assumption being that planning for the 

network will need to be in place within this timeframe. 

Metric 1: Reduction in cost of the total freight task (origin to destination) 

This initiative could assist freight companies in reducing the cost of freight movement, mainly through having 

more efficiently sited centres for 'last kilometre' deliveries. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option has the capacity to modestly enhance the efficiency of the freight network. It will not, however, 

address key issues about road, rail and intermodal terminal capacity, which will be the key determinants of freight 

efficiency and cost in coming decades. 
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Waste landfill site land buffers 
FLS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Landfill sites are vital to the management of waste in Victoria and particularly in metropolitan Melbourne. Some 

landfill sites are in areas of urban growth resulting in land use conflicts. This option would clarify landfill site buffer 

zones, ensure information on landfill locations and buffer distances is made publicly available, and enforce buffer 

zone requirements. This will prevent further land use conflicts and secure existing landfill capacity.  

 

Currently, buffer zones around landfill sites are close to 500m. It is not clear however where these buffer 

distances should start. Providing clarity around buffer distances and ensuring this information as well as the 

location of landfill sites is easily accessible to the public will assist to ensure that existing landfill sites are not 

prematurely closed down due to land use conflicts. This option involves a regulatory review and provision of 

information; however enforcement of required buffer zone distances may mean that land already being used for 

other purposes is re-zoned or in some cases bought back. 

Sector 

Water and waste 

Option type 

Changing behaviour 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option affects land surrounding existing and 

future landfill sites statewide but would be directly 

relevant for Melbourne. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that this option may be costly in 

areas that are already highly developed.  

There is an opportunity for this option to influence 

broader industry and community interest in reducing 

the amount of waste to landfill particularly when 

trade-offs are being made to increase landfill 

capacity or to use high value land for other 

purposes. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Environmental Protection Authority (EPA), Landfill 

Best practice environmental management 

guidelines: Siting, design, operation and 

rehabilitation of landfills (2015) 

Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery Group, 

Local Buffer Support Program, (website accessed 

July 2016) 

Sustainability Victoria, Statewide Waste and 

Resource Recovery Plan: Victoria 2015-44 (2015) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery 

Group have a local buffer support program which 

will be delivered over four years in collaboration 

with local and key State Government agencies at a 

cost of approximately $1.46 million. This funding will 

allow development and implementation of policies, 

planning tools and controls across Melbourne. 

These policies, planning tools and controls will also 

become part of the Victorian Planning Provisions 

(VPPs), meaning all Victorian municipalities will be 

able to use them through land use planning.  

For the purpose of costing this option, it is assumed 

a similar cost range would be required to implement 

this option. 

The estimated recurrent costs assumes that the 

cost of applying land use changes are done within 

existing budgets.  

Costing source 

Environment Protection Authority, Siting, design, 

operation and rehabilitation of landfills (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by this 

option aims to prolong the life of existing landfill 

sites by protecting them from encroachment from 

sensitive uses. 

In response this option would improve utilisation of 

current and future infrastructure 

Reducing risk and increasing resilience  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred the opportunity to 

increase the buffer size around existing landfill sites 

may be lost due to encroachment from growing 

urban areas. This is likely to lead to increased 

waste management costs if exiting sites are shut 

down and new sites, likely to be further away are 

sourced. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 15: Manage pressures on landfill and waste recovery facilities 

Currently Victoria is estimated to have enough landfill capacity for the next 30 years, however, in some regions; 

there are forecast shortfalls in capacity in the short term. Some landfill sites, particularly in urban areas, are 

facing encroachment issues from sensitive land uses (Sustainability Victoria 2015). It is important, especially 

where there is a forecast capacity shortfall, to protect waste facilities from incompatible development. 

The EPA Landfill Best practice environmental management guidelines for siting, design, operation and 

rehabilitation of landfills (2015) notes that an appropriate buffer distance from buildings or structures for a normal 

municipal landfill is 500 metres to ensure that in the worst case these uses are protected from potentially 

explosive gases, offensive odours, noise, litter and dust. 

The Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery Group is currently in the process of delivering the Local 

Government Buffer Support Program. This program is to develop a range of land use planning policies, tools and 

controls that can be used by Local Government to define, protect and maintain buffers for landfill and resource 

recovery facilities (Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery Group 2016). This option can reduce ambiguity 

and misinterpretation of landfill buffer requirements, through clearer information being available to everyone 

including property developers and the general public.  

Although there is sufficient capacity in landfill across Victoria for the next 30 years, this option is required in the 0 

– 5 year timeframe to secure adequate protection of existing and future landfill assets. This option receives a 

‘Moderate’ rating across all time periods on the basis that improved transparency with regard to landfill and more 

defined land buffers may make identifying sites easier in the future.  

Metric 1: Improvements in waste generation and/or reuse/recycling per capita 

This option is unlikely to improve waste generation and/or reuse/ recycling per capita. 

Metric 2: Ability to address forecast future demand for waste infrastructure 

This option is likely to address forecast future demand for waste infrastructure by maintaining and increasing 

landfill capacity by protecting key existing and future landfill sites from being prematurely closed down due to 

buffer encroachment. These landfill sites may also provide suitable locations for waste and resource recovery 

hubs at the end of their useful landfill life. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option supports the continued use of existing landfill sites by seeking to prevent competing land uses. As the 

option supports continuation of current activity by protecting against potential future land use conflicts, it is 

considered likely to have minimal appreciable economic impacts. However, the option benefits the community 

and may result in avoided state costs.  
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Freight precinct land use planning 
FPL 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option would ensure appropriately zoned land is available for freight and logistic activities around key freight 

infrastructure. This includes land rezoning, precinct structure planning and potentially land purchases to facilitate 

the development of future precincts which require good access to the principal freight network, freight terminals 

and intermodal terminals. Previous government policies have promoted such precincts in the Port 

Melbourne/Dynon area, Altona/Truganina, Lyndhurst and Somerton/Beveridge.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is particularly applicable to existing and 

potential freight hubs and movement corridors 

including areas around the Port of Melbourne, 

Truganina, Dandenong and Beveridge. 

Risks and Opportunities 

In Victoria, several key decisions on port and other 

freight precincts are yet to be determined. Until 

these decisions are made, land use rezoning 

cannot be undertaken with confidence. Some of the 

major freight precincts such as ports in Melbourne 

sit alongside areas that have significant urban 

renewal opportunities, this option could pose a risk 

to the development of some of these precincts there 

is a need to carefully manage these trade-off 

decisions. 

This option could be used to identify and protect 

appropriate sites through planning mechanisms for 

a number of options including a third Melbourne 

airport, a second container port and a Western 

intermodal freight terminal. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

State Government of Victoria, Victoria the Freight 

State: The Victorian Freight and Logistics Plan, 

August (2013) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015) 

Department of Transport, Planning and Local 

Infrastructure, Plan Melbourne (2014)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 million – $10 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This option is assumed to be concerned with 

planning and protecting land through appropriate 

zoning. It is therefore not assumed to have 

additional cost, as this would be carried out as part 

of the overall Government planning function. 

Costing source 

Department of Transport, Freight Futures: Victorian 

Freight Network Strategy for a more prosperous 

and liveable Victoria (2008)

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to forward plan for freight, protect freight 

interests and balance competing needs for land 

including renewal of areas around the Port of 

Melbourne, and other sites earmarked for future 

freight expansion. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of Victoria's freight network and reduce the cost of 

freight and logistics across the State. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, reserving land for 

expansion of or new freight precincts would be 

compromised, and would likely impact on the 

functioning of the freight network in Victoria.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High
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Contribution to needs 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

This option is anticipated to contribute moderately to improving the efficiency of freight supply chains. 

Preservation of land in appropriate areas for freight and logistics purposes is a key direction of the Victorian 

Freight and Logistics Plan, and, by allowing freight activities to be located close to existing freight precincts, is 

considered likely reduce the total cost of the freight task. The Victorian Freight task is anticipated to reach 

approximately 170 billion net tonne kilometres by 2046 (State Government of Victoria, 2013). The total distance 

transported is likely to decrease the closer to existing freight precincts future developments can be located. 

The later that land around strategic precincts is rezoned for freight purposes, the more likely it is that urban 

encroachment will force freight activities further out, further away from other components of the freight supply 

chain, and increase the costs of freight transportation. For example, strong population growth is occurring around 

existing freight hubs near Dandenong, Whittlesea (Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 

2015). This could increase the cost of freight transportation due to decreased network efficiency and reliability 

and increased travel times. This could be avoided if land is preserved now.  

This option is given a ‘Moderate’ contribution rating in each time period. This reflects that much of the land 

around existing freight precincts is already zoned for industrial and commercial uses. 

Metric 1: Reduction in cost of the total freight task (origin to destination) 

This option is anticipated to reduce the cost of the total freight task, helping to ensure that future freight 

developments occur near existing freight hubs. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Reserving land for future freight precincts would ensure that the freight industry has the ability to expand in the 

future. Confirming the long-term strategy for freight precincts with good connection to infrastructure nodes and 

networks will increase industry confidence, and encourage investment in Victoria over other states. 

Through clustering freight activities, the movement of goods will be more efficient than if the different components 

were spread out. This could have a positive effect on localised pollution and state-wide greenhouse gas 

emissions through the reduction of double handling. 
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Flemington Racecourse rail line 
activation 
FRA 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Activate regular passenger rail services on the Flemington Racecourse rail line to connect new residential 

development around the existing spur line with the city. The scope of work would include upgrades to the existing 

stations at Showgrounds and Flemington Racecourse, removal of one level crossing, purchase of additional 

rolling stock and upgrades to the signalling and track work to support regular peak services on the line. Activation 

of this line for regular services will support residential growth in this area and potential development sites such as 

those proposed at Flemington Racecourse. This option will provide direct and efficient access from this growing 

area to the central city to access jobs and services. 

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

This option affects land would activate the existing 

Flemington rail line, potentially connecting to the 

Airport. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Without significant investment in the rail network, 

the proposal may reduce the capacity of the 

Craigieburn line. 

The option could provide and expansion of the 

metropolitan rail network at minimal cost. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Mitchell C, Grogan D, Holdsworth J. Advisory 

Committee Stage 1 Report: Flemington Hill and 

Epsom Road Advisory Committee (2015)  

City of Moonee Valley, Advocacy Priorities 2015 – 

2016 (2015) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Melbourne Airport 

Rail Link: Study overview and findings (2013) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$250 million – $500 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$250 million – $500 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The 2016/17 Victorian State budget contains $588 

million for the Mernda rail extension, a stretch of 

track which will total eight kilometres of twin rail and 

which will require the construction of three new 

stations, five grade separations, stabling and 

electrification. This works out to approximately $73 

million per kilometre of twin track. For costing this 

Flemington Racecourse spur activation option it is 

assumed the scope of works would be around half 

that of the Mernda extension project (as much of 

the infrastructure is already in place) along the full 

spur length of approximately 2.3 kilometres. Rolling 

stock of $200 million is included in the capital cost 

scope. 

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated as $10 

per train service kilometre, which is expected to 

cover most costs associated with running the 

service, such as power, wages, train stabling and 

maintenance. For the spur it is assumed one 

service operates in each direction every 20 minutes 

for 18 hours of the day, which equates to 39,420 

services per annum. Inputting a distance of 2.3 

kilometres yields an annual recurrent cost of around 

$900,000. 

Costing source 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network Statistics 

(2016) 

 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increased demand along this corridor. 

In response this option would increase the supply of 

transport mode choice along this corridor. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred it capacity inducing 

constraints associated with this option would be 

avoided.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

When complete, the combined Flemington Hill and Epsom Road developments are anticipated to provide 

approximately 1,100 dwellings and a population of 2,150. The development is anticipated to place additional 

pressure on existing public transport infrastructure for trips to central Melbourne. Activating the Flemington 

Racecourse rail line would provide a high capacity public transport to the central city to meet the growing demand 

in the area. 

The issue with the proposal is the impact that providing a regular service on the Flemington line would have on 

the rest of the network. Public Transport Victoria have indicated that demand generated from the expanding 

Craigieburn area would not permit trains from the Flemington spur line to connect into the Metropolitan Train 

Network as the cost of upgrading the rail network to accommodate the spur lines would be cost prohibitive. 

The population in the Bulla-Craigieburn district is forecast to grow from approximately 90,000 in 2016 to between 

170,000 – 190,000 by 2046, significantly outweighing the importance of the Flemington Hill and Epsom Road 

developments. To provide additional benefit, the option has been considered as part of the Melbourne Airport 

Rail Link. 

The Melbourne Airport Rail Link Study (PTV 2013) assesses the four proposed alternative alignments for the link 

including a Flemington link, using the existing Flemington line and rail tunnel. This option includes new station 

opportunities at Highpoint shopping Centre and Keilor East. 

Of the four options, the Flemington link ranks last overall, performing badly on cost, social impact, environment 

and construction. Flemington link moderately meets the criteria for travel time, patronage and connections. When 

compared with the Albion East route base case (the preferred option) the Flemington link performs badly with the 

cost estimated to be around double of the Albion East link and the connections to the existing network would be 

constrained by City Loop Capacity (PTV 2013). 

This option is rated ‘Very Low/Negative' across all time periods due to the adverse effects on the broader rail 

network. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option may reduce the supply of public transport system capacity for journeys to the central city by reducing 

the capacity of the Craigieburn line. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option will potentially reduce the performance of the network to access central Melbourne by reducing the 

frequency of services on the Craigieburn line and creating additional network congestion. 
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Future waste management and landfill 
site locations 
FWL 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option seeks to secure locations for future landfill, waste recovery and waste processing sites in planning 

instruments. This will provide certainty to industry in investing further in waste management in Victoria. 

Importantly, it will help to prevent land use conflicts in the future.  

Future waste management sites will only be required as existing sites reach their capacity. However, early 

planning and securing of appropriate locations is important in mitigating issues associated with land use 

encroachment. Currently, while information to assist future planning is available through the State-wide 

infrastructure plans and EPA guidelines, planning instruments do not adequately enable long term investment in 

waste management. For example, EPA approval of new landfills is dependent on relevant sites being identified in 

regional planning instruments. Information on potential landfill sites in regional planning instruments is however 

not clear or easily accessible, creating uncertainty for industry and the broader community. Similarly, the need to 

allow for expanded waste recovery and processing facilities with development is not well recognised in planning 

instruments.  

This option proposes a regulatory review to provide greater transparency around planning for future landfill and 

waste management facilities. 

Sector 

Water and waste 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option affects land surrounding existing and 

future landfill sites statewide. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that large tracts of valuable land will 

be set aside for landfill and associated uses that 

may not be required in the future due to changing 

development patterns. 

There is an opportunity to unlock valuable land for 

sensitive land uses that would be otherwise 

unusable due to landfill buffers. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Environmental Protection Authority, Landfill Best 

practice environmental management guidelines: 

Siting, design, operation and rehabilitation of 

landfills (2015) 

Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery Group, 

Local Buffer Support Program (website accessed 

July 2016) 

Sustainability Victoria, Statewide Waste and 

Resource Recovery Plan: Victoria 2015 – 44 (2015) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

<$1 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

<$1 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The cost of this option is based upon identifying and 

securing potential locations through state level 

planning mechanisms. This entails producing a 

medium sized policy/regulatory development 

component that would involve preparation of policy 

and associated documentation, exhibition and key 

stakeholder consultation, review and response to 

public submissions, and preparation of final policy 

documentation. 

 

The estimated recurrent cost assumes that the 

costs of applying land use changes are done within 

existing budgets. Recurrent cost to the State is 

deemed to be minimal. 

Costing source 

Environment Protection Authority, Siting, design, 

operation and rehabilitation of landfills (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

existing future landfill sites reaching capacity and/or 

increased generation of waste associated with 

increased population growth, and no significant 

changes to per capita waste generation.  

In response this option would increase the supply of 

landfill sites to meet future compounded generation 

of waste. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, Victoria a could 

potentially run out of landfill sites in the future, 

which could result in further diversion of waste to 

landfill. On a smaller scale, landfill sites not located 

as far apart, could result in higher transportation 

costs of waste to landfill, particularly as Melbourne 

continues to sprawl. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 15: Manage pressures on landfill and waste recovery facilities 

Across Victoria it is estimated that there is enough landfill capacity to cater for the next 30 years however in some 

regions it is predicted that there will be landfill capacity issues in the short term. In areas where there is a 

shortfall, alternative sites or solutions will need to be developed. Additionally, in the future the need for additional 

resource recovery centres, transfer stations and drop-off facilities is anticipated to increase (Sustainability Victoria 

2015). This option aims to clarify planning arrangements and give greater acknowledgement to waste 

management requirements. This will allow the industry to more adequately pursue investment, innovation and 

technological choices for the long term. This option would moderately contribute to managing pressures. 

Although there is sufficient capacity in landfill across Victoria for the next 30 years, this option is required in the 0 

– 5 year timeframe to ensure adequate provision of waste infrastructure in the future. This option receives a 

‘Moderate’ rating across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Improvements in waste generation and/or reuse/recycling per capita 

Future planning to ensure adequate provision of landfill sites is unlikely to influence landfill generation and 

resource recovery rates. 

Metric 2: Ability to address forecast future demand for waste infrastructure 

This option seeks to secure adequate provision of waste infrastructure for the future by securing existing and 

future landfill and waste recovery and waste processing sites in planning instruments. 

 

 

  



 

Future waste management and landfill site locations 

FWL 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 88 

 

  



 

Future waste management and landfill site locations 

FWL 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 89 

Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option clarifies information to support planning for future waste management and landfill facilities. This is 

likely to further reduce the number of potential future landfill sites. As the waste management sector plays a 

critical role in the economy, providing the industry with certainty is likely to improve costs in the waste sector, and 

for other businesses and the community. 
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Growth area train station upgrade and 
provision 
GAT 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Provision of new stations in growth areas such as Truganina, Black Forest, Sayers, and Davis (on Regional Rail 

Link corridor) (PTV, 2012) and upgrades to existing under-capacity stations including safety, amenity and car 

parking enhancements. New stations should be prioritised in areas where residential development is approaching 

the rail corridor (such as Black Forest Road) and areas that have a layout and land character capable of 

absorbing higher-intensity development with a transit-supportive design character (such as Boundary Road in 

Truganina or Sayers Road in Tarneit). Upgrades to existing stations should likewise be prioritised in locations 

with the potential to absorb future growth in a way that supports walkability and public transport use, in that they 

are offset from the influence of car-centric infrastructure/development and exhibit sufficient available land for 

mixed-use development around the station (such as Donnybrook and Baxter) or that have significant passenger-

capacity constraints (such as Rockbank and Leawarra).  

This would enable greater accessibility to central city employment opportunities and services for the growing 

population along existing rail corridors.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option will utilise the existing regional rail line, 

increasing access to and from the Wyndham 

Vale/Truganina area. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are risks associated with undertaking 

construction in an existing operational rail corridor 

that would need to be managed during the delivery 

phase. 

There is an opportunity to integrate land use and 

transport planning and infrastructure, and in this 

manner utilise the proposed train stations as local 

economic and community hubs.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015) 

Growth Areas Authority (former), Truganina 

Precinct Structure Plan (2013) 

Growth Areas Authority (former), Black Forest Road 

South Precinct Structure Plan Background Planning 

Report (2012) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$250 million – $500 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$250 million – $500 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

It is assumed that this option involves construction 

of four new train stations (Truganina, Black Forest, 

Sayers, and Davis) at a similar cost estimated for 

at-grade train stations (~$60 million) in the AECOM 

Major projects preliminary costing report 

(Supplement C) (2016).This cost per station is 

assumed to include associated buildings and 

stations, car parks and minor connecting roads. 

Based upon the above, station upgrades of varying 

complexity have been costed between a quarter 

and a third of a new station cost. Assuming 8 – 10 

stations in growth areas require upgrading this 

would be a cost in addition to the new stations of 

between $120 million – $200 million. 

Annual recurrent costs are assumed to be three 

percent of capital cost. This is higher than other 

heavy rail options because the capital is directly for 

a station (as opposed to rail) which, as a high traffic 

zone, would require a more significant proportion of 

investment to maintain operation.  

Costing source 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Railway Stations 

(2016) 

AECOM, Assessment 3 – Supplement C 'Major 

projects preliminary costing report' (2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

current and anticipated residential and population 

growth around the proposed train stations.  

In response this option would increase capacity and 

access to rail travel. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

10 – 15 years (2026 – 2031) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred there will be minimal 

viable alternatives to private vehicle travel in growth 

areas. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

The catchment area around proposed stations in Truganina, Black Forest, Sayers and Davis is anticipated to 

grow significantly in the next 30 years. Access to high quality rail transport will meet the demand for travel. The 

new train stations and those proposed to be upgraded under this option, will significantly contribute to addressing 

infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth.  

This contribution will increase over time, as areas develop and residential populations increase. This option will 

have a ‘Low’ contribution from 0 – 15 years and a ‘Moderate’ contribution after 15 years.  

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

The proposed and upgraded stations would significantly improve access for residents in Wyndham LGA to 

access services in Sunshine Major Activity Centre, Footscray Activity Centre and Melbourne CBD. All of which 

are within 30 – 40 minutes travel time. 

 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

This option would enable rail access for residents to the city with a train travel time between 30 – 40 minutes on 

the Regional Rail Link. This would significantly assist in meeting growing demand for trips to and from central 

Melbourne, particularly in 15 years’ time.  

Similar to Need 1, the contribution will increase over time. This option will have a ‘Low’ contribution from 0 – 15 

years and a ‘Moderate’ contribution after 15 years.  

 Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option would utilise the regional rail link to accommodate the demand for journeys to and from the central 

city. In 2011, approximately 8 percent of residents in Wyndham LGA worked in central Melbourne. It is assumed 

this will result in some mode shift from road to rail, which will reduce future potential congestion on western 

arterial roads. This option is therefore rated moderate, increasing to significant after 15 years.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option would better utilise the Regional Rail Link, and remove some private vehicles from the road network, 

however this is anticipated to be a low contribution to the overall network. 

 

Need 11: Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres 

This option would improve access for residents in Wyndham Vale and Truganina, to emerging national 

employment cluster in Sunshine and Werribee East (if link is built), and metropolitan activity centres such as 

Footscray and Toolern. This option is rated as significant. 

Similar to Need 1 and 10, the contribution will increase over time. This option will have a ‘Low’ contribution from 0 

– 15 years and a ‘Moderate’ contribution after 15 years.  

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from middle and outer major employment centres 

This option would increase transport capacity to major employment centres such as Werribee, Footscray and 

Toolern. This is anticipated to be a moderate contribution to overall journeys to middle and outer employment 

centres. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access middle and outer major 

employment centres 

This option will contribute to the transport network in the Western suburbs, by removing some traffic from the 

roads and providing access to public transport in high growth areas, however this option will make a low 

contribution to the overall network performance. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option would have a moderate benefit for journey to work for an additional 100,000 to 200,000 residents 

(beyond those already present). It would also have a moderate benefit for improving labour access to 

employment particularly in Melbourne's western suburbs, supporting business location. Moderate benefits 

through reduced costs to the state would be gained through less anticipated congestion on roads in the western 

suburbs. There would be moderate redundancy benefits from increased travel choice and anticipated reduced 

travel times when compared to private vehicles. The stations would improve access to health care and education 

including that located in centres connected by the rail line at Sunshine, Footscray and the CBD. The stations may 

also improve access to Hoppers Crossing Health Precinct. Housing supply would moderately benefit through the 

stations supporting development of housing estates nearby. Access to the rail line is expected to attract 

significant road-based travel to rail therefore resulting in reduced road (fuel intensive) travel, however rail requires 

ongoing energy use. The scale of this option warrants a moderately beneficial rating for a number of 

environmental criteria. 
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Government data sharing 
GDS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Legislate to require state government departments and agencies to release up-to-date data quickly, for example 

the New South Wales Data sharing (government sector) Act.

Sector 

ICT 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

 

This option does not have a notable spatial context. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Government ICT projects are automatically 

classified as "high value, high risk" under the 

Victorian Treasury's project assessment processes, 

reflecting the risk of delivery challenges. 

Citizen data would need to be appropriately 

desensitised to build the communities trust in the 

option and protect the identities of specific 

individuals.  

There are substantial opportunities for better policy 

development between different levels of 

government, different State Government 

departments, community groups and the private 

sector.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Australian National Data Service, Health policy 

needs data sharing (2016) 

Commonwealth of Australia, Connecting 

Government: Whole of Government Responses to 

Australia’s Priority Challenges (2004) 

Fan and Yu, A discussion about the importance of 

laws and policies for data sharing for public health 

in the People’s Republic of China (2007) 

International Transport Forum, Data-Driven 

Transport Policy: Framework for Location Data 

Privacy and Sharing (2016) 

New South Wales Department of Finance Services 

and Innovation, NSW Data Analytics Centre (2016) 

The World Bank, Open data for resilience initiative: 

Policy note and principles (2016) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 million – $10 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This option is considered to include a medium size 

policy development component that would involve 

preparation of draft policy and associated 

documentation by a small project team of public 

servants and private sector consultants, key 

stakeholder consultation, and preparation of final 

legislation. 

Ongoing costs to the State Government would likely 

be minimal. 

Costing source 

No applicable source identified. 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

political to implement the legislation, and would 

likely require the support of and agreement between 

government departments and agencies. 

In response this option would increase the 

utilisation of existing government data sets. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, government decision 

making processes would continue, potentially not 

maximising the use of all available information. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

The provision of information is a key function of government. Information is essential to enable agencies to 

deliver government policy and to meet community expectations. Effective sharing of information between 

stakeholder groups is increasingly impacting government outcomes, and the Australian Government recognises 

the significant potential for the reuse and sharing of existing government data (Australian Government, 2004). 

Legislation requiring government departments to share their data in a timely manner is an important first step to 

maximising the use and impact of data to improve decision making and policy outcomes. It may enable more 

informed decision making regarding specific locations and services in high demand, future growth in demand for 

existing services and emerging demand for new services. In doing so, it may enable the more efficient use of 

existing infrastructure to increase service capacity. 

However, improved sharing of data may not necessarily lead to significantly improved outcomes without 

additional investments in data management infrastructure to store, cleanse and analyse the available data. For 

example, as part of the New South Wales Data sharing (government sector) Act), the New South Wales 

government also established a Data Analytics Centre to facilitate data sharing between agencies and to deliver 

priority analytics projects (New South Wales Department of Finance Services and Innovation, 2016). 

This option (being the legislative requirement for government agencies to share data in a timely manner) is 

anticipated to only slightly address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth. Areas of high 

population growth face a variety of infrastructure challenges, including the efficient allocation of transport system 

capacity, access to scarce health and education services, and freight system capacity, amongst others. Alone 

this option would only improve the speed with which decisions could be appropriately made, which could improve 

the timing of allocation of resources. 

This option has been assessed as having a ‘Low’ contribution to the need across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

This option may enable identification of high need areas, design of targeted solutions, and more efficient use of 

existing infrastructure within high growth areas, to improve access and increase service capacity within high 

growth areas. 

 

Need 2: Address infrastructure challenges in areas with low or negative growth 

Similarly to Need 1, this option is anticipated to provide minor benefits for areas with areas of low or negative 

growth. Improved sharing of government data may enable policy makers to design, locate and mix facilities more 

effectively to meet the needs of the local population. 

This option receives a ‘Low’ contribution rating to Need 2 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Ability to optimise infrastructure delivery while maintaining or improving service delivery within low 

growth areas 

This option may improve the identification of high need areas, and more efficient use of existing infrastructure 

within low growth areas, to improve access and increase service capacity within low growth areas. 

 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

Population health needs should be the primary consideration when planning for health services. Health needs are 

best understood through the analysis of data regarding the prevalence of health conditions, access to and use of 

existing services, including instances health needs are unable to be met (Australian National Data Service, 

2016). 

The Australia National Data Service notes that, given the wide dispersion of people and health services in 

Australia, the need for, and access to, health services differs widely. Some areas may experience barriers to 

accessing health care and long waiting periods for some services. Being unable to access timely treatment for 

health conditions contributes to personal and family suffering, and further worsening of health (Australian 

National Data Service, 2016). 

Health data is accessed by a wide range of stakeholders in the policy development process, including: policy-

makers, planners, practitioners, managers, civil society groups, students, researchers and community members. 

They come from sectors as diverse as health, welfare, education and child care, planning, disability, housing, 

Aboriginal community-controlled organisations, and economics, and across all levels of government.  
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Access to such data enables these groups to contribute to the evidence base that guides policy and program 

development, and monitors its progress. In particular, data which identifies the specific services people are using 

in their communities would enable service providers to prioritise services that are in greatest demand in their 

area. 

This option receives a ‘Low’ contribution rating to Need 3 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

Improved data sharing of government data between government agencies and other stakeholders may reduce 

duplication of effort in data collection and increase the usability of the data that has already been collected, which 

may increase the efficiency of health services. 

 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

Data is essential to the planning, delivery and management of transport services and infrastructure. A variety of 

government departments may currently record data relevant to transport planning, including the density of 

employment and residential areas, demand for travel and asset utilisation among others. These data sets will be 

useful for managing transport networks and planning for new capacity (International Transport Forum, 2016). 

By increasing the timeliness by which government data is shared between other agencies and stakeholders, this 

option is highly likely to improve the value of transport related data currently collected by multiple government 

agencies. In particular, it could assist in the identification and design of new transport corridors to access central 

Melbourne, improve the timing of evaluation of capacity expansion proposals, and inform the development 

demand management strategies. 

This option receives a ‘Low’ rating against Need 10 in each time period.  

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

Improved data sharing between government agencies is likely to improve the planning for and development of 

new transport system capacity to accommodate journeys to and from the central city, and inform strategies 

designed to manage overall demand. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option may improve the collaboration between multiple government agencies, and enable a more detailed 

picture of transport performance across the network to be developed, and areas of higher need to be identified. 

 

Need 11: Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres 

This option is likely to provide similar benefits against Need 11. Improved collaboration and more efficient 

analysis of a broader range of data sets and information is likely to improve the management of demand access 

to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres. 

This option receives a ‘Low’ rating against Need 11 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from middle and outer major employment centres. 

Improved data sharing between government agencies is likely to improve the planning for and development of 

new transport system capacity to accommodate journeys to and from middle and outer employment centres, and 

inform strategies designed to manage overall demand. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access middle and outer major 

employment centres 

This option may improve the collaboration between multiple government agencies, and enable a more detailed 

picture of transport performance across the network to be developed, and areas of higher need to be identified. 

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

Similarly, this option may improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas. It may 

improve the management of demand for transport system capacity, through more efficient collation and analysis 

of data from a broader range of sources. 
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This option receives a ‘Low’ rating against Need 12 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

Improved data sharing between government agencies is likely to improve the planning for and development of 

new transport system capacity to accommodate journeys to and from the central city, and inform strategies 

designed to manage overall demand. 

Metric 2: Improve transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and regional 

areas 

This option may improve the collaboration between multiple government agencies, and enable a more detailed 

picture of transport performance across the network to be developed, and areas of higher need to be identified. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option is unlikely to improve ICT connectivity in rural and regional Victoria. 

 

Need 19: Improve the resilience of critical infrastructure 

A reliable information base is recognised as the foundation of successful risk management. However, data which 

would be informative to improving the resilience of critical infrastructure is often dispersed across government 

institutions and the private sector or lost in file formats that don’t facilitate reuse. In addition, the lack of 

established protocols for sharing data between these groups can increase the costs of obtaining data, and limit 

the participation of new communities on the challenge of understanding and managing disaster and climate risk 

(The World Bank, 2016). 

This option may improve the collaboration between stakeholders to identify high-risk areas and develop 

strategies to improve the resilience of critical infrastructure. This option receives a ‘Low’ rating against Need 19 in 

all years. 

This option receives a ‘Low’ rating against Need 12 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to disruptions 

This option may increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to shocks. 

Metric 2: Increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to climate change" 

This option may increase the resilience of critical infrastructure to climate change. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

The primary economic benefit of this option is its ability to improve government decision making. This option may 

enable efficient and effective use of government expenditure, and, given the importance of government spending 

to overall GSP, may have a substantial impact on overall economic output. It is likely to benefit a substantial 

proportion of the community by affecting decision making at local and state level, and through more informed 

decision making, reduce disruptions to the economy. 
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Geelong fast rail 
GFR 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option entails implementation of a fast rail service (less than 30 minutes) between Geelong and Melbourne 

(Southern Cross Station). Using examples from international rail operators and new technologies, this option 

would encourage greater mode shift from car and ‘regional commuting’ from Geelong. This would enable greater 

accessibility to central city employment opportunities for the growing population in the Geelong region. It also 

enables people to more easily access Geelong from Melbourne for employment and recreation.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Rural and regional Victoria, Barwon region, 

Geelong regional city, Melbourne – Geelong state-

significant transport corridor 

Melbourne central subregion and Melbourne 

western subregion 

This option affects the transport corridor between 

Geelong and Melbourne including the Geelong rail 

line and Princes Freeway. 

Risks and Opportunities 

As population growth in the west continues, there 

may be risks in identifying a suitable corridor, 

acquiring land, and the potential for disruption to 

other transport services during construction. 

This could be a testing concept for fast rail in 

Australia, with the potential to encourage other such 

developments if successful. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

High Speed Rail Advisory Group, On Track – 

Implementing High Speed Rail in Australia (2013) 

Monorails Australia, Melbourne Geelong Maglev 

(2013) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$3 billion – $5 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The High Speed Rail Study: Phase 2 Report states 

the cost of constructing a high speed rail from 

Melbourne to Brisbane via Sydney would total $114 

billion, with $50 billion of it being due to the 894km 

of track to be built between Melbourne and Sydney. 

Thus each kilometre of the Melbourne to Sydney 

section works out to cost approximately $56 million. 

It is assumed that a dual track high speed rail 

alignment between Geelong and Melbourne would 

be required at a total length of 80 kilometres. It is 

also assumed that there would be significant costs 

incurred at the Melbourne and Geelong ends where 

inner urban land is constrained. 

The High Speed Rail Study: Phase 2 Report states 

that the net present value of approximately 50 years 

of operating costs for the high speed rail from 

Melbourne to Sydney (894 kilometres) would total 

$25.1 billion, with rolling stock financial leases and 

asset renewal costs totalling a net present value of 

$3.8 billion. Averaged out evenly over 50 years 

these costs provide a recurrent cost of 

approximately $580 million. This has been reduced 

to reflect track length of near 80 kilometres between 

Geelong and Melbourne. 

Costing source 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, High Speed Rail Study: Phase 2 

Report (2013) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

significant population growth and potential to 

support economic growth in Geelong. This option 

would similarly be influenced by significant demand 

for business travel between Geelong and 

Melbourne.  

In response this option would increase the capacity 

and speed of travel options between Geelong and 

Melbourne, the commute more viable. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

15 – 30 yrs (2031 – 2046) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, travel between 

Melbourne and Geelong is unlikely to reach 

capacity beyond expansion of immediate services. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

The population of Greater Geelong is expected to increase significantly over the next 30 years moving from 

230,000 presently to over 290,000 in 2031. It is expected another 60,000 – 70,000 people will also be added in 

the period 2031 - 2046. The option will reduce commute times significantly, although the impacts will be localised 

to the Greater Geelong region. 

The recently completed Regional Rail Link and the existing regional train between Geelong and Melbourne are 

currently addressing demand. It is recommended that construction of this option commence at a time that will 

mean opening date is aligned with the existing Geelong/Melbourne line reaching capacity, which may vary greatly 

with future development patterns (especially along the RRL corridor). 

As this option provides the opportunity to halve the current public transport and private car travel time (down from 

an hour to 30 minutes), this results in a ‘Moderate’ rating in years 0 – 15, increasing to ‘Significant’ in years 15 – 

30. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

High speed rail between Melbourne and Geelong would increase access from Geelong to the CBD and thus 

increase the labour pool of Melbourne's CBD based organisations. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option has the potential to reduce demand for travel on the road network between Melbourne and Geelong, 

which would ease growing road congestion. It would also ease congestion on Geelong's existing regional line. 

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

The effect of dramatically reduced travel times between Geelong and Melbourne would be an increase to the 

reasonably commutable catchment to access jobs and services (in both directions), however this service would 

be an improvement of an existing service which many people use as a commuter line presently. However this 

option would most likely act as a 'leading' piece of infrastructure in that it would induce demand if built, increasing 

the development potential of the corridor (especially on the more affordable Geelong end of the line).  

Due to the region-shaping nature of this project, existing population and growth forecasts would most likely not 

capture any change in demand/population based on this piece of infrastructure. Geelong and the corridor along 

the Princes Freeway is already predicted to be a high-growth area over the next 30 year (VIF 2015) and therefore 

this project would be expected to increase population (and subsequently public transport demand) above these 

estimates. 

Similar to Need 10, this option is rated as ‘Moderate’ in years 0 – 15 and ‘Significant’ in years 15 – 30. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

If the trend of relocating services to regional centres continues (such as the Transport Accident Commissions 

relocation to Geelong in 2014), this may increase the demand for reverse commuting away from inner-

Melbourne. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

High-speed rail would be a significant improvement over the current service quality due to dramatically reduced 

travel times. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option does not impact ICT connectivity in rural and regional Victoria. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Providing a high-speed rail link would be a dramatic service increase to the public transport linking the high 

growth area of Geelong to Melbourne. This option has the potential to enable more growth in Geelong’s resident 

population and benefit housing affordability.  

It is assumed that there will be limited uplift along the rail line (since there may not be any stops between 

Melbourne and Geelong). The speed and efficiency of the link will allow people to easily access increased job 

opportunities and a wide variety major social, recreational and education opportunities in both cities. 

Significantly increasing the service quality of public transport on this line will drive mode shift towards rail which 

could help reduce the impact of congestion on road links.  

Even though fast train operations are more energy intensive than regular train services, it is still more energy 

efficient than private vehicle transport (assuming sufficient mode shift) and will likely lead to a reduced 

greenhouse gas emissions per user. The construction required for this option is assumed to be substantial.  
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Greenfield development sequencing 
GFS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

In greenfield areas, the existing Precinct Structure Plans (PSPs) and Developer Contribution Plans provide for 

minimum standards of infrastructure planning (e.g. to ensure bus provision, green space and community 

infrastructure). However, there are often multiple growth fronts under development at the same time which places 

pressure on local and state government resources and can leave communities with delays in infrastructure 

provision. This option would seek to further improve the coordination and sequencing of infrastructure in 

greenfield areas in two ways. Firstly, through greater emphasis and direction when planning for sequencing of 

infrastructure and staged land release in PSPs. This would include the consideration of infrastructure when 

making approvals in isolated locations. Secondly, increasing the ability for Local Government to manage 

sequencing and alignment of new development with infrastructure through the planning process.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne southern subregion, Melbourne western 

subregion and Melbourne northern subregion 

This option is expected to apply to areas designated 

as growth areas by the Metropolitan Planning 

Authority (Casey, Cardinia, Hume, Melton, Mitchell, 

Whittlesea and Wyndham) 

Risks and Opportunities 

There may be variability in the capability of local 

government to take on the role described in this 

option (Victorian Auditor General’s 2014). 

There is a risk of unintended consequences of 

reduced housing supply impacting on the overall 

cost of housing for the community.  

The measures introduced in this option would need 

to be strong enough to incentivise certain 

developers from introducing supply and prevent 

others from supplying competing land out of 

sequence. There is a risk of unintended 

consequences of reduced housing supply on cost of 

housing. 

 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Grattan Institute, Should you worry about a schools 

shortage? It really depends on where you live 

(2016) 

Metropolitan Planning Authority, Precinct Structure 

Plans (website) (2016) 

SGS Economics and Planning, The current and 

future State of Victoria – advice to Infrastructure 

Victoria (2016) 

Victorian Auditor General’s Office, Asset 

Management and Maintenance by Councils (2014) 

Victorian Auditor General’s Office, Developing 

Transport Infrastructure and Services for Population 

Growth Areas (2013)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

<$1 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

<$1 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

For costing, this option is considered to involve 

preparation of policy and associated documentation 

by a small project team that would frame ongoing 

future communication channels between 

government stakeholders of greenfield development 

sequencing. 

Ongoing costs to the State Government would likely 

be minimal. 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultations 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

desire to better synchronise residential 

development and the supply of supporting 

infrastructure.  

In response this option would enact changes to 

planning and management of land. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, there is the risk of 

ongoing lack of coordination between residential 

development and the development of supporting 

infrastructure, particularly community infrastructure. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

Rapid population growth can increase demand ahead of provision of infrastructure. There are existing and future 

gaps in infrastructure provision in many areas of high growth, particularly greenfield development sites. For 

example, Victorian Auditor General’s Office 2013 documents a shortfall in transport infrastructure to growth 

areas.  

By more strictly sequencing development, this option is a form of demand management for infrastructure. Under 

the option, new development could be clustered around infrastructure and so more closely matched to its supply. 

The effectiveness of this option in greenfield developments will depend on the ability of councils to influence the 

sequencing of development. 

This option has been rated as having a moderate contribution over the period. 

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

This option increases the ability to access services by ensuring that new development occurs near existing 

services and infrastructure. 

 

Need 5: Provide public spaces where communities can come together 

Public spaces and community infrastructure is considered as “enhanced population linked infrastructure” 

(Victorian Auditor General’s Office 2013) or “follower infrastructure” (SGS Economics and planning 2016). These 

spaces are key to place making and a sense of community, and are typically developed after the infrastructure 

required to support habitation is in place. They are typically developed after more essential infrastructure is 

brought online (SGS Economics and planning 2016) 

This option would support the provision of public space for communities through sequencing of development. 

This approach is assumed to concentrate population in greenfield developments such that the density of 

habitation brings forward investment in public and community spaces. This option is likely to be most effective 

against the need in new housing developments, where the largest infrastructure gaps are likely to exist.  

The success of this option by area will depend on the depth of skills in local government to influence the 

implementation of this option, and on urban planners.  

Overall, this option is considered to have a moderate rating in all time periods. 

As with other planning options, this option’s effectiveness is anticipated to grow with time as more and more 

development is implemented using the provisions of the option. 

Metric 1: Perceived quality of open spaces and community spaces 

This option, by encouraging sequencing of development, may bring forward investment in open spaces and 

community spaces. However, the option does not target the quality of these spaces.  

Metric 2: Increase in arts participation and attendance 

This option would make a very low contribution to increasing arts participation and attendance, as it is not 

guaranteed that the standards will necessitate facilities for arts and culture. 

 

Need 9: Provide access to high-quality education infrastructure to support lifelong learning 

Education facilities are important in allowing communities to develop (Grattan 2016), connecting families and 

providing facilities with the potential for a number of community uses. Across Australia a shortage of primary and 

secondary schools relative to demand is emerging due to population growth, which is often most acute in urban 

growth areas on the fringes of existing cities (Grattan 2016). In Melbourne, these suburbs are anticipated to 

absorb significant population growth in the next thirty years and so may be vulnerable to shortage.  

This option may address the need for access to high-quality education infrastructure by targeting development 

around existing education infrastructure. Additionally, by setting in place plans for the sequencing of 

development, this option may allow providers of education to more closely align their development plans with 

those of new communities. 

The success of this option’s contribution against the need will depend on the ability of councils and planners plan 

appropriately and then influence the staging of development. 
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This options contribution to the need is anticipated to build over time as planning has a greater influence on the 

delivery of services.  

Metric 1: Increase in overall education asset utilisation 

This option could support better planning for the expansion of education assets to accommodate high growth. In 

doing so, the option could increase asset utilisation by timing capacity expansions to coincide with known 

residential development periods.  

Metric 2: Increase in education participation 

This option could increase access to education by allowing education service providers greater opportunities to 

plan service expansions in line with future population growth.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is for changes to planning and governance of greenfield developments to more closely match the 

residential development with the development of supporting infrastructure. In doing so, the option is anticipated to 

have benefits for access to community level infrastructure such as education and recreation services. This could 

result in avoided state costs through better utilisation of assets such as primary schools 

This option is expected to increase business costs by more closely regulating the way in which land can be 

developed. This is also expected to impact on housing supply and affordability. 
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Gippsland – Pakenham rail shuttle 
GPR 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Provide increased services on the Gippsland line that connect with metropolitan services at Pakenham. With no 

changes to the current through-services from Bairnsdale/Traralgon to Melbourne, the shuttle services between 

Gippsland and Pakenham would allow for additional trains to operate between the regional centres using existing 

rolling stock. At Pakenham, the terminating services from the Latrobe Valley would connect with the high 

capacity, high frequency services on the Dandenong corridor following the completion of currently committed 

upgrades. This option would benefit travel within the Latrobe Valley and provide higher frequency services to 

central Melbourne, albeit with an interchange at Pakenham.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Rural and regional Victorian 

Gippsland region, West Gippsland state-significant 

transport corridor 

Melbourne southern subregion 

This option affects the Gippsland rail corridor, 

following the Dandenong group through the south-

eastern suburbs in to the city. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Not increasing the number of single-seat journeys 

to Melbourne may be an issue for Gippsland 

residents. 

Opportunities include a greater number of services 

on the Dandenong and the Pakenham – Bairnsdale 

corridors (including trips between regional towns). 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources (DEDJTR), Melbourne 

Metro Business Case (2016) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 million – $10 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The assumed scope includes changes to public 

transport train timetables only, and no infrastructure 

work. 

The recurrent cost assumes that the cost of 

managing the Gippsland – Pakenham rail shuttle 

change is largely absorbed by the existing Public 

Transport Victoria labour force. 

Costing source 

No applicable source identified. 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increasing train crowding and the increasing need 

access to jobs and services in Gippsland and south-

eastern suburbs of Melbourne. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of the Gippsland line, by adding shuttle services. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred the service provision 

along the Gippsland line will remain fairly low.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

The Dandenong corridor has annual patronage of 19 million passengers, is capacity constrained and is expected 

to grow by 147 percent from 2011 – 2031. This means that additional services will be required over time and will 

be provided as part of the Melbourne Metro program. If this option is implemented before Melbourne Metro, there 

will potentially be more regional passengers using the metropolitan network (due to the increased connectivity); 

although it is not assumed this will be significant.  

Overall this option rates as ‘Very Low / Negative’ in all time periods for accessing the central city due to the small 

number of potential beneficiaries. Regional customers are potentially disadvantaged in that the additional 

services will not go directly through to the city; however on balance this option may increase their connectivity 

with Melbourne by allowing them more services to get to the metropolitan network. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

The Gippsland line had an annual patronage of 2 million in 2015, less than 5 percent growth since 2010. It is the 

second lowest patronage across the regional rail groups. The regional shuttle (from Bairnsdale / Traralgon to 

Pakenham) would mean passengers continuing through the city would need to change to a metro train at 

Pakenham. This would increase their journey time by ~30 minutes as the metro services stop more often than the 

city-bound regional trains although there will be no changes to the current city-bound regional trains, meaning 

Gippsland residents will still be able to make a one-seat, limited-express journey to the city. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

By increasing the number of regional services on the Gippsland regional rail line, it will allow more people living in 

these areas opportunities to connect with the metropolitan rail service. These extra services may not directly 

increase the viability of travelling in to the central city as travel times are 30 minutes longer than the limited 

express regional services and would therefore be more useful for travelling within the region. 

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

The RNDP stated the community need for a greater number of services between the major regional centres 

along the Gippsland line which will occur under this option, however another community need was to improve the 

journey time to Melbourne. This option will increase some regional journey times by ~30 mins through the need 

to transfer at Pakenham station to a non-limited-express service, although existing services will not be changed. 

There will be personal trade-offs between the benefits of more services and disbenefits of greater journey time of 

the new services, however this option will allow greater connectivity between the regions with some services 

having increased travel times to the city. 

Once Melbourne Metro is implemented there is potential for the service patterns of this to change again, although 

due to the low demand growth of the Gippsland line additional services may be replaced by higher capacity 

regional trains. 

Increasing the number of rail services between Pakenham and Traralgon / Bairnsdale would increase the access 

to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas, although due to the limited catchment this is rated as 

making a ‘Low’ contribution across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

Service frequencies between regional communities could be increased if some regional services are removed 

from the metropolitan network, though travel times of the additional services from regional to metropolitan areas 

would be extended. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

Adding a regional shuttle service will improve connectivity through regional areas which means there will be more 

services to allow people to get between regional centres and in to the city (although some journey times may be 

increased). 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option does not impact ICT connectivity in rural and regional Victoria. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option improves public transport frequency and capacity along the route, contributing to access to jobs and 

enabling greater access to the sporting and recreational facilities in the central city. Many communities in the 

catchment area for this option are low SEIFA index and so will be able to capitalise on the service. Environmental 

impacts are anticipated to be low.  
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Geothermal power supply 
GPS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Development of geothermal energy. Victoria has geothermal energy resources that can be explored to use in 

energy production. Geothermal energy provides a low-emission energy supply that has an advantage in being 

able to provide a base load energy source. This option considers further development of geothermal energy 

resources in Victoria. The most developed sources of geothermal energy internationally are hot springs due to 

volcanic activity. In Australia, geothermal activity has primarily focused on other sources such as hot sedimentary 

aquifers (HSA) and enhanced geothermal systems (EGS).

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option has the potential to impact all Victorians. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Given the geological conditions in Victoria, it is likely 

that the utilisation of geothermal energy sources 

would require the use of less mature techniques 

such as Enhanced Geothermal Systems (EGS) 

which have proven to have technical and 

commercial challenges. 

Geothermal projects in Australia have struggled for 

financial and technical viability. R&D funding may 

go towards projects that may make a low 

contribution relative to other technologies in the 

Victorian energy system. 

Geothermal power supply is an established 

technology in use in Australia and overseas that 

has a low emissions profile. 

Geothermal energy could play an important role in 

energy supply as a consistent source of renewable 

energy.  

 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Clean Energy Council, Geothermal 2016 (website, 

accessed July 2016)  

Geoscience Australia, Geothermal Energy (2009) 

(website, accessed July 2016) 

US Energy Information Administration, Geothermal 

explained: Geothermal Energy and the Environment 

(2016a) 

US Energy Information Administration, Geothermal 

explained: Use of Geothermal Energy (2016b) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$250 million – $500 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$50 million – $100 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

Capital expenditure is estimated based on a 10MW 

binary cycle plant. Globally, capital costs for binary 

cycle plants have recently averaged $5.18 million 

USD/MW. Taking the exchange rate as 1.33 AUD = 

1 USD and scaling for a 10MW plant, this equates 

to capital costs of $69 million. This value is based 

on global averages which may be lower than the 

costs of a small scale plant in Australia. 

Furthermore, the value was for construction during 

2011 – 2013. Thus this value has been inflated 

using the Melbourne consumer price index from 

2011 (99.2) to 2016 (108.6) to produce a revised 

capital cost estimate of $75.5 million. 

Annual recurrent costs are estimated at 15 percent 

of capital expenditure, equal to $11.5million. 

Costing source 

Geodynamics, Habanero Geothermal Project Field 

Development Plan (2014) 

Geothermal Energy Association, The Economic 

Costs and Benefits of Geothermal Power (2014) 

International Renewable Energy Agency, 

Renewable Power Generation Costs in 2014 (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

intention to further explore the use of geothermal 

power in Australia. This could come as the result of 

a need to identify renewable resources capable of 

providing baseload power supply (i.e. power supply 

that is consistent, not intermittent like renewables 

such as wind and solar). 

In response this option would reduce the risk of 

exploration to the private sector by providing state 

funding.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then the development of 

renewable resources could be foregone. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

Geothermal energy has applications for electricity generation and in direct use applications such as the heating 

and cooling of buildings (Geoscience Australia 2016). Geothermal power plants are estimated to produce less 

than one percent of the greenhouse gas emissions produced by fossil fuel plants (US Energy Information 

Administration 2016a).  

The use of geothermal energy for electricity generation is established overseas. In 2013, over twenty countries 

produced electricity from geothermal sources, generating over seventy billion kWh of electricity (US Energy 

Information Administration 2016b). Notable examples include then US, Iceland and Indonesia. Existing Australian 

examples include a small geothermal plant operated by Ergon Energy in Birdsville in Queensland, while the 

operators of a trial site in the Cooper Basin (the Habanero Pilot Plant) have ended the project due to issues with 

commercial viability (Clean Energy Council 2015).  

Geoscience Australia states that significant geothermal resources have been identified, and exploration 

continues to identify resources. Barriers to greater adoption include the depths achieved by current drilling 

technology (Geoscience Australia 2009) and location of resources in relation to existing electricity infrastructure 

and/or major clients (Clean Energy Council 2016). This option could address these barriers by supporting the 

further exploration to seek appropriate sites and through funding initial development of Victoria’s geothermal 

resources.  

This option is considered likely to have a ‘Low’ contribution to the need in all time periods, based on a reflection 

of the uncertainty associated with exploration and early stage development activities but the high potential of the 

resources if identified. There is uncertainty around the level of technological change that would influence this 

option in the long-term.  

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

This option could contribute to a reduction in Victoria’s greenhouse gas emissions through identification of 

geothermal energy resources. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option supports the further exploration for geothermal resources and their potential development. Given the 

relative infancy of the use of geothermal energy in Australia, and the potential for technological challenges for 

use, the option has primarily been assessed based on funding for exploration. This is anticipated to support 

business innovation. The option is not expected to have significant other economic, social or environmental 

benefits due to the uncertainty of the options impact.  
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Geelong rail electrification 
GRE 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Electrification of the Geelong line and operation of high-capacity electrified rolling stock between Waurn Ponds 

and Melbourne via the recently constructed Regional Rail Link to improve capacity and reliability. This will enable 

the line to be fully integrated into the metropolitan system and create through-running opportunities for 

passengers to reach the wider CBD area without changing train services.  

This provides greater accessibility to central city employment opportunities for the growing population in the 

Geelong region. It also enables people to more easily access Geelong from Melbourne for employment and 

recreation.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Rural and regional Victoria, Barwon region, 

Geelong regional city, Melbourne – Geelong state-

significant transport corridor 

Melbourne central subregion and Melbourne 

western subregion 

This option affects the transport corridor between 

Geelong and Melbourne including the Geelong rail 

line and Princes Freeway. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are risks from undertaking construction in an 

existing operational rail corridor that would need to 

be managed during the option delivery phase. This 

option must consider requirement for additional 

rolling stock. 

The electrification of the Geelong line would provide 

an opportunity for the earlier retirement of the diesel 

rolling stock servicing this line. This would reduce 

future operation costs, as the diesel rolling stock is 

more expensive to purchase and operate than the 

electrically powered fleet. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The total estimated project cost for electrification 

from Southern Cross to Grovedale would be just 

over $1 billion (AECOM 2014). 

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated as $10 

per train service kilometre, which is expected to 

cover most costs associated with running the 

service, such as power, wages, train stabling and 

maintenance. There are currently 96 services along 

the Geelong/Melbourne alignment per day (48 each 

direction), which extrapolated over 365 days gives 

35,040 services per annum. This slightly overstates 

the number of services given fewer trains run on the 

weekends, however it allows for some expansion of 

capacity. Inputting a distance of 80 kilometres yields 

an annual recurrent cost of $28 million. 

Costing source 

AECOM, Geelong Electrification Report for PTV 

(2014) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increasing train crowding on the Geelong/Waurn 

Ponds line, increased commuter traffic between 

Geelong and Melbourne and population growth 

through the south-western suburbs of Melbourne 

through to Geelong. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of the Geelong to Melbourne service. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

10 – 15 years (2026 – 2031) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred the capacity of the 

Geelong line to meet the increasing demand for 

public transport along the corridor due to population 

growth may be compromised. Alternative options 

would need to be explored. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

Demand for travel along the Geelong rail corridor is anticipated to grow with the population of Greater 

Geelong forecast to increase by around 62,000 residents to 2031 and by a further 60,000 – 70,000 to 2046. 
The city of Wyndham has a forecast population growth of around 141,000 residents to 2031 and by a further 
125,000 – 150,000 to 2046. This option will increase the capacity (through the ability to run more services) 
and efficiency of the Geelong rail corridor to cater for increasing demand along the fastest growing rail 

corridor in Melbourne. 

This option is limited to a 'Low' contribution in years 0 – 10 and 'Moderate' in years 10 – 30 due to the existing 

restrictions of the signalling system, rail junctions with other lines and the recent capacity boost from Regional 

Rail Link. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option has the potential to increase the frequency and capacity of services along the Geelong rail corridor 

providing a more efficient and cost-effective rail service that caters for forecast rapid growth in travel. Depending 

on future service pattern, this will also allow Geelong services to run further in to the inner-city than presently (as 

the Geelong – Melbourne trains currently terminate at Southern Cross). 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option is primarily aimed at increasing the frequency and number of services along the Geelong rail corridor 

and may not necessarily improve the performance in terms of the reliability of the network. The introduction of 

high capacity electrified rolling stock may also improve reliability of the network. 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

Similar to Need 10, this option will increase the ability for people living in regional areas within the catchment of 

the Geelong rail line to access jobs and services. This may also better allow people living in Greater Melbourne 

to 'reverse commute' to Geelong through the increase in overall economic activity the higher quality transport 

connection may provide, as well as improving the ability for short train journeys within Geelong. 

As the requirement for additional services increases with population growth over time, the need for electrification 

will also increase due to the lower running costs and ability to run more services. This option is therefore rated 

'Low' in years 0 – 10 and 'Moderate' in years 10 – 30 as this does not explicitly expand the public transport 

catchment. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

Additional services and higher capacity regional rolling stock will directly contribute to the increase in supply of 

transport opportunities to regional and rural Victoria. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

Presently, some regional train services are at capacity in the peak periods. By providing these new trains and 

more services (with potentially reduced journey times) it will help alleviate any congestion and encourage mode 

shift to public transport. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option may offer an opportunity to give people in regional and rural areas additional access to the internet 

through the provision of Wi-Fi on the new trains required, although it is assumed if the customer has a Wi-Fi 

capable device this would not be their only source of ICT connectivity. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Electrifying the rail line from the west of Werribee to Geelong will provide a service increase to the high growth 

area in western Melbourne and into Geelong. Connecting this area of affordable housing to the CBD will allow 

individuals to better access jobs in a way which may be more affordable than using a private car. 

This option would link Geelong to a wide variety of other major social, recreational and educational opportunities 

accessible in nearby activity centres and the central city. There will also be some benefits for those who live 

closer to Melbourne but commute out to Geelong.  

The electrification will take place along the existing line, requiring minimal further construction. Increasing the 

service quality of public transport on this line is intended to convince people to switch from road to rail, and could 

help reduce the impact of congestion along the Princes Freeway and West Gate Freeway, while also reducing 

the energy and carbon intensity of transport.  
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Geelong and Werribee rail upgrade 
GWR 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Provide a new track pair to quadruplicate the tracks from Deer Park to West Werribee via Tarneit and Wyndham 

Vale stations, and provide additional stations along this corridor. This will provide additional capacity for regional 

services to be added to the high growth Geelong corridors. It will also allow for future express services from 

Geelong and additional ‘short starting’ services from the growth suburbs. The works will facilitate additional 

access to employment and services in the central city.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne central subregion and Melbourne 

western subregion. 

Melbourne – Geelong state-significant transport 

corridor. 

The regional and metropolitan rail separation 

proposed by this option will affect multiple areas 

between Geelong and Melbourne's CBD. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are risks from undertaking construction in an 

existing operational rail corridor that would need to 

be managed during the option delivery phase. This 

option must consider requirement for additional 

rolling stock. 

By enabling additional express services to/from 

Geelong and maintaining a dedicated metropolitan 

rail service to/from Werribee the frequency and 

reliability of both services will improve. These 

service increases provide the opportunity to 

increase intensification of land uses around the 

transit corridor, including land uses that provide 

employment opportunities. Acting on this 

opportunity would lead to public transport being 

more convenient for more commuters, and would, 

therefore, reduce road use. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 

Department of Transport, Planning and Local 

Infrastructure, Plan Melbourne (2014) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$10 million – $25 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

Major works of the development of Regional Rail 

Link involved a new track pair from Werribee to 

Deer Park (approximately 30 kilometres) and from 

Sunshine to Southern Cross (approximately 12 

kilometres), two new platforms at Southern Cross 

Station, new stations at Wyndham Vale, Tarneit, 

West Footscray and Sunshine, a major upgrade to 

Footscray station, the removal of two level 

crossings, 13 road and rail grade separations, and a 

new bridge over the Maribyrnong River. Total works 

were around $3.65 billion, which works out to 

approximately $87 million per kilometre of twin 

track. 

Procurement of this option would likely include 

widening of rail bridges, the building of stations at 

Truganina, Black Forest, Sayers and Davis, and rail 

grade separations and land acquisitions along the 

approximate 26 kilometres of railway between Deer 

Park and West Werribee (not including flyovers, and 

additional infrastructure needed from Deer Park to 

Southern Cross as per option description). It would 

also be difficult in that construction would follow the 

existing Regional Rail Link alignment in a live rail 

corridor. These challenges are assumed to result in 

construction costs that are slightly higher than 

constructing Regional Rail Link on a per kilometre 

basis. 

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated as $10 

per train service kilometre, which is expected to 

cover most costs associated with running the 

service, such as power, wages, train stabling and 

maintenance. There are currently 136 services 

through Werribee per day (68 each direction), which 

equates to 49,640 services per annum. This slightly 

overstates the number of services given fewer 

trains run on the weekends, however it allows for 

some expansion of capacity. Inputting a distance of 

26 kilometres yields an annual recurrent cost of 

around $12.9 million. 

Costing source 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV) website (2016) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Annual Report 

(2014/15) 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

population growth through the presently 

undeveloped future suburbs along the Regional Rail 

Link corridor, increasing road congestion and 

crowding on train services. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of both the Geelong and Werribee lines as well as 

building redundancy in to the corridor. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

15 – 30 yrs (2031 – 2046) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred it would be a missed 

opportunity to create a rail connection between two 

lines in a high growth area of Melbourne. The result 

would be that no viable alternative to car travel 

would be provided for the local area.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

Providing the five planned additional stations along the Regional Rail Link will allow the future residents of these 

presently undeveloped areas to access the rail network to Geelong and Melbourne. Quadruplicating the tracks 

along the RRL will allow express services to be run from Geelong, however this may not increase the capacity 

significantly as the four tracks will need to converge to two after Deer Park. 

The new RRL stations may justify the need for additional tracks to run express services from Geelong to 

Melbourne as journey times will increased with the added stops, however this may not significantly improve 

capacity on the network due to the twin-track pair from Deer Park to Southern Cross (which is approaching 

capacity during peak times due to interaction with Bendigo and Ballarat services). Accordingly, this option has 

been rated 'Very Low / Negative' in years 0 – 5 due to the limited population in the catchments of the new 

stations, and lack of requirement for additional capacity. As the RRL corridor becomes more developed and the 

population of Geelong increases the rating increases to 'Low' in the 5 – 10 year period, and 'Moderate' in years 

10 – 30. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

Providing express lines and the ability to short-start trains on the RRL corridor will increase the frequency and 

capacity of trains travelling from Geelong through the Western growth suburbs, increasing their access to the 

central city. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option has potential to improve the efficiency of trips across the public transport network, as well as reduce 

demand for travel on the road network between Geelong and Melbourne, which would ease growing road 

congestion. 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

Growth in the Greater Geelong and Surf Coast Shire will bring with it substantial amounts of economic activity, 

however there will most likely be the need to commute to central Melbourne. Quadruplicated track along the 

RRL will allow trains from Geelong to go express along this corridor (until Sunshine where the track is only 

duplicated), which can reduce travel times and potentially add a small number of additional services. 

This option is rated 'Low' across all time periods due to the small number of express services for Geelong will not 

substantially increase the provision of public transport to regional and rural areas. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

This will allow for the potential increase of trains through to Geelong / Warrnambool. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

The potential service increase may allow people to switch modes from personal cars to public transport, reducing 

congestion. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option does not impact ICT connectivity in rural and regional Victoria. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Quadruplicating the tracks will allow more services (including express services) to run, reducing travel times and 

increasing the potential for people to choose public transport. 

Connecting this area of affordable housing along the Regional Rail Link corridor to Geelong, Sunshine and on to 

the Western sub-region and the CBD will allow individuals to access jobs in a way which may be more affordable 

than using a private car. Additionally, a wide variety of major social, recreational and educational opportunities 

are accessible from the line, and this accessibility would be enhanced.  

The majority of works in this option involves adding a new track pair to the existing line, meaning that any 

additional habitat or amenity loss will be minimal. This option would allow travellers a stronger public transport 

option. Mode shift to public transport would reduce the impact of congestion in the catchment, in addition to the 

environmental benefits from the less energy intensive form of transport. 
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Health care delivery role change 
HCD 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option focuses on shifting health service delivery from traditional sources to nurses, pharmacists and allied 

health professionals to reduce the demand on hospitals emergency units. 

The role of state and federal government will be:  

- to influence the relevant medical bodies and create a rethink around what services the various trained 

medical professionals are able to deliver;  

- to determine the numbers of adequately trained people who could provide this increase in services; and  

- to determine the impact this would have on existing health care vices such as infrastructure and funding 

mechanisms.

Sector 

Health and human services 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option may potentially effect the way health 

care is delivered across the state. Specific spatial 

effects are yet to be determined. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There are significant implementation challenges for 

this option. These include but are not limited to 

changes to operating models for health services, 

working with unionised workforces to change roles 

and upskilling of areas of the labour force, changes 

to funding arrangements for health services and 

addressing community perceptions.  

This option could transform the way health services 

are delivered and improve access to services within 

the community.  

Aspects of this option could be delivered by the 

Victorian State Government, however more wide 

ranging changes would be enabled by coordination 

with the Federal Government.  

 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Grattan Institute, Access all areas: New solutions 

for GP shortages in rural Australia (2013) 

Grattan Institute, Unlocking skills in hospitals: better 

jobs, more care (2014) 

Queensland Health, Physician Assistants in 

Queensland: Consultation Paper (2016) 



Health care delivery role change 

HCD 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 134 

Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 million – $10 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This option is considered to include a medium size 

policy and/or regulatory development component 

that would involve preparation of draft policy and 

associated documentation by a project team of 

public servants and private sector consultants, key 

stakeholder consultation, and preparation of final 

legislation. 

It is expected that ongoing costs associated with 

implementation of this option would primarily impact 

the private sector and, therefore, that costs to the 

State Government would be minimal. 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

potential to increase the productivity of the health 

workforce to address expanded demand for health 

services. 

In response this option would improve the 

productivity of the health labour force by more 

effectively aligning tasks to skills. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, then efficiency gains 

and improved access to health could be foregone. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

Pressure on existing health infrastructure is increasing due to a growing population, a larger proportion of aging 

Victorians and increased prevalence of chronic and complex conditions. At the same time, advances in 

technology and treatments are contributing to increasing expectations from health care in the community. 

This option seeks to address these pressures through changes to how services are delivered by the health care 

sector. Evidence from the health systems of other countries shows that the roles of some health care 

professionals could be expanded.  

For example, in community care, based on overseas precedents pharmacists could have an expanded role in 

vaccinations, reissuing prescriptions for long term conditions and in chronic care teams (Grattan Institute 2013). 

Expanded roles for pharmacists could increase access to such healthcare services in the community. The 

Grattan Institute report also discusses the potential for new roles to be created in Australia such as physician’s 

assistants to work under general practitioners, or the expanded use of nurse practitioners in the treatment of 

chronic conditions.  

Queensland and South Australia have run trials with the use of physician’s assistants, who work under general 

practitioners and are trained to undertake routine activities in general practice, allowing the general practitioner to 

focus on complex tasks with positive outcomes (Queensland Health 2016). Physician’s assistants have also been 

trailed In the Townsville Hospital in the emergency department, with initial evaluation data indicating improved 

wait times, patient satisfaction and clinical consistency (Queensland Health 2016). 

In the case of hospital care, Grattan 2014 argues for a better match of the complexity of tasks to the skills of 

those who undertake them in hospitals and claims this could result in nationwide savings of $430 million (2014 

dollars). For example, the report advocates expanding the role of nurses in the hospital system to provide basic 

care to patients and undertaking common, low risk procedures. The report also argues for more assistants to 

support allied care professionals like physiotherapists and occupational therapists. 

Improving the productivity of the healthcare workforce by better matching skills and years of training to complexity 

of task could help address pressure on health infrastructure. 

The contribution of this option to Need 8 is anticipated to increase as it progressively implemented. As such, the 

option receives a 'Low' contribution rating in 0 – 10 years which increases to 'Moderate' from year 10 on. It should 

be noted that there is a high level of uncertainty as to the effectiveness of this option.  

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

Access to health care services is determined both by the location of physical infrastructure that supports their 

delivery, and by appropriate staffing to provide services. This option is anticipated to improve access to 

healthcare by expanding the number of healthcare providers who are able to provide simple services.  

Metric 2: Increase in efficiency of health services  

This option is expected to directly increase the efficiency of health services by allowing simple health needs to be 

addressed by a range of health care professionals. This is likely to increase the volume of simple health needs 

addressed by the system, and allow highly specialised practitioners to focus more of their time on complex health 

needs. 
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Habitat corridor link expansion and 
improvement 
HCL 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Habitat areas are often poorly linked. This can cause significant impacts on the migration of key species. This 

option would improve habitat corridors through a range of mechanisms such as planning overlays, land 

acquisition, corridor boundary fencing, riparian fencing, revegetation and private land covenants. These 

mechanisms would be based on identified priorities to improve habitat corridors.

Sector 

Science, agriculture and environment 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is particularly applicable to natural lands 

around the state, and where there are missing links 

in nature corridors. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that ongoing management of sites is 

insufficient to maintain quality despite planning 

protections, for example, weeds or feral species 

could affect the quality of protected corridors over 

time. Fire events also pose a significant risk. 

Successful implementation of the option could allow 

economic benefits to be realised (e.g. tourism). 

Tools have been also developed by government 

that could be used to prioritise the implementation 

of the option. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning, Protecting Victoria's Environment 

Biodiversity (Public Consultation Draft) (2016) 

Department of Sustainability and Environment, 

Western Grassland Reserves: Grassland 

management targets and adaptive management 

(2011) 

Department of Primary Industries, Protection and 

Management of Conservations Area information 

(2016) 

Department of Primary Industries, Biodiversity 

information tools used in Victoria’s native vegetation 

permitted clearing regulations fact sheet (2013)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$500 million – $750 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$500 million – $750 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

It is estimated that between 2005 – 06 and 2013 – 

14, environmental contribution funding of $70.1 

million delivered approximately 1,400 km of riparian 

fencing, 1,400 hectares of revegetation, 130 stream 

bed and bank stabilisation structures and 376 

conservation agreements covering an area of 1,300 

hectares. This option assumes new funding for 

those activities in identified corridors at 

approximately $130 million per decade, with 

additional funding for Trust for Nature of $30 million 

for its revolving fund and an additional $30 million 

for land purchases (resulting in $190 million per 

decade). 

Annual recurrent cost is assumed to be three 

percent of capital cost that is not associated with 

land purchase. This would cover management, and 

research and analysis. 

Costing source 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning, Protecting Victoria's Environment 

Biodiversity (Public Consultation Draft) (2016) 

Department of Sustainability and Environment, 

Western Grassland Reserves: Grassland 

management targets and adaptive management 

(2011) 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning website (2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

development and spread of other environmental 

threats (weeds, feral animals) that are likely to 

affect the availability of preserved habitat in specific 

areas. These are examples of factors which can 

reduce the quality of the environment, such that it is 

no longer suitable to support native flora and fauna. 

In response this option would reduce risk and/or 

increase resilience by protecting corridors for 

migration of populations and species, which will 

increase the overall health of habitats and flora and 

fauna. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred it would likely result in a 

loss of strategically important habitat, and the flora 

and fauna which it supports.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High



 

Habitat corridor link expansion and improvement 

HCL 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 139 

Contribution to needs 

Need 4: Enable physical activity and participation 

The option will create additional green spaces, which could improve opportunities for physical activity. However, 

in this case, there may be conflicts between the aims of preservation and community use. To fulfil the aims of the 

options, preservation would need to be given priority. Additionally, habitat may be preserved in remote or 

inaccessible areas, limiting the potential for regular use by many communities. 

The contribution is considered to be 'Very Low / Negative' in years 0 – 10, increasing to 'Low' in years 10 – 30. 

Metric 1: Increase in access to infrastructure to encourage physical activity 

The option’s focus is on protection of habitat, rather than infrastructure or community activity.  

Metric 2: Increase in physical participation rate  

As noted in metric one, the option may not enable regular physical exercise. Other areas where habitats are 

preserved, such as national parks, are built with community access and enjoyment in mind and include facilities 

that support regular exercise such as walking trails. While the land preserved and maintained under this option 

provides the opportunities, the translation of these to increases in the physical participation rate is not considered 

likely. 

 

Need 16: Help preserve natural environments and minimise biodiversity loss 

The measures described in the option (protection of land, purchase of land for conservation) will provide a 

baseline protection, while the management strategies described in the option will rehabilitate and protect the 

condition of the habitat purchased. 

The benefits of the option are expected to be 'Low' in years 0 – 10, increasing to 'Moderate' in years 10 – 15 and 

'Significant' in years 15 – 30 owing to the greater pressures placed on habitats from other influences and the 

accumulated benefits that would accrue for habitats and species. 

Metric 1: Increase in the volume and improve the quality of Victoria’s natural habitat areas 

The option will have direct contributions to this metric, through identifying areas for preservation, and, through a 

range of tools, ensuring protection from alternate land uses. Available evidence indicates that measures such as 

outright purchase, or planning overlays, have been effective increasing the volume of preserved habitat, when 

combined with appropriate management. Habitat destruction can occur through changes to land use or 

development, but can also occur through creeping stresses such as weeds or feral animals. The land 

management strategies referred to in the option have been shown to be effective in preserving or improving the 

quality of natural habitats for government agencies and preservation bodies.  

Metric 2: Reduction in indigenous biodiversity losses 

The option’s contribution against this metric will depend on the targeting of habitat for management and 

improvement. As the option’s core aim is to protect habitat corridors, benefits against this metric are likely to be 

an additional consideration.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option has a strong environmental focus, and primarily environmental impacts, with strong benefits for 

habitat protection due to the enhancement of corridors. Increasing the amount of protected land is also 

anticipated to have additional environmental benefits, for example, on GHG emissions and amenity. The benefits 

to habitat preservation have been assessed in relation to the option’s spend. 

 This option may support regional and remote communities as it enables tourism. However, without additional 

development of specific facilities, this option is unlikely to support substantial additional recreation. 

 

  



 

Health care patient subsidised travel program extension 

HCP 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 142 

Health care patient subsidised travel 
program extension 
HCP 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option would extend the existing Victorian Patient Transport Assistance Scheme (VPTAS). This would 

provide more services to people in regional communities to enable them to access health services that cannot be 

efficiently provided in their local community. The existing system is based on travel of more than 100 kilometres 

to see a specialist. The existing system allows for the provision of transport utilising private vehicles and existing 

transport systems including taxis and public transport services. Under current arrangements VPTAS is reviewed 

on a biannual basis to align the system with developments in health service delivery.  

Under this option it is proposed that the system could be extended to cover shorter trips less than 100km. This 

would be applicable for a broader range of health service visits or provide an increased level of reimbursement of 

cost. 

Sector 

Health and human services 

Option type 

Changing behaviour 

Location and spatial context 

Rural and Regional Victoria 

This option would affect patients across regional 

and rural areas, as well as those that live less than 

100km from their required medical care. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Increasing funding and eligibility alone may not 

address all access issues.  

This option could be enhanced through combination 

with other options developed by Infrastructure 

Victoria to support healthcare service delivery.  

The access to healthcare services intended by this 

option could be further enhanced by reimbursing 

patients in advance for travel, according to a review 

of the South Australian Patient Transfer Scheme  

The scheme could be extended to provide support 

for hospital car parking fees, an area of concern for 

recipients (Chronic Illness Alliance 2014).  

Access to the scheme could be improved through 

simplifying the application process. 

Clear, consistent information about eligibility for the 

scheme from healthcare providers could improve 

use.  

 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Chronic Illness Alliance, A survey of rural patients 

who drive to attend Melbourne’s public hospitals 

(2014) 

Commonwealth of Australia, Highway to health: 

better access for rural, regional and remote patients 

(2007) 

Department of Health, Victorian Health Priorities 

Framework 2012–2022: Rural and Regional Health 

Plan (2011) 

Health Issues Centre, ‘It’s like you’re from another 

world’—the voices and priorities of Victorian rural 

consumers who have to travel to city hospitals 

(2009) 

Grattan Institute, Access all areas: New solutions 

for GP shortages in rural Australia (2013) 

Queensland Parliament (Health and Community 

Services Committee), Inquiry into telehealth 

services in Queensland (2014) 

National Rural Health Alliance, Patient Assisted 

Travel Schemes (2014) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$500 million – $750 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

<$1 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$10 million – $25 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

Not applicable 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The implementation of this option would be minimal 

as it is viewed as an extension of the already 

operating Victorian Patient Transport Assistance 

Scheme (VTPAS). 

The current VTPAS subsidises some costs incurred 

by rural Victorians when they travel greater than 

100 kilometres one way or an average of 500 

kilometres a week for more than one week for 

specialist medical treatment, including dental. The 

scheme was introduced in the 2014/15 Victorian 

Budget with a stated $13.8 million investment over 

four years. In providing an estimated cost for this 

option it is assumed that the program is extended 

for the entire 30 additional years, with a significant 

expansion of offering and annual budget to address 

a greater spatial catchment and an increasing 

population.  

Costing source 

Department of Health website, Rural Health: 

Victorian Patient Transport Assistance Scheme 

(VPTAS) (2016) 

Breast Cancer Network Australia website, New 

funding for Victorian Patient Transport Assistance 

Scheme (2014) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

desire to strengthen regional access to health 

services through transport. 

In response this option would increase the supply of 

funds to support patient travel and expand eligibility 

requirements.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, then in the absence of 

other interventions to improve the access of 

regional and rural Victorians to healthcare services, 

barriers to access could persist. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

This option provides additional funding to Victorians who need to travel to access speciality health services, and 

could result in an expansion of services for which travel funding is provided. 

This option may help address demand for some services, as better financial support may result in Victorians and 

remote and regional Victoria seeking treatment earlier. However, the option does not otherwise address demand 

for healthcare services, or improve the ability of healthcare services to meet demand.  

This option is assessed as having a low contribution to the need in all periods. 

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

This option could improve the access of Victorian’s living in regional and remote communities to health services, 

and therefore rated as low. 

Metric 2: Increase in efficiency of health services  

This option is not expected to contribute to this need, and is therefore not applicable.  

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

Specialist healthcare services can be challenging to deliver in regional and rural areas, as they may not be 

supported by population density. These services are most commonly provided in regional centres and 

Melbourne, for example, out of the hospital system. As a result, distance can become a barrier to access for 

Victorians living in regional and remote communities.  

Regional and rural Victorians exhibit poorer overall health status, outcomes and health behaviours (Department 

of Health 2011).The need of Victorians living in regional and rural areas for access to health services is likely to 

grow in the next 30 years with population growth and aging. In particular, the integrated treatment required to 

support those with chronic conditions or aging presents a challenge for service delivery. 

Travel from regional and remote areas to access health services can be disruptive for patients and expensive. 

There is evidence that subsidies provided under the current scheme are not cost reflective (Chronic Illness 

Alliance 2014), and so the additional travel can result in financial hardship for users.  

Increased funding for the scheme and changes to eligibility criteria, as suggested by this option, would allow for 

additional patient travel and/or higher subsidies for patient travel. This is likely to have a direct impact on access. 

However, increasing funding by itself may not address all of the access concerns voiced by users, for example, 

acknowledgement of the burden of travel on regional Victorians, the need to find suitable accommodation, 

coordinating care across multiple health care services or finding support services such as patients groups 

(Chronic Illness Alliance 2014, Health Issues Centre 2009, National Rural Health Alliance 2014). It is also 

possible that new models of service delivery, such as Telehealth services, could have stronger outcomes for 

patients (Queensland Parliament 2014).  

For this reason, the option is rated as making a moderate contribution to the need. This option’s contribution to 

the need is expected to be consistent across all time periods.  

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

This option is not expected to contribute to this need.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

This option is not expected to contribute to this need.  

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option is not expected to contribute to this need.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is assumed to support access to health through increasing the subsidy and/or eligibility requirements 

for the Victorian Patient Transport Access Scheme. This is anticipated to benefit remote and regional 

communities, as well as access to health. The option, assessed as a standalone, is not likely to have appreciable 

benefits to the general health of Victorians living in regional and remote communities.  
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High capacity trains – 10 car 
HCT2 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Procurement of 10 car high capacity metro trains (HCMT) for the metropolitan network. Whereas existing 6 car 

train sets involve the joining of two 3 car sets, these HCMT trains are specifically designed to be 10 cars and, as 

such, are a new type of train. 

Significant works would be required on the network to accommodate 10 car trains The works would include 

associated major upgrades to power, stabling yards, platform lengths and other ancillary assets. A potential roll 

out across the network would need to be staged and prioritised to those corridors experiencing the most 

significant capacity constraints.  

It is currently planned that the future Sunbury – Dandenong rail corridor created by the Melbourne Metro rail 

tunnel would be the first to use the 10 car trains, followed by the Melbourne Metro 2 (MMS) tunnel if that 

proceeds. Lines continuing to use the city loop would not be able to deploy the 10 car arrangement. This option 

will increase the capacity of the network and enable the movement of growing numbers of people to access the 

central city area.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne wide 

This option will affect the Melbourne Metro corridor 

(Sunbury – CBD – Cranbourne/Pakenham) and 

potential future Melbourne Metro 2 corridor (Mernda 

– CBD – Newport), although there will be network-

wide benefits realised. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that the platform lengthening and 

other supporting improvements required to enable 

the longer trains to operate on the network could be 

greater than predicted. This could lead to delays in 

rolling out the new high capacity trains and 

increased costs for the supporting works. 

These trains will add extra capacity to the rail 

network, which will be useful in the busy peak 

periods, increasing access to jobs in the central city 

and surrounding employment centres along the 

Pakenham – Sunbury corridor. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources (DEDJTR), Melbourne 

Metro Business Case (2016) 

Department of Premier and Cabinet, Rolling Stock 

Strategy: Trains, Trams, Jobs 2015 – 2026 (2015) 

KMPG, Arup and Jacobs, Transport Modelling – 

Advice to Infrastructure Victoria (2016)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The Network Development Plan indicates that 

following stage 4 of development in around 2031 

there will be 326 trains operational on Melbourne's 

train network. It is assumed that through 

metropolitan rail expansion and technological 

advances this number would increase to 426 trains 

by 2046, and that all trains will be HCMT’s. It is 

assumed that 30 percent of these trains (128 trains) 

would be 10 car HCMT’s. The cost per train is 

based on the reported total cost of $2.175 billion for 

delivery of the recent order of 65 7-car HCMT’s, 

multiplied to provide a cost for 10 car HCMT’s.  

Note: The $2.175 billion includes design, financing, 

manufacturing and commissioning of all trains as 

well as a depot and simulator in Pakenham East 

and light service facility in Calder Park. 

The annual recurrent cost is assumed as 0.5 

percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Department of Treasury and Finance, Victorian 

Budget 16/17 (2016) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Trains, Trams, 

Jobs 2015 – 2025 (2015) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

patronage growth on the Melbourne Metro 1 

(Dandenong group – Sunbury) and potential future 

Melbourne Metro 2 (Mernda – Newport) lines. It is 

dependent on the minimum retrofitting required to 

accommodate long trains such as platform 

extensions and power upgrades, amongst other 

works. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

particularly of rail lines with forecast high growth 

such as the Mernda line. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

10 – 15 years (2026 – 2031) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred other alternatives to 

addressing increasing demand would need to be 

considered. The cost of alternative capacity 

increasing project compared to this option would 

also need to be weighed. The risk of deferral is 

rated medium.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

This project rates a significant rating due to its ability to increase the passenger carrying potential of the metro 

train fleet along some of the busiest corridors in the Melbourne network. The need to construct 220 metre 

platforms at some stations along the Pakenham – Sunbury route will be an additional cost, however this has 

been factored into planning for associated projects e.g. Level crossing removal project.  

This option is rated as 'Moderate' through to 2026 before it is increased to 'Significant' for the subsequent time 

periods. The KPMG, Arup & Jacobs modelling results show an average 42 percent growth rate between 2031 

and 2046 in train boardings network-wide including a 49 percent increase on the Melbourne Metro corridor, 

indicating future capacity will need to be expanded to meet demand. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option delivers an increase in passenger carrying capability across lines in and out of the central city.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

The increase in passenger capacity allows more people to be moved per train movement and thus contribute to 

improved network performance. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Trains which can carry more people, including those with mobility issues, are expected to increase the overall 

customer satisfaction and reliability of the network and could allow for a greater number of people to access 

employment opportunities and community infrastructure.  

The largest environmental benefit from this option would come from the likely mode shift from people driving 

personal vehicles to commuting via trains, which is a less energy intensive form of transport. 

The 10-car trains would increase capacity of the rail lines, which would then increase access to jobs in high 

demand areas during peak commute periods. Local procurement policies make it likely that at least 50 per cent of 

manufacturing will occur in Victoria, contributing to business innovation. 
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High capacity trains – 7 car 
HCT3 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Procurement of 7 car high capacity metro trains (HCMT) for the metropolitan network, beyond current 

commitments. Whereas existing 6 car train sets involve the joining of two 3 car sets, the HCMT trains are 

specifically designed to be 7cars and, as such, are a new type of train. 

This option includes associated minor upgrades to track and stations and provides stabling and maintenance, 

including, potentially, the upgrade and electrification of the existing line from Frankston to Baxter for a stabling 

and maintenance facility.  

These trains would be allocated to the lines with the greatest demand. However, other lines will benefit as the 

newer rolling stock is redeployed and allows for service uplift and the retirement of older train sets. This option 

will increase the capacity of the network and enable the movement of growing numbers of transport users to 

access the central city area. Future rolling stock procurement and stabling requirements are contained in the PTV 

Network Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail, December 2012 and the Victorian Rolling Stock Strategy.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne wide 

This option will affect the Melbourne metropolitan 

rail network. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that the platform lengthening and 

other supporting improvements required to enable 

the longer trains to operate on the network could be 

greater than predicted. This could lead to delays in 

rolling out the new high capacity trains and 

increased costs for the supporting works. 

These trains will add extra capacity to the rail 

network, which will be useful in the busy peak 

periods, increasing access to jobs in the central city 

and surrounding employment centres. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources (DEDJTR), Melbourne 

Metro Business Case (2016) 

Department of Premier and Cabinet, Rolling Stock 

Strategy: Trains, Trams, Jobs 2015 – 2026 (2015) 

KMPG, Arup and Jacobs, Transport Modelling – 

Advice to Infrastructure Victoria (2016)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

>$10 billion (~$10 – 15 billion) 

Capital / implementation cost 

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$50 million – $100 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The Network Development Plan indicates that 

following stage 4 of development in around 2031 

there will be 326 trains operational on Melbourne's 

train network. It is assumed that through 

metropolitan rail expansion and technological 

advances this number would increase to 426 trains 

by 2046, and that all trains will be HCMT’s. It is 

assumed that 70 percent of these trains (298 trains) 

would be 7 car HCMT’s. The cost per train is based 

on the reported total cost of $2.175 billion for 

delivery of the recent order of 65 7 car HCMT’s. 

Note: The $2.175 billion includes design, financing, 

manufacturing and commissioning of all trains as 

well as a depot and simulator in Pakenham East 

and light service facility in Calder Park.  

The annual recurrent cost is assumed as 0.5 

percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Department of Treasury and Finance, Victorian 

Budget 16/17 (2016) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Trains, Trams, 

Jobs 2015 – 2025 (2015) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Network 

Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail (2012) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

higher than expected patronage growth on the 

metropolitan rail network. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

particularly of rail lines with forecast high growth. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

10 – 15 years (2026 – 2031) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred other alternatives to 

addressing increasing demand would need to be 

considered. The cost of alternative capacity uplift 

projects compared to this option would also need to 

be weighed. The risk of deferral is rated medium.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

This project rates a significant rating due to its ability to improve the passenger carrying potential of the metro 

train fleet without the need for major extensions to existing platforms across most of the network.  

This option is rated as 'Moderate' through to 2026 before it is increased to 'Significant' for the subsequent time 

periods. The KPMG, Arup & Jacobs modelling results show an average 42 percent growth rate between 2031 

and 2046 in train boardings network-wide, indicating future capacity will need to be expanded to meet demand. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option delivers an increase in passenger carrying capability across lines in and out of the central city.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

The increase in passenger capacity allows more people to be moved per train movement and thus contribute to 

improved network performance. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Trains which can carry more people, including those with mobility issues, are expected to increase the overall 

customer satisfaction and reliability of the network and could allow for a greater number of people to access 

employment opportunities and community infrastructure.  

The largest environmental benefit from this option would come from the likely mode shift from people driving 

personal vehicles to commuting via trains, which is a less energy intensive form of transport. 

The 7-car trains would increase capacity of the entire network, which will increase access to jobs in high demand 

areas during peak commute periods. Local procurement policies will mean that at least 50 per cent of 

manufacturing will occur in Victoria, contributing to business innovation. 
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High capacity trams 
HCT4 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Procurement of additional high capacity trams for the metropolitan light rail network, beyond current 

commitments. These new trams would be allocated to routes with the greatest demand. However, other routes 

will benefit as the newer rolling stock is redeployed and allows for the retirement of older fleet models (particularly 

the Z-class). Planned future rolling stock procurement is contained in the Victorian Rolling Stock Strategy. This 

option includes supporting infrastructure such as bridge strengthening, new depots, new substations and other 

enabling upgrades. Delivery of additional new high capacity trams will increase the capacity of the network and 

enable the movement of growing numbers of transport users to access the central city area.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

 

This option would be applicable to tram lines that 

currently or are forecast to not meet demand, and 

have the potential, through works to accommodate 

longer trams.  

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that length of platforms required to 

enable the longer trams to operate on the network 

could be greater than predicted. This could lead to 

delays in rolling out the new rolling stock and 

increased costs for the supporting works. There is 

also a risk of longer trams creating congestion 

issues during interactions with road traffic. 

These vehicles will add extra capacity to the tram 

network, which will be useful in the busy peak 

periods, increasing access to jobs in the central city 

and surrounding employment centres and 

facilitating local public transport trips. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC), Rolling 

Stock Strategy: Trains, Trams, Jobs 2015 – 2026 

(2015) 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), ' Alternative 

Proposal for Acland Street Tram Terminus' (2015) 

KMPG, Arup and Jacobs, Transport Modelling – 

advice to Infrastructure Victoria (2016)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

>$10 billion (~$10 – $15 billion) 

Capital / implementation cost 

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$250 million – $500 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The Victorian Rolling Stock Strategy states that an 

investment in 40 E-Class trams will be made in 

2019 and a further investment in 200 next 

generation trams will be made by 2025. For costing 

purposes it is expected that 200 trams would be 

required in each of the two decades following 2025. 

As per the Rolling Stock Strategy, 20 E-Class trams 

and supporting infrastructure (assumed to be 

stabling and maintenance infrastructure only) will be 

delivered at a cost of $274 million, meaning each 

tram and associated infrastructure will be delivered 

at a cost of $13.7 million. This value has been 

applied to an order of 640 trams to determine 

capital cost. 

The annual recurrent cost is assumed as 0.5 

percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Public Transport Victoria (PTV), Trains, Trams, 

Jobs 2015 – 2025 (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

patronage growth along the Melbourne tram 

network. Other influencing factors would include 

tram stop improvements and power upgrades 

amongst other works. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

particularly of tram lines with forecast high growth, 

such as the 86 tram. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred other alternatives to 

addressing increasing demand would need to be 

considered, such as more frequent services with 

smaller rolling stock. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

Although many areas will need significant upgrades to enable the running of high-capacity trams, this will 

increase the service quality of existing tram lines without having the same impact on traffic as additional services 

would.  

The KPMG, Arup & Jacobs modelling results show an average 43 percent growth rate between 2031 and 2046 in 

tram boardings network-wide, indicating future capacity will need to be expanded to meet demand. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city. 

This option delivers an increase in passenger carrying capability across a number of lines in and out of the 

central city, and also importantly increases the capacity of services running through the central city.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

Increased tram capacity will allow more people to use the tram for journeys both to and within the central city. 

This will relieve pressure on other transport options such as personal cars and the heavy rail network. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Trams which can carry more people, including those with mobility issues, are expected to increase the overall 

customer satisfaction and reliability of the network and could allow for a greater number of people to access 

employment opportunities and community infrastructure.  

The largest environmental benefit from this option would come from the likely mode shift from people driving 

personal vehicles to commuting via trams, which is a less energy intensive form of transport. 

Introducing 45 metre trams would increase capacity of the entire network, which will increase access to jobs in 

high demand areas during peak commute periods. Local procurement policies will mean that at least 50 per cent 

of manufacturing will occur in Victoria, contributing to business innovation. 
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Health infrastructure coordinated 
planning 
HIC 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Develop and publish a 30-year health infrastructure strategy guided by a systems approach to service planning 

that responds to forecast population growth and incorporates all components of the health system. The 

infrastructure strategy would cover: 

- public and private systems 

- all levels of care including primary, secondary & tertiary services 

- health, aged care, community health & mental health facilities 

- facilities, high cost medical equipment and clinical ICT systems 

- forecast population change including localised decline and increase and ageing 

- adoption of new models of care and technology. 

The option covers the cost of initially developing the strategy and continuing to refresh the strategy on a regular 

basis. The cost does not include the funding of items identified in the strategy.

Sector 

Health and human services 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

The coordination of and systems approach towards 

health infrastructure is likely to have spatial effects 

including better responding to population demand 

and service delivery in certain locations across the 

State. 

Risks and Opportunities 

The scope of the analysis is extensive as the plan 

must look 30-years into the future and consider the 

entire health sector. Lack of confidence in the 

State's commitment to the strategy by the private 

sector could hinder the effectiveness of the project if 

its deters collaboration and potential comparative 

advantage benefits.  

The plan provides an opportunity for the State to 

consolidate it's current infrastructure and assess it's 

contribution to future infrastructure needs. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Health & Human Services, Travis 

review – Increasing the capacity of the Victorian 

public hospital system for better patient outcomes 

(2015) 

AECOM and PwC, Addendum to Need 3 (2016)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 million – $10 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

Not applicable 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

Infrastructure Victoria's operational budget is $10 

million per year, and this enables them to meet their 

task of providing a 30 year infrastructure strategy in 

2016 as well as provide independent and 

transparent advice to Government on infrastructure 

priorities. The scope of this option is assumed to be 

about 10-40 percent of the scope of Infrastructure 

Victoria's, and has been costed as such. There 

would be minimal direct recurrent costs following 

strategy release. 

Ongoing costs to the State Government would likely 

be minimal. 

Costing source 

Department of Treasury and Finance, Victorian 

Budget 16/17 Service Delivery (2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to better plan the infrastructure required to 

meet the health demands of Victoria both now and 

in the long-term. 

In response this option would improve the allocation 

of infrastructure resources devoted to the health 

sector 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred the state is at risk of 

under-investment, over-investment or making 

inefficient investment decisions if future population 

growth, technology, and private sector contributions 

are not considered.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

Clear planning and a focused strategy provides the public and private sector with greater certainty around the 

infrastructure required to adequately deliver health services to the community. This option would enable more 

effective collaboration and integration between public, private and not-for-profit health services by identifying 

where services will be provided and when. A clear infrastructure development plan, especially one that considers 

significant changes in models of care and technology, means service providers can make informed long-term 

investment decisions that target gaps in health care ensuring an efficient allocation of resources. Understanding 

what is directly addressable by the State government and what others must influence should help the private 

sector more strategically manage their health sector infrastructure in response to demand.  

This option receives a 'Moderate' contribution rating over the entire period. Initially, decisions will be made in the 

short-term in response to long-term planning. Adaptations to the strategy to changes overtime means this option 

will have moderate impacts in the long-term as well. 

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

This option must translate into actual infrastructure development for it to improve access to health services. 

Metric 2: Increase in efficiency of health services  

This plan has the potential to improve the way health infrastructure is managed and its capacity expanded if the 

State and the private sector are collaborating on projects.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

A thirty year health infrastructure strategy is considered likely to improve the coordination of delivery of health 

services, and therefore avoid state costs. Setting a strategic direction also allows the private sector to develop 

services in response, and is therefore likely to benefit business innovation. Coordination benefits are also likely to 

improve community health outcomes, although the effect on access to health services would depend on where 

infrastructure was developed and funding.  
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Health service modernisation and 
expansion 
HIM 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Several acute facilities across Victoria (both metropolitan and regional Victoria) require redevelopment and 

potential repurposing to better meet the needs of the catchment, respond to developments in technology, replace 

aged facilities and reflect the changing models of care. Significant acute and sub-acute points of care gaps also 

exist across the system. Therefore there is a need to also continue to expand hospital points of care throughout 

Victoria.  

With approximately 1,000 points of care likely to come online through various existing development 

commitments, additional points of care are still expected to be required, either through new hospital development 

or existing health service expansion over the next 30 years. This could be delivered through a combination of 

public and private hospital point of care capacity.  

Demand gaps could be addressed in particular in the outer West and North West and South East of metropolitan 

Melbourne and the Central Highlands and Central Victoria.  

Examples of facilities requiring modernisation (non-exhaustive) include Footscray Hospital, Royal Park and the 

reconfiguration of sub-acute and rehabilitation services at Caulfield.  

Over the 30 year period, modernisation and where possible repurposing should occur for the majority of the 

health services across Victoria.

Sector 

Health and human services 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

 

This option would likely be targeted initially to 

address identified needs in the outer West, North 

West and South East of metropolitan Melbourne, 

and the Central Highlands and Central Victoria. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Funding for services will affect the option’s 

effectiveness over time.  

This option could enable new models of care and 

service improvement through targeted 

implementation. 

Certainty of evidence 

High 

Evidence base 

Department of Health & Human Services, Travis 

review – Increasing the capacity of the Victorian 

public hospital system for better patient outcomes 

(2015) 

Supplement D 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$5 billion – $10 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$50 million – $100 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

For the purposes of costing this option, it has been 

assumed that 4,000 new points of care are required 

over the coming thirty years.  

This is equivalent to approximately 160 new points 

of care per year. 

An approximate capital cost of $1 million per point 

of care has been assumed, equivalent to a capital 

outlay of approximately $160m per annum. This 

includes allocation for the ‘Major Hospital 

Redevelopments ’ which could meet the demand for 

as much as 2,000 points of care across the State.  

Therefore for this option an allocation of ~$100m 

per annum has been used.  

This cost is provisional, as it is expected that the 

costs of providing additional points of care will vary 

according to the kind of care provided and the 

hospital setting. The majority of the cost associated 

with providing additional points of care is expected 

to be ongoing funding for services, which has not 

been estimated here.  

The evidence for this cost evidence is low, and 

requires further refinement after integrated service 

planning work is completed by the Department of 

Health and Human Services. 

 

Annual recurrent costs are assumed to be three 

percent of capital cost, and this includes 

maintenance only. 

Costing source 

Department of Health and Human Services, Travis 

Review: Increasing the capacity of the Victorian 

public hospital system for better patient outcomes 

(2015) 

Grant Thornton, Australian Cost of Residential Aged 

Care Research: Service Costs in Modern 

Residential Aged Care Facilities (2012) 

Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC), Hospital 

Beds To Open With $200 Million Rescue Fund 

(2015) 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to renew and expand health infrastructure to 

accommodate changes in services delivery, and to 

meet increasing demand. Demand is forecast to 

increase with population growth, aging of the 

population, new health services and technology, 

and increasing chronic disease. 

In response this option would expand the number of 

hospital beds available to meet forecast demand 

gaps and support changing models of care. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, then demands on 

existing hospital capacity would increase. This 

could mean that hospital services would be focused 

on those with the most immediate needs, and 

patients with less urgent needs could experience 

reduced access to hospital services.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

This option would meet identified gaps in supply of points of care in the near term, and forecast gaps in the 

longer term. It is expected that in the next 30 years additional capacity will be required in the hospital system to 

accommodate population growth, aging and increasing complexity of disease. 

This option addresses increasing pressures on health services due to a changing population by providing the 

required physical infrastructure to deliver services. This option allows for targeting of the kind of point of service 

to be expanded, for example, acute or sub-acute, in response to current and potential future needs in a hospital 

catchment area, and potentially, to respond to change in practice in the health sector. This option does not 

contribute to leading changes in the sector.  

This option receives a 'Moderate' contribution rating against Need 3 in each time period. This option is anticipated 

to improve access to acute facilities considerably, particularly in outer Melbourne, the Central Highlands and 

Central Victoria.  

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

Expanding the number of beds available in hospital to meet identified gaps, while maintaining or even improving 

their productivity of use (through better targeting of bed type to catchment), is anticipated to have a significant 

contribution to the need. 

Metric 2: Increase in efficiency of health services  

The option focuses on expanding capacity rather than explicitly addressing efficiency. By better responding to the 

needs of specific catchments, this option may increase efficiency, but it is not the primary focus of the option.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is expected to increase the capacity of the healthcare system and so support the ability of hospitals to 

respond to shocks and adverse events. The capacity expansion associated with this option is expected to have 

strong benefits for access to health care. Benefits to the health and safety of the community are also expected, 

although these are likely to be only moderate, as hospitals are only one part of the health sector.  

The option implies incremental expansion rather than the construction of new hospitals, limiting the likely 

environmental impacts.  
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HPFV network completion 
HPF 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Deliver a component of the state-wide high productivity freight vehicle (HPFV) network referenced in the Victorian 

Freight and Logistics Plan. The focus of this option is on the upgrading of existing infrastructure, particularly 

bridges, to accommodate the heavier axle loads of HPFVs.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is particularly applicable to parts of the 

network which cannot withstand the load capacity of 

HPFVs.  

Risks and Opportunities 

Differences between forecast and actual freight 

flows into the future could mean that upgrades to 

the existing road infrastructure to accommodate 

HPFVs may not fully meet the needs of the freight 

industry. 

However, upgrading the road network provides an 

opportunity to support improved roads, and road 

space allocation, for all modes (e.g. concurrent 

improvements in dedicated bus lanes). This creates 

better services for people to access employment 

and services in addition to the freight movement 

efficiencies.  

Certainty of evidence 

High 

Evidence base 

Victorian State Government, Victoria the Freight 

State – The Victorian Freight and Logistics Plan 

(2013) 

VicRoads, HPFVs – Moving more with less (2015) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

Completing the HPFV network requires capital work 

to strengthen bridges and to strengthen routes. 

Strengthening works for individual strategic bridges 

is estimated to cost $350 million (VicRoads 2016). 

Strengthening work on other bridges is expects to 

cost $28.6 million (VicRoads 2016). 

HPFV route upgrades are estimated to cost $763 

million (VicRoads 2016) 

Whole of life maintenance costs are estimated at 

$200 million (VicRoads 2016), indicating an annual 

recurrent cost of $1 – $10 million. 

Costing source 

VicRoads, HPFV Network Completion – advice to 

Infrastructure Victoria (2016) 

Victorian Government, Victoria The Freight State: 

The Victorian Freight and Logistics Plan (2013) 

Australian Government: Department of 

Infrastructure and Regional Development website 

(2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to upgrade existing infrastructure, in particular 

bridges to accommodate the heavier axle loads of 

HPFVs (and the legislative change to accompany 

the physical upgrades). 

In response this option would reduce risk and/or 

increase resilience of incidences and incompatibility 

between HPFVs and infrastructure along routes 

frequented by these vehicles. It will also assist to 

reduce total freight costs, by enabling HPFVs to use 

more efficient routes.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred it would limit the 

efficiency of freight movements and increase the 

risk of accidents involving HPFVs, where such 

vehicles have not complied with permit regulations.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

This option would expand the road network available for use by high productivity freight vehicles, including works 

in regional Victoria. Expanding the choice of routes available to the road freight industry’s most productive 

vehicles is expected to reduce freight costs as operators capture and pass on cost savings. 

Over the longer term, as traffic on the road network reaches capacity, upgraded road infrastructure to allow 

access by HDPVs to more of the road network will contribute strongly to a reduction in total freight costs. 

This option is expected to make a ‘Significant’ contribution to Need 13. The contribution of this option is expected 

to increase over the next thirty years due to expansion of the freight task. 

Metric 1: Reduction in cost of the total freight task (origin to destination) 

This option is anticipated to reduce the cost of the total freight task, by allowing highly productive freight vehicles 

to access more of the existing road network. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option assumes a discreet number of upgrades for key national highway routes and port connections, which 

provide benefits to the freight industry and exporters by expanding route choice. Network improvements also 

benefit resilience, meaning different routes can be chosen if there are road closures or other disruptions 

This option concentrates heavier vehicles onto dedicated corridors which are better able to handle their scale and 

demand, reducing freight movements along smaller commuter arterials improving health and safety.  

This option may reduce both local pollution and state-wide greenhouse gas emissions due to smoother traffic 

flows and the reduction in stop-start traffic.  
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Housing rental assistance and 
advocacy program extension 
HRA 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option consists of the government extending current private rental support programs and introducing new 

rental subsidies to support low income households to sustain a tenancy in the private rental market. The aim of 

this option is to reduce the demand on higher cost social housing options by assisting people to stay in the 

private housing market and not require social housing support. Financial support could include: 

- fixed term subsidies to enable people to enter the private rental market, or stay in the market in times of 

financial stress; 

- one-off financial assistance to support households to compete in the private rental market;  

- provision of a financial guarantee to landlords or agents to support tenants facing significant barriers to 

securing a tenancy in the private market; or 

- skills training to support tenants sustain private housing market tenancies.

Sector 

Health and human services 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option would most likely affect Greater 

Melbourne and the regional centres. 

Risks and Opportunities 

This option does not increase affordable housing 

supply as it is a demand-side response only. 

This option may provide cost savings for the 

government if people can stay in the private market 

instead of resorting to public housing.  

This may reduce the need for more social housing 

infrastructure to be constructed if the existing supply 

can be used for people who need it most, while 

people on relatively higher incomes can stay in the 

private market with some rental assistance under 

this option.  

It is estimated up to 8,000 public housing 

households have capacity to pay market rent, 

therefore this option can support them to move into 

affordable private rental housing options. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Affordable Development Outcomes, Draft Report to 

Infrastructure Victoria – Improving Access to 

Affordable Housing (2016) 

Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, 

Positioning paper: The role of private rental support 

programs in housing outcomes for vulnerable 

Australians (2015) 

Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, 

Research and policy bulletin: The role of private 

rental brokerage programs in housing outcomes for 

vulnerable Australians (2016)  

Department of Family and Community Services 

(NSW), NSW Private Rental Assistance Policy 

(2016) 

Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, 

Australia's private rental market: the supply of, and 

demand for, affordable dwellings (2011) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$3 billion – $5 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$3 billion – $5 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

5 – 10 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This option is considered to have two components, 

one being a strictly policy development component, 

and the other being the provision of financial 

support. 

The policy component would be expected to involve 

preparation of policy and associated 

documentation, review and response to public 

submissions, and preparation of final policy 

documentation. Given that this is an extension to an 

existing system, the policy costs are not anticipated 

to be substantial. 

The financial support component of this option is 

estimated assuming that 30,000 grants of $5,000 

are provided each over the 30 year period, resulting 

in annual costs of $150 million (a total of $4.5 billion 

over the 30 years). 

It is assumed that the cost of managing extensions 

to the housing rental assistance and advocacy 

program is absorbed by the existing State 

Government budget. 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by an 

increase in people seeking housing assistance due 

to a number of reasons. These could include: 

increases in rental prices, coupled with stagnant 

incomes or rising unemployment, resulting in an 

increased number of people not being able to meet 

private rental prices. Another trigger could be those 

households, already in social housing, that could be 

classified as on the 'cusp' on the private rental 

market. As such this option could also assist those 

households to acquire privately rented properties, 

freeing up social housing for other households. 

In response this option would increase the supply of 

housing in reach of those needing housing 

assistance. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

Then demand for social housing could continue to 

grow in the absence of other initiatives to support 

vulnerable Victorians and/or the supply of affordable 

housing.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 7: Provide better access to housing for the most vulnerable Victorians 

This option is intended to reduce financial stress for vulnerable Victorians, though research from the Australian 

Housing and Urban Research Institute (Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute 2015 and 2016) 

suggests that financial support is not all that is required for lower income households to remain in the private 

rental market. A key factor influencing the level of housing stress for these households in the rental market is 

supply of affordable housing.  

There is currently a shortage of properties that are affordable and available for lower income renters. The 

National Housing Supply Council estimates that there is a shortage of 539,000 rental properties that are both 

affordable and available for this group. Available rental properties include some which are affordable for less 

affluent households but are already occupied by higher income earners (NHSC 2012). Over the past decade, the 

number of private rental properties has increased at the upper end of the distribution, while decreasing at the 

lower end. This has intensified supply and affordability pressures on those households least able to afford or 

protect themselves from the impact of high and escalating rents (Australian Housing and Urban Research 

Institute 2011). 

Although this option may assist lower income households to sustain a tenancy in the private housing market, it is 

unlikely to address the shortage of affordable housing. This option may provide a pathway into housing for the 

homeless, if they are able to use the additional financial support to secure a private rental property, but given the 

current shortfall in affordable housing, the primary impact of this option may be to assist those currently in 

affordable housing to sustain their tenancy in times of financial stress. 

This option receives a 'Low' contribution rating against Need 7 in each time period. Although it may assist those 

currently in the private rental market to sustain their tenancy, as it does not increase the supply of affordable 

housing it may be unlikely to increase access to housing for the most vulnerable Victorians. 

Metric 1: Reduction in housing stress for lower income households in the rental market 

A key factor influencing the level of housing stress for lower income households in the rental market is supply of 

affordable housing. The National Housing Supply Council estimated in 2012 that there was a shortage of 539,000 

affordable rental properties that were available for lower income households. Although this option may assist 

lower income households to sustain a tenancy in the private housing market, it is unlikely to address this shortfall. 

Metric 2: Reduction in average waiting time of people on the social housing register waitlist 

This option may indirectly reduce average social housing wait list times to a limited extent. If more people are 

able to enter the private rental market, or sustain their private rental property in times of financial stress, a greater 

proportion of the social housing stock may be available for those who need it the most (i.e. people who have very 

little likelihood of remaining in private rentals even with financial support). 

Metric 3: Ability to provide homeless people a pathway into housing 

This option may provide a pathway into housing for the homeless, if they are able to use the additional financial 

support to secure a private rental property. However, given the current shortfall in affordable housing, the primary 

impact of this option may be to assist those currently in affordable housing to sustain their tenancy in times of 

financial stress. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

While this option does not increase the amount of overall housing stock, it is likely to increase the amount of 

housing that is available and the affordability of that housing to lower income households including those 

currently in social housing. Similarly this option will benefit some lower SEIFA index households that experience 

high levels of housing stress. Economically, subsidising and supporting households to move into or remain in the 

private rental market is likely to minimise the overall demand for public housing, with potential cost saving 

benefits for the state. The option does not have any notable environmental impacts. 
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Hoddle Street/Punt Road public 
transport prioritisation 
HSP1 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Prioritise public and active transport flows along and across Hoddle Street/Punt Road using traffic management 

systems and road space allocation changes, with a corresponding increase in capacity where warranted by 

travel-time savings and reliability. The viability of these options varies with the specific issue/location to be 

addressed and could be summarised as follows: 

- Bridge Road (Route 75 Tram): high priority/moderate difficulty (reconfigure lanes to complete the 

segregated tram lane between Moorhouse Street and Simpson Street) 

- Victoria Street (Route 12, 30, 109 Tram): high priority/moderate difficulty (reconfigure lane geometries to 

extend protected tram lane to Jonas Street) 

- Hoddle Street north of Victoria Street (Buses 302 – 305, 309, 318, 350; DART 905 – 908): high priority/high 

difficulty (reprogram parking and traffic lanes for an uninterrupted northbound bus lane to the Eastern 

Freeway; priority signalisation both directions) 

- High Street (Route 6 Tram): moderate priority/moderate difficulty (extend westbound clearway for tram lane 

and priority signal) 

- Commercial Road (Route 72 Tram; Buses 216, 219, 220): moderate priority/moderate difficulty (extend 

westbound clearway for tram/bus lane and priority signal) 

- Toorak Road (Route 8 Tram): moderate priority/moderate difficulty (extend clearways for tram lane and 

priority signals) 

- Swan Street (Route 70 Tram): moderate priority/high difficulty (consolidate traffic lanes for larger protected 

tram zones) 

- Punt Road between Alexandra Parade and Swan Street (Buses 246, 605): moderate priority/high difficulty 

(reallocate traffic lanes for bus lanes). 

Under this option, public transport capacity would need be increased to accommodate growth in demand 

resulting from improved travel times and reliability.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne central subregion 

This option would effect the transport network that 

is reliant upon Hoddle Street/Punt Road or 

intersects with this corridor. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that the prioritisation of the public 

transport links across Hoddle Street/Punt Road may 

have a significant impact on north-south public 

transport and road users. This could impact the 

level of support in the community for this option. 

An opportunity exists to combine the public 

transport prioritisation with timetabling changes. 

This would improve coordination between the 

different transport modes in addition to the works to 

increase the reliability and efficiency of the services 

in this region. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

VicRoads, Streamlining Hoddle Street webpage 

(2016)  
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$50 million – $100 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$50 million – $100 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

Public transport priority projects involve signs and 

line marking to extend public transport exclusive 

lanes such as bus and tram lanes at mid-block and 

intersection priority. The $100 million allows for 

priority works at intersections and minor mitigating 

works that do not include major widening of the 

road or land acquisitions. 

Cost to maintain pavement markings and 

continually calibrate signals. 

Costing source 

VicRoads Tram and Bus Improvement Projects 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

congestion, increasing travel times, unreliability and 

the number of accidents along this corridor. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of the Hoddle Street/Punt Road corridor, by 

enabling a more continuous flow of traffic. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred congestion will worsen 

along this significant corridor.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

High
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

At present 130,000 people travel along Hoddle St in 1,000 buses and 90,000 vehicles, while 200,000 people 

cross Hoddle Street each day (VicRoads, 2016). Hoddle Street/Punt Road is a major inner-Melbourne north-

south corridor connecting to the CBD and freeways. As of June 2016, the Victorian Government has provided 

$60 million to fund an initial stage to create a continuous flow of movement at four intersections: Swan Street, 

Brunton Avenue, Johnston Street and the Eastern Freeway (ibid). 

This option would be in addition to current funding, and assess the contributions of the above interventions. 

Given the significance and congestion along this corridor, the interventions listed are anticipated to reduce 

congestion, increase flow and reliability of travel times. This should contribute to reducing current travel times 

along this corridor and intersecting roads in access jobs and economic opportunities in central Melbourne. 

Therefore this option is anticipated to make a moderate contribution to meeting this need. This contribution is 

anticipated to remain constant over the 30 year period. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option will increase capacity along the Punt Road/Hoddle Street corridor and intersecting corridors including 

Swan Street, Bridge Road, Victoria Street and the Eastern Freeway pending where upgrades are undertaken. As 

this option along with current initiatives has the potential to impact around 330,000 people per day, this option 

would make a moderate contribution to this metric. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

This option will improve transport performance around the network surrounding Hoddle Street/Punt Road. As this 

option along with current initiatives has the potential to impact around 330,000 people per day, this option would 

make a moderate contribution to this metric. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is considered likely to improve public transport trip time and reliability. 

As public transport has the capacity to transport more people than private vehicles, this option is considered to 

have benefits for journey to work through improving flows on this major point of access to the central city. 

In terms of environmental benefits, the improved trip times and reliability of public transport are considered likely 

to induce mode shift. This could have a range of environmental benefits, such as reduced energy use, 

greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution. However, this option is likely to have negative impacts on the same 

criteria due to the effects on private vehicle trips, for example, through increased stop-start traffic flows. Overall, 

environmental benefits have been assessed as neutral.  
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Punt Road traffic management 
systems 
HSP2 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Use intelligent transport systems to improve traffic flows along Punt Road, including the use of predictive traffic 

signalling (to ensure the right amount of green time at the right time). Subject to the continuation of the public 

acquisition overlay along Punt Road, this option could also include a widening of Punt Road (south of the Yarra) 

to six lanes.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne central subregion 

The Hoddle Street / Punt Road corridor is a key 

north-south transport link, connecting the suburbs of 

North Fitzroy and Windsor. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Potential impact on travel times and reliability along 

intersecting tram corridors on Toorak and Malvern 

Roads, and High Street are considered risks for this 

option. 

Potential improvement in travel times along Punt 

Road. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

VicRoads, Punt Road Study: Union Street to City 

Link (2012) 

VicRoads, Punt Road Transport Investigations, 

(2016) 

GHD, Report for Hoddle Street Preliminary Traffic 

Advice: High Level Options Assessment (2008) 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, Benefits of Intelligent Transport 

Systems (2016) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$500 million – $750 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$250 million – $500 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The Victorian Government has committed $60 

million to the Streamlining Hoddle Street project, 

which looks to fit technology at key intersections to 

facilitate most efficient traffic flow (VicRoads 

2016b). Hoddle street is the continuation of Punt 

road to the north. 

The High Street Road upgrade in Wantirna South 

cost $16.2 million and included a widening of 1.4 

kilometres of road from one lane in each direction to 

two lanes in each direction with a centre median 

and slip lanes (VicRoads 2016a). 

This option is assumed to include detector loops as 

queue detectors and additional links and 

coordination with adjacent signals through signal 

reviews for the entire 4.3 kilometre length of Punt 

road from Queens Way in St Kilda to Bridge Road 

in Richmond.  

As Punt Road is approximately the same length as 

Hoddle Street, the capital cost to purchase and fit 

this technology is assumed to be $60 million, 

matching the Victorian Government commitment to 

the Streamlining Hoddle Street project (VicRoads 

2016b).  

It is also assumed the widening of Punt Road south 

of the Yarra River will be to the intersection of 

Queens Way, a distance of three kilometres. The 

cost of this road widening is assumed to be the 

same as the High Street Road upgrade in Wantirna 

South (VicRoads 2016a) on a per kilometre basis, 

in addition to a $200 million allowance for land 

acquisition of land. 

Cost of maintenance includes signal calibration and 

additional pavement maintenance costs 

Costing source 

VicRoads, High Street Road upgrade, Wantirna 

South (website, accessed July 2016a) 

VicRoads, Streamlining Hoddle Street (website, 

accessed July 2016b) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by a 

combination of the economic and safety impacts of 

congestion along this corridor. It may also provide 

an (interim) alternative to widening Punt Road. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of the Punt Road corridor, by enabling a more 

continuous flow of traffic, that is informed by real-

time information.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred congestion and travel 

times along Punt Road will worsen for private 

vehicles and public buses. It is likely that this will 

also shift congestion to other parts of the network, 

and increase rat-runs as people seek alternatives.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

Punt Road forms a vital part of Melbourne’s inner orbital road network providing a north-south bypass of the 

CBD. More locally, Punt Road provides a key link to the CBD and nearby areas from the South Eastern suburbs 

of Melbourne via the Princes Highway and Nepean Highway. Additionally, many east-west connections to the 

Melbourne CBD cross Punt Road and can be subject to long waiting times. 

Punt Road currently carries approximately 35,000 to 40,000 vehicles per day and is operating at or close to 

capacity at peak periods. Due to capacity constraints, traffic volumes have changed little in the past ten years 

and assuming the road remains in its current form, only minor increases in traffic volumes are expected into the 

future (VicRoads 2012). Traffic modelling indicates that widening Punt Road to six lanes would increase traffic 

volume forecasts over the next 30 years by 30 – 40 percent (VicRoads 2012). 

Intelligent transport systems can involve a number of modes of transport and a number of initiatives such as 

predictive traffic signalling. Potential benefits include reduced congestion, better road safety and better 

environmental performance. 

This option has been costed on the basis of an expansion of Punt Road to six lane capacity and implementing 

the predicative traffic signalling. The expansion to six lanes is anticipated to improve capacity on Punt Road, but 

without upgrades to surrounding road infrastructure. The benefits for access to central Melbourne are anticipated 

to be small. It is expected that congestion and bottlenecks would emerge on surrounding roads if capacity was 

expanded on Punt Road in isolation. There may be benefits for travel in the inner city on the North-South axis 

however.  

This option is rated as ‘Moderate’ contribution for Need 10 over all time periods. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

This option has the potential to increase the capacity of Punt Road through by extending the 'green time' through 

the use of intelligent transport systems. East-west connections to the Melbourne CBD which cross Punt Road 

may also receive increases in capacity from the lane widening.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

Through the use of intelligent transport systems, this option has the potential to provide small travel time 

improvements and increased network reliability for areas of the transport network impacted by congestion along 

Punt Road. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is anticipated to have strong, localised benefits on Punt Road, increasing capacity by smoothing the 

flow of traffic on Punt Road itself. This option is considered unlikely to have other major benefits, as by itself it 

does not address demand for trips involving Punt Road or increase the capacity of connecting infrastructure. As 

such, congestion is anticipated to be displaced to other parts of the road network, limiting the options benefits 

against social, environmental and economic criteria.  
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High speed rail from Sydney to 
Melbourne 
HSR 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Construct a high speed rail line between Melbourne and Sydney to provide an alternative to air travel. It is 

predicted that High Speed Rail would attract a high share of the existing travel demand and would reduce travel 

times and increase reliability between the airport and the city centre. In addition, the new high speed link could 

provide improved access from regional areas to jobs and services in the city centre. The High Speed Rail Study 

Phase 2 Report put the cost of the Melbourne – Sydney section at $50 billion.  

The Commonwealth Government has received two reports (The High Speed Rail Study Phase 1 and The High 

Speed Rail Study Phase 2) from the strategic study on the implementation of a HSR network on the east coast of 

Australia. Recently the Commonwealth Government have announced plans to revisit the project with the 

assistance of ‘value capture’ financing.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

Hume state-significant transport corridor 

Within Victoria, this option is planned to have stops 

in the CBD, Shepparton and Wodonga and 

ultimately on to Sydney. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that the structure of the pricing and 

number of services may not attract people to 

regional areas or reduce the demand for flights 

between Melbourne and Sydney. This could reduce 

the benefits from an option that involves a 

significant capital investment. 

This option could provide the opportunity to 

transport small quantities of time-critical freight (i.e. 

complementary role to Melbourne to Brisbane 

Freight Rail Line) in addition to providing a service 

for passengers. This could have the benefit of 

reducing the number of freight vehicles on the 

Melbourne-Sydney corridor that would lower carbon 

emissions and could reduce congestion. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

High Speed Rail Advisory Group, On Track – 

Implementing High Speed Rail In Australia (2013) 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, The High Speed Rail Study Phase 2 

Report (2013) 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, The High Speed Rail Study Phase 1 

Report (2011)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

>$10 billion (~$20 – $25 billion) 

Capital / implementation cost 

>$10 billion (~$15 – $20 billion) 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

10 – 15 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

The cost of constructing a high speed rail from 

Melbourne to Brisbane via Sydney is estimated to 

total $114 billion, with $50 billion of it being due to 

the 894km of track to be built between Melbourne 

and Sydney (Department of Infrastructure and 

Regional Development 2013). Thus each kilometre 

of the Melbourne to Sydney section works out to 

cost approximately $56 million. It is assumed that a 

new alignment between Melbourne and Wodonga 

(the border of New South Wales) would cover a 

total length of 284 kilometres as per the High Speed 

Rail Study: Phase 2 Report identified alignment 

(Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development 2013). 

The net present value of approximately 50 years of 

operating costs for the high speed rail from 

Melbourne to Sydney (894 kilometres) were 

estimated to total $25.1 billion, with rolling stock 

financial leases and asset renewal costs totalling a 

net present value of $3.8 billion (Department of 

Infrastructure and Regional Development 2013). 

Averaged out evenly over 50 years these costs 

provide an annual recurrent cost of approximately 

$580 million. This has been reduced to reflect track 

length of near 284 kilometres between Melbourne 

and the Victorian border. 

Costing source 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, High Speed Rail Study: Phase 2 

Report (2013) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increased future demand for travel between 

Melbourne and Sydney, coupled with national and 

interstate support for this project, given its size and 

scope. 

In response this option would reduce demand for air 

travel between Melbourne and Sydney, one of the 

busiest air traffic routes in the world. It would also 

induce demand for rail travel between these 

destinations, by shifting demand from air travel and 

also potentially absorbing future growth in demand 

due to convenience and competitive travel times. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

15 – 30 years (2031 – 2046) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred Melbourne Airport will 

remain the main gateway for travel between 

Melbourne and Sydney, in particular business 

travel. Alternatives for managing this demand such 

as widening of Tullamarine Freeway, building rail to 

Melbourne Airport or investigating a third airport will 

become more pertinent.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 10: Meet growing demand for access to economic activity in central Melbourne 

The air corridor between Melbourne and Sydney is the third busiest passenger flight route in the world, with 

approximately eight million people taking the trip every year (representing a quarter of all passengers travelling 

through Tullamarine Airport). The High Speed Rail Study Phase 2 Report (DIRD, 2013) anticipates that the 

Sydney – Melbourne section is expected to be the largest market for HSR with the potential to attract more than 

50 per cent of intercity air travel. Increasing the capacity of alternative transport from other major cities and 

regional areas to central Melbourne could reduce the demand for travel between the Tullamarine Airport and the 

city by potentially up to four million personal trips annually. The reduction in demand for travel on the Tullamarine 

Freeway will free up capacity for other travel and improve the performance of the rest of the network. The 

contribution of this option is considered to be 'Moderate'.  

The High Speed Rail Study Phase 2 Report (DIRD, 2013) predicts that the travel market in the east coast corridor 

is expected to increase substantially in future: by over 60 per cent by 2035, by 100 per cent by 2050 and by more 

than 130 per cent by 2065. The Sydney – Melbourne corridor is predicted to have the highest travel demand. As 

travel demand increases over time the potential contribution from this option could increase. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from the central city 

HSR from Sydney to Melbourne could increase the supply of transport between Sydney and a limited number of 

regional centres to Melbourne. It is forecast that HSR could facilitate a mode switch from air and car travel to rail 

potentially reducing the demand for travel between Melbourne Airport and the city. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access central Melbourne 

HSR has the potential to reduce demand for travel on the Tullamarine Freeway easing road congestion. 

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

This option would moderately increase capacity to accommodate additional Melbourne – Sydney trips, which are 

likely to increase in the future. The option would improve access to jobs and services and attract further 

investment in regional areas that have a station.  

As there will only be a limited number of stations, this is capped at 'Moderate' contribution to Need 12. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

 The HSR could increase the supply of rail services from regional and rural areas to jobs and services. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

HSR could provide more frequent, reliable and faster travel from regional and rural areas to jobs and services. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option does not impact ICT connectivity in rural and regional Victoria. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option creates an additional link between Victoria and New South Wales, providing an alternative service for 

the high volumes of interstate travellers on the route and benefiting resilience. This may also reduce congestion 

on the Tullamarine Freeway if interstate air trips are replaced by rail.  

Regional towns on the alignment are likely to benefit from reduced travel times to major centres. On the most 

current alignment there are only two potential regional stations in Victoria (Shepparton and Wodonga); however, 

it is likely that significant economic uplift will be brought to these areas. 

In order to construct this line, there will need to be significant resources used to build the track, trains, stations 

and other infrastructure. Much of this will be built on currently undeveloped land, resulting in some habitat loss 

and resource use. During operation, it is expected that high speed rail will be less energy intensive than air travel. 

When paired with the reduction in airport car trips, it is expected to reduce local pollution and state-wide 

greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Household waste disposal fees 
HWD 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option would re-structure waste disposal fees from a fixed fee to a variable charge based on the amount of 

waste generated by a household. For example waste fees could be charged based on the weight of bins. 

The current charging mechanism for waste is for a fixed fee per household irrespective of the amount of waste 

generated. This option proposes the use of a clearer price signal to better reflect the true cost of waste disposal. 

Similar approaches have been adopted in different forms internationally for example through the ‘pay as you 

throw’ program in the United States. A number of areas in Australia have implemented a version of this proposal 

by providing households with different sized bins at different prices. There is however further potential for 

charging mechanisms to be more direct to end users. This could lead to less waste being generated at the 

source and to broader environmentally sustainable behavioural changes. 

Sector 

Water and waste 

Option type 

Changing behaviour 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option is applicable across the state.  

Risks and Opportunities 

A price increase can disproportionally affect low 

income earners, and it may be hard to incentivise 

behaviour change from high income earners with 

price increases. 

There is the risk of illegal dumping of waste if some 

households seek to avoid charges for waste 

disposal. 

This option could prompt other parties in the supply 

chain to reduce packaging to appeal to consumers 

and help reduce their waste generation. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Commonwealth Department of the Environment, 

National Waste Reporting (2013) 

Deloitte and Aurecon, Infrastructure Capability 

Assessment Water and Waste – Advice to 

Infrastructure Victoria. 

Productivity Commission, Waste Management, 

2006 

Sustainability Victoria, Statewide Waste and 

Resource Recovery Infrastructure Plan (2015) 

The Centre for International Economics, Impacts of 

the waste levy on recycling (2011) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

To implement this option successfully, detailed work 

would likely be required to establish the price at 

which the option would be effective, and the most 

efficient way of charging, and updating charges. 

Using price to influence behaviour for large groups 

of people (in this case households), is complex, and 

there is the potential for unwanted effects (ie 

avoidance through illegal dumping at one extreme, 

and failure to induce behaviour change at the 

other). 

Work would also need to be done to determine the 

cost of waste generation (social, environmental and 

economic) to ensure changes to price have a 

relationship to these costs.  

It is possible that a body, or role within a body such 

as Sustainability Victoria, would need to be 

established to monitor the policy and coordinate its 

implementation with local councils. 

Ongoing costs are expected to monitor the success 

of the option's implementation, and to periodically 

review the appropriateness of pricing. 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by an 

increase in household waste contributing to 

increased pressures on waste and landfill 

management facilities. 

In response this option would reduce demand for 

waste disposal and landfill sites, through pricing 

mechanisms that aim to limit the amount of waste 

households produce. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred it households may 

continue to send waste to landfill at current rates. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 15: Manage pressures on landfill and waste recovery facilities 

This option would be effective in reducing waste generation if improves the clarity of the price signal to 

households on the cost of waste, and if households who generate waste change their behaviour in response to 

the price. Reducing waste generation would help manage pressure on landfill and waste recovery facilities by 

limiting volumes to be handled at these sites. 

This option is expected to improve household understanding of the cost of waste through introducing volume 

based charges. Depending on the structure of the charge and the services provided by councils, this could also 

incentivise households to separate waste more effectively (i.e. into solid waste, organic, recyclable etc.) that 

could have benefits. 

Three main categories of responses are considered likely to this option. Some households may respond to the 

increased cost by targeting their waste generation. Other households may not be sensitive to changes in the 

price, and/or may have limited capacity to reduce their waste generation, and so would not be expected to 

change their behaviour. Other households may take measures to avoid the increased cost, such as illegal 

dumping or use of community or business waste disposal facilities to avoid the cost. 

In assessing the option, it has been assumed that reduction in household waste generation is achieved overall. 

The contribution to the need has been assessed as ‘Moderate’ overall.  

Metric 1: Improvements in waste generation and/or reuse/recycling per capita 

By providing incentives to reduce waste at the source, this option could result in the reduction of overall waste 

produced within households and increase waste minimisation, reuse and recycling.  

Metric 2: Ability to address forecast future demand for waste infrastructure 

By implementing household waste disposal fees, people would be provided with incentives to encourage the 

reduction of waste generation within homes. The overall reduction in waste production could reduce the future 

demand for waste infrastructure with less waste to process and store.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

An increase in waste disposal fees is anticipated to disproportionately affect low income households, and to be 

experienced as a detriment by households in general. Fee avoidance may result in increased illegal dumping, 

with impacts for amenity. This outcome is balanced by the anticipated reduction in household waste in response 

to the fee, which provides an incentive to minimise waste generation. This is likely to contribute to reduced GHG 

emissions from landfill, and reduced use of non-renewable resources.  
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International airport in the south-east 
of Melbourne 
IAS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option proposes the construction of a third international airport in the south east of Melbourne to provide 

better access to an airport for residents in the south-east of Melbourne and Victoria which would be undertaken 

by a private sector organisation. The role of government would therefore be to facilitate the development should 

there be a benefit to the state.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne southern subregion 

This option is expected benefit the southern and 

eastern sub-regions of Melbourne in particular 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk of significant environmental and 

habitat consequences associated with a new airport 

development as well as the movement of aircraft 

and traffic. 

There is an opportunity to develop a new tourism 

and travel hub in the southeast, reducing growth 

and traffic pressures on Tullamarine. 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning (DELWP), Victoria in Future 2015 and 

Victorian Government unpublished population 

projections (2015) 

Department of Transport, Planning and Local 

Infrastructure (DTPLI), Plan Melbourne (2014) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$3 billion – $5 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$50 million – $100 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

Stage 1 Development of a new airport at Badgerys 

Creek in Sydney will involve developing a single 

3700m runway, a terminal and support facilities to 

meet the needs of approximately 10 million 

passengers a year (Department of Infrastructure 

and Regional Development 2015).The estimated 

cost stated for the initial build is in the order of $2.4 

billion, of which the majority is expected to come 

from the private sector (Department of Infrastructure 

and Regional Development 2012). 

The capital cost of this international airport in the 

south-east of Melbourne option is assumed to be 

similar to the Badgerys Creek airport project for 

initial terminal and runway construction. 

Annual recurrent costs have been calculated at 

three percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, Joint Study on aviation capacity in 

the Sydney region (2012) 

Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development, Western Sydney Airport Plan (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

increased demand for travel particularly in Victoria's 

east, in addition to Melbourne Airport reaching 

capacity. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

for flights to and from Victoria. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

15 – 30 years (2031 – 2046) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred there may be further 

impetus to develop Avalon Airport so as to absorb 

and disperse future demand for air travel from the 

primary reliance on Melbourne Airport. If this is not 

managed properly, it could constrain air travel 

capacity to and from Victoria. Travel times from 

Melbourne and Victoria's east to reach either 

Tullamarine or Avalon will remain long.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

A third airport in the south-east of Melbourne is anticipated to significantly improve access to infrastructure within 

high growth LGAs.  

The population within southern and eastern regions of Melbourne is anticipated to increase by up to one million 

residents over the period to 2046, and access to Melbourne's existing airports will become increasingly difficult as 

the population spreads. Plan Melbourne considers that the third airport is required over the longer term (DPTLI 

2014). 

This option is expected to improve access to some aviation services for those living in high growth areas in the 

south-east of Melbourne and regional Victoria.  

This option receives a ‘Moderate’ rating overall. The contribution of this option to the need is expected to grow 

over time as population in the catchment area for the airport increases. 

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

A third airport in the south-east of Melbourne would improve access to services to one-third of Victoria's 

population, including the 270,000 residents of Gippsland, parts of which are identified as high growth areas.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

The new airport is anticipated to serve up to a third of the state, and would have benefits for regional 

communities in the south east, reducing their travel time to access domestic and international flights. Improved 

connectivity for freight and people is likely to result in positive economic outcomes. 

An airport is a major piece of infrastructure, and its construction will have substantial negative impacts on habitat 

and the use of non-renewable resources. The ongoing operations of the airport are also likely to affect amenity 

through increased noise. 
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Integrated community health precincts 
ICP 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Providing integrated facilities that provide a combination of primary and community care is one element in 

assisting with improving access to appropriate and timely services for those most in need. Modern facilities that 

provide suitable access, particularly for those suffering a disability or the elderly will be important. The facility 

would also provide a range of services and enable integrated care provision, using seamless information transfer.  

This is a statewide approach to providing community and primary care, however, this should focus where there 

are the largest gaps in accessing community and primary care (e.g. outer west and outer northwest Melbourne). 

There is also the opportunity to repurpose existing regional and rural acute / hospital facilities into integrated care 

facilities.

Sector 

Health and human services 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

This option would most likely affect Greater 

Melbourne and the regional centres. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Funding for services that would be combined in 

integrated community health precincts may be 

provided by different levels of government, and 

fluctuate with policy changes, which could affect 

option benefits. 

There is the potential to refurbish regional and 

remote facilities to better adapt to current and 

forecast future demographic changes.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Health and Human Services, 

Regional and Rural Health Plan Technical Paper 

Update (2014) 

Grattan Institute, Chronic failure in primary care 

(2016) 

PwC, Health Options Paper – advice to 

Infrastructure Victoria (2016)  
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$750 million – $1 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The capital cost estimate for this option is based on 

the following three health hubs: 

- The $21 million Melton Ambulatory Care 

Centre, due to be opened in 2017 (Member for 

Melton 2015) 

- The $12.5 million Southport Health Precinct 

that provides coordinated service for oral 

health, children's health, alcohol and drug 

services, sexual health and public health. 

- The $52 million North Lakes health hub 

contains general and specialist medical 

practitioners. 

It is assumed that over the next 30 years 20 – 30 

such facilities will be required in the State's areas 

with greatest demand. An average cost of $30 

million has been applied, resulting in a capital cost 

estimate range of approximately  

These are expected to consist of a combination of 

new developments and refurbishing existing health 

centres (assumed five in this case). 

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated at three 

percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

The Queensland Cabinet and Ministerial Directory, 

North Lakes health hub (2007) 

Queensland Health, North Lakes Health Precinct 

(website, accessed July 2016) 

Queensland Health, Gold Coast Health Southport 

Health Precinct (website, accessed 2016)  

Queensland Health, New 'one stop' health precinct 

for Southport (2014) 

Member for Melton, Planning progresses for new 

Melton health hub (2015) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to better integrate health services to adapt to 

the changing health needs of the Victorian 

population. 

In response this option would increase the 

efficiency of healthcare services currently delivered 

according to health discipline by integrating services 

to meet a patient's needs. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then health outcomes 

could be lower than if the option was introduced. 

Lower health outcomes are likely to result in higher 

health costs.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

Population growth is expected to put additional pressure on the health infrastructure, expanding the number of 

potential patients. This is especially true outer suburban areas which forecast to grow rapidly over the next thirty 

years, including local government areas such as Cardinia, Casey, Hume, Melton and Whittlesea. These areas 

are likely sites for initial trials. In these areas there may be more flexibility in land use with reduced existing 

development compared to more established areas, and an emerging need for access to health services as 

population grows.  

An integrated community health precinct is planned for Melton, which will combine child, adult and family health 

services with more specialised services such as mental health services, drug and alcohol support, and Aboriginal 

health services (PwC 2016). 

As this option has received a rating of ‘Significant’ under Need 3, and as there is expected to be demand for 

health infrastructure in growth areas, the option is considered to have a ‘Significant’ contribution to Need 1 in all 

time periods. It is assumed that implementation of the option could be planned to respond to population growth. 

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

This option is anticipated to meet the need through investment in healthcare infrastructure in high growth areas, 

such as the centre already confirmed for Melton.  

 

Need 3: Respond to increasing pressures on health infrastructure, particularly due to ageing 

This option is likely to be particularly effective in addressing demands on the healthcare system of those with 

chronic and complex disease, where coordination between healthcare services is often necessary and 

community support has been shown to be effective (PwC 2016). Chronic and complex disease is increasing in 

the community, placing additional stress on the healthcare system which was designed to treat illness by 

discipline, rather than a holistic approach (Grattan Institute, 2016). The incidence of chronic and complex disease 

is expected to increase further with the aging of the population in the next 30 years, increasing pressure on the 

healthcare system. 

Chronic and complex diseases may require interventions from different parts of the health system, i.e. primary 

and secondary care. In the absence of coordination, treatment gaps may emerge, potentially reducing health 

outcomes. Additionally, for many chronic conditions early intervention and disease management through the 

community may reduce the incidence of acute admissions to hospital (PwC 2016), improving patient outcomes 

and reducing demand on healthcare systems.  

This option is anticipated to have a ‘Moderate’ contribution against the need in early years, building to a 

‘Significant’ contribution as progressively more integrated community health precincts are delivered over time. 

The contribution is also anticipated to increase as the benefits of early intervention and community support are 

realised over time.  

Metric 1: Improvements in access to health services 

This option is expected to improve access of services for patients through better coordination of their care. This 

option will also improve the physical accessibility of sites where health services are delivered. 

Metric 2: Increase in efficiency of health services  

This option enables better coordination of care, and would likely improve the management of patients with 

chronic and complex conditions. Better management of these patients, for example, early intervention to improve 

long term outcomes with diseases like diabetes, has the potential to improve long term outcomes.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is expected to have strong benefits for access to health, by increasing the support available in a 

community setting and improving patient access to different levels of care through integration of services. This 

option, over time, is also expected to lead to improved health outcomes. The option specifically addresses the 

opportunity to combine integration of services with repurposing of facilities in regional and remote areas. In doing 

so, it is anticipated to have benefits for these communities.  

The option is anticipated to contribute to avoid state costs by improving the support available to those with 

chronic and complex conditions, which has been shown to influence the number of acute presentations.  
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Intermodal freight hubs for regional 
Victoria 
IFH 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Develop intermodal (rail and road) freight hubs at key locations across regional Victoria to enable a greater 

proportion of export goods to be transported by rail to Victorian ports and interstate.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

This option would apply to specific locations across 

Victoria that are well located between major freight 

rail, road and ports, such as Beveridge. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that this option may not be fully 

optimised if freight rail projects such as the 

Melbourne – Brisbane rail line are not undertaken. 

The effectiveness of the option could be enhanced 

by supporting policy work to identify where 

terminals could be most effective. This would likely 

be where better terminal facilities would address 

some factors that reduce the competitiveness of rail 

compared to road based transport, such as trip 

time, handling costs and trip time reliability.  

Development could also be targeted to areas likely 

to have the volume of freight to move to make rail 

services economic.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Department of Transport, Planning and Local 

Infrastructure (former), Victoria, the freight state: the 

Victorian freight and logistics plan (2013)  
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$500 million – $750 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$10 million – $25 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

5 – 10 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

>50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

Regional intermodal terminals in Victoria currently 

include those at Donald, Dooen, Maryvale, Merbein, 

Hopetoun, Tocumwal, Shepparton and 

Warrnambool. For costing it is assumed that five 

additional intermodal terminals are constructed at 

key locations in Victoria at a cost of $150 million 

each. This cost includes rail and road connections 

(likely to be minor given that the choice of terminal 

locations would not be impacted by expansive 

residential and commercial use land) plus freight 

handling facilities and warehousing. 

Annual recurrent costs are assumed to be three 

percent of capital cost. 

Costing source 

Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 

Transport and Resources (DEDJTR), Locations of 

terminals (website accessed August 2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by 

demand for space at the existing terminals 

exceeding capacity, together with market demand 

for a freight terminal closer to existing freight 

precincts in Melbourne's outer suburbs. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of the intermodal freight network. It would also 

reduce the cost of freight transportation.  

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

5 – 10 years (2021 – 2026) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred capacity at existing 

terminals may be reached, and containerised freight 

may then be directed away from the Port of 

Melbourne. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 13: Improve the efficiency of freight supply chains 

Freight and logistics is a major industry in Victoria. The estimated freight task in Victoria was estimated at 347 

million tonnes in 2012, and is forecast to grow to 927 million tonnes per annum by 2046 (DEDJTR, 2013). The 

State Government’s freight strategy (2013) recognises the need to invest in enhanced network links for freight, 

including in regional Victoria. The freight strategy also seeks to grow the amount of freight task undertaken by rail 

during this period. 

A key barrier to greater freight and logistics efficiency is the ability to move goods quickly and cheaply between 

modes (usually rail and road), and issues around terminal access (e.g. insufficient rail access for extended 

trains). Intermodal projects which address these issues can support productivity and growth, and can enhance 

the overall efficiency and effectiveness of the freight rail network. 

Development of additional intermodal freight hubs in key locations throughout regional Victoria is anticipated to 

lower the cost of the total freight task. This option receives a ‘Moderate’ overall contribution rating. 

This option receives a ‘Moderate’ contribution rating against Need 13 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Reduction in cost of the total freight task (origin to destination) 

This option is likely to reduce the cost of the total freight task, by increasing overall capacity of the system and 

enabling more efficient movement of goods. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option could expand freight capacity on the north-south and east-west national rail corridors through 

investment in regional terminals, benefiting interstate movements of goods, and access to Melbourne markets 

and the Port of Melbourne. This option is expected to benefit business costs and trade exposed industries, as 

well as supporting remote or regional communities.  

Mode shift to freight rail transport from road transport is anticipated to be supported by this option. Compared to 

road based transport, rail transport has environmental benefits relating to energy use, greenhouse gas emissions 

and air pollution. 

This option is also expected to benefit the resilience of the freight network. 
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Integrated power supply augmentation 
IPS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Definition of a series of investments and withdrawals across generation technologies that meet specified 

emissions objectives. This option would outline an integrated power supply framework that relies primarily on 

lower emission energy sources but retains black coal generation in reserve to meet demand shortfalls. This 

involves developing and implementing a range of lower emission energy sources as well as retaining sources 

such as black coal to ensure that base load demands can always be met.  

Some countries have adopted a strategy of maintaining a reserve of coal assets and running integrated energy 

systems. The deployment of low emission technologies is about managing energy transition until technological 

development and cost curves allow for a transition to zero emission generation. The primary objective of power 

generation infrastructure is to meet the requirements of energy consumers and in that context it will be necessary 

to maintaining sufficient reserve generation capacity to ensure adequate supply of power.  

Sector 

Energy 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option would have localised impact in the 

Latrobe Valley, as it would decommission the 

existing coal stations. It would also have non-

determined localised effects where renewable 

energy projects are implemented. This option would 

affect the state-wide energy supply, network and 

market.  

Risks and Opportunities 

This option may be incompatible with Victoria’s 

participation in the National Electricity Market, and 

the current market structures in place in Victoria. 

Black coal generation is not as flexible as other 

sources such as gas, and so cannot be used for 

rapid response to changes in demand. Faster 

dispatch fuel types may be needed. 

Developments in other National Electricity Market 

regions (South Australia, Tasmania, New South 

Wales and Queensland) will impact on the ability of 

Victoria to plan the development of the generation 

sector. 

Uncertainty around future policy in Victoria (during 

the development phase) could result in loss of 

investor confidence in the market, and delay 

investment in new generation, including 

renewables. 

The benefit of this option is that it presents a 

diversified energy supply portfolio that depends on 

lower emission sources in the first instance. This 

can focus investment on lower emission 

technologies while also allowing time for further 

innovation as these technologies are brought on 

line. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Australian Energy Market Commission, Sub- 

Consultation on the Emissions Reduction Fund 

Safeguard Mechanism (2015) 

Australian Energy Market Operator (AEMO), 

Generation Information (2016) 

Frontier Economics, Options for the design of 

emissions trading schemes in Australia(2008) 

Grattan Institute, Climate Phoneix: A sustainable 

Australian climate policy (2016)  
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 million – $10 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

5 – 10 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This option has been costed as a policy initiative, 

undertaken to explore in detail the steps necessary 

to implement the option. 

Policy development would likely be needed to 

determine how the aims of the option align with the 

current structure of the Victorian energy market, 

and to establish the cost of change. Detailed 

modelling and extensive stakeholder consultation 

could be required, as well as community 

consultation. 

This option is assumed to have not recurring costs, 

as the policy development would lead on to other, 

discrete projects.  

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by an 

intention to reduce the emissions intensity of the 

Victorian electricity generation industry. 

In response this option would assess options for 

reducing the emissions intensity by targeting 

generation capacity and supply by fuel type. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

10 – 15 years (2026 – 2031) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred in the short term, there 

would likely be benefits to investor confidence in the 

sector. Deferral could also allow for development of 

national policy that could be more effective in 

achieving the options aims. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 18: Transition to low carbon energy supply and use 

Under current market conditions, and reflecting the legacy of past investment decisions, the majority of installed 

electricity capacity in Victoria and the majority of electricity generated in the state is from brown coal power plants 

(AEMO 2016) which are emissions intensive. 

This option proposes developing a framework that would address the emissions intensity of Victorian energy 

supply, favouring generation types with lower emissions while ensuring reserve generation is available if lower 

emissions generation provides inconsistent supply. As this aim is substantially different from the current base 

case, it is considered likely that strong state government intervention in the generation market will be required to 

achieve this outcome. This could be both in terms of incentivising renewable energy sources, and reserve 

generation to support them. 

Due to the complexity of changes targeted by this option, the contribution assessment has been for the 

development of policy only. This is considered a likely first step to enable other changes that may be required to 

implement this option, for example, the development of capacity markets. This option however is not anticipated 

to result in the direct reduction of emissions. 

As the government’s major contribution to the privatised electricity generation market is policy development (for 

example, the renewables target), this option has been assessed as having a ‘Low’ contribution in years 0 – 10, 

increasing to ‘Moderate’ from years 10 – 30. 

Metric 1: Reduction in Victoria's greenhouse gas emissions 

This option is not expected to directly result in a reduction in emissions; however, it may contribute towards a 

longer term policy agenda that achieves this goal. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Assessed in isolation of other options or projects that could be enabled, this option is considered to have minimal 

appreciable impacts.  
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Infrastructure resilience assessment 
test 
IRA 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

This option would require the development of an Infrastructure resilience assessment test for new major capital 

works proposals. All proposals would be subject to modelling that indicates, through siting, design, specifications 

and construction, whether the infrastructure will be able to withstand a range of major shocks and/or the likely 

effects of climate change.

Sector 

All 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option could be implemented statewide. 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that this test could be considered an 

expansion of the original scope and be removed if 

the cost of the infrastructure is high. There is also a 

risk that this requirement may impede progression 

of critical infrastructure. 

There is an opportunity for this test to support the 

building of resilience across all new infrastructure 

against natural climate events in a steady and 

progressive way without major disruption. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Department of Environment, Water, Land and 

Planning (DELWP), Metropolitan Planning Strategy 

Ministerial Advisory Committee Report (2015) 

Australian Government, Commonwealth Critical 

Infrastructure Resilience Strategy (2010)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$25 million – $50 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$1 million – $10 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This option is considered to comprise a medium 

size policy/regulatory development component that 

would detail siting, design, specification and 

construction requirements and penalties for non-

compliance. This would be developed by the State 

Government in consultation with key stakeholders. 

Note that the cost excludes delivery of the test, 

which is out of option scope. 

The estimated recurrent cost assumes that the cost 

of managing the policy/regulatory addition (including 

enforcing penalise for non-compliance) is absorbed 

by the existing State Government labour force or 

taken up by the private sector when designing and 

constructing key infrastructure projects.  

It is likely this policy/regulatory addition would need 

periodic review to ensure it the test remains 

relevant to the construction sector with regard to 

technologies and techniques applied.  

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to reduce risk of current and future investment 

in infrastructure, and to ensure that infrastructure 

can withstand appropriate levels of stresses and 

shocks. 

In response this option would reduce risk and/or 

increase resilience critical infrastructure, by 

providing a base level test across all sectors, in 

addition to sectoral standards, regulations and 

practices. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred many major projects are 

already subject to withstand major shocks and 

stresses including climate change.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 19: Improve the resilience of critical infrastructure 

Critical infrastructure is crucial for the delivery of essential services such as power, water, health, 

communications systems, and financial markets and services. This option proposes a uniform, statewide strategy 

to test the resilience of proposed critical infrastructure projects.  

This test would be in addition to existing resilience frameworks and standards conducted on a wide range of 

critical infrastructure projects. The benefit from this option is that it would provide a consistent resilience test 

across all future critical infrastructure projects. This will make infrastructure more comparable and Increase the 

confidence of investment decisions in future infrastructure. 

In 2010 the Commonwealth government introduced their Critical Infrastructure Resilience Strategy to improve 

infrastructure resilience broadly across Australia. Key to the Commonwealth's strategy was the implementation of 

the Cyber Security Strategy. This option may provide additional improvements to infrastructure resilience in 

Victoria, using a test that is more suited to Victorian needs than the Commonwealth's broad national strategy. 

A key benefit of a standardised resilience assessment is the ability to assess the cumulative impacts of multiple 

infrastructure projects and investments as well as having a cross-cutting assessment across all infrastructure 

types.  

Given the existing structures for assessing the resilience of critical infrastructure, this option is considered to have 

a moderate overall impact. The benefits are expected to increase over time once the results of the test lead to 

more resilient infrastructure. The contribution of this option is anticipated to increase as infrastructure needs to be 

upgraded or replaced overtime, meaning further infrastructure will be required to pass this assessment. 

Metric 1: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to disruptions 

This option will only be applicable to new critical infrastructure once the regulation is implemented.  

Metric 2: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to climate change 

The main stresses this option aims to address are natural disasters and shocks, which are including those 

associated with climate change 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

More resilient infrastructure is likely to have broad benefits across most community sectors through the ability to 

better withstand shocks, reducing discomfort and uncertainty during outages for essential services such as water 

and power and transport connectivity. Effects on the environment are not expected to be appreciable, although 

assuming a reduced rate of incidents relating to infrastructure positive.  
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Integrated transport control centre 
ITC 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

To facilitate better system-wide management of transport, establish a fully integrated metropolitan control centre 

encompassing road traffic and public transport. This could be undertaken incrementally if planned carefully, as 

the various existing separate control centres become due for major renewal.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne-wide 

This option is expected to affect the whole state. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Incremental transfer of responsibilities from existing 

control centres to a centralised centre would need 

to be planned carefully. This is to ensure that roles 

and responsibilities are clear and to minimise 

duplication of effort and ensure sufficient coverage 

of all parts of the network. 

This option could be designed in conjunction with 

option BDL – Big data leveraging, to ensure that the 

transport control centre maximises the use of all 

available information. The location of the transport 

control centre could be considered in the context of 

option DCD – Data centre diversification, which 

seeks to ensure that data centres and ICT 

infrastructure is located in appropriate locations. 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Urban4square, Submission to the Australian 

Infrastructure Audit (2015) 

NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, Hands on 

control: New South Wales' Transport Management 

Centre (2005) 

Atkins Global, Critical infrastructure resilience 

(2009)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$50 million – $100 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$25 million – $50 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The scale of construction and operations required is 

assumed to be similar to Queensland's metropolitan 

control centre, which was opened in early 2016 at 

total construction and fit out cost of $40 million 

(Queensland Cabinet and Ministerial Directory 

2016). Queensland's metropolitan control centre, 

stated to be the most advanced rail operation in 

Australia, allows faster communication which 

reduces coordination during incidents and thus 

reduces delays. The centre provides workspace for 

more than 250 employees that manage 

approximately 900 passenger services and 800 

kilometres of track each weekday (Queensland 

Cabinet and Ministerial Directory 2016). 

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated at three 

percent of capital cost for maintenance of facility, in 

addition for $2 million for employee wages and 

administrative overheads.  

Costing source 

Queensland Department of Transport and Main 

Roads, Traffic Management (undated PDF, 

accessed July 2016) 

Queensland Cabinet and Ministerial Directory, New 

$40 million rail control centre unveiled (2016) 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need for better coordination and management 

across transport networks in response to events. 

In response this option would reduce risk and/or 

increase resilience in an integrated manner across 

transport networks. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred everyday incidences 

such as congestion and road accidents, to larger 

events such as flooding will continue to create 

uncertainty in travel patterns and times.  

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 19: Improve the resilience of critical infrastructure 

Key factors influencing the resilience of the road network are the ability of road operators to proactively monitor 

and manage road space and incidents, to undertake effective incident management and reduce congestion, and 

to improve safety (Atkins Global, 2009). An integrated transport control centre is anticipated to allow road 

operators to respond more effectively to shocks (for example by closing off parts of the network following 

flooding) and to stresses (for example by directing road users away from congestion on the road network). The 

control centre may limit disruptions to the road network by collecting data on system performance, and alerting 

road operators to the need for predictive maintenance.  

This option receives a ‘Moderate’ contribution rating against Need 19 in each time period. 

Metric 1: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to disruptions 

This option is anticipated to increase the resilience of the road network against shocks. It may enable road 

operators to respond more quickly to shocks, and may prevent shocks from occurring (for example by 

highlighting the need for preventative maintenance). 

Metric 2: Increase in the resilience of critical infrastructure to climate change 

This option is not expected to contribute directly to this metric.  
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

Through centralised control of transport networks, this option is expected to improve the ability to respond to 

service disruptions, with strong benefits for the resilience of transport networks. Due to the scale of the option, 

there is the potential to improve trip reliability, which could also have benefits for the movement of freight and 

therefore business costs.  
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Justice and human services 
integrated planning and delivery 
JCS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

There is an increasing awareness of the interrelationship between justice and human services – strengthened by 

the recommendations in the recent Royal Commission into Family Violence. There have been many examples of 

the two sectors working together, including the co-locating of courts or police facilities with relevant human 

services. This option would seek to normalise and extend this approach to drive integrated planning and delivery 

of services delivered by the justice sector and the human services sector. 

Integrated planning means looking ahead to the challenges in both sectors and considering the infrastructure and 

services that would support outcomes for both sectors. One important outcome of this planning is co-location. 

This would be given effect through a infrastructure and asset management plans which facilitate the delivery of 

collocated services underpinned by a multi-agency response to justice and human service issues. This would 

include planning for future metropolitan needs as well as greenfield or rural and regional locations. There is an 

opportunity to leverage the Safety and Support Hubs recommended by the Royal Commission, Police Station 

Super-Sites (PSS) and required courts and justice precincts in areas of growth (JDG). 

Integration of service provision would be achieved through changes to the operating models for the agencies 

involved. These would be designed to provide Victorians accessing multiple services at these sites with one point 

of contact, such as a case manager, who would then co-ordinate onsite service delivery. This option would also 

support the improved use of capital assets such as courts, police stations and child protection facilities. It would 

provide access to a similar client base and, where possible, reduce demand on the justice and human services 

sectors, through increasing access to response and prevention services. In some areas this is happening 

already, and is likely to be strengthened following the Family Violence Royal Commission implementation.  

The successful Neighbourhood Justice Centre (NJC) model offers an example of integrated provision of justice 

and human services and has the advantage of being evaluated.  

In many cases, colocation may not be the answer, but rather the ICT infrastructure that support this integrated 

service delivery model. 

Over time, this model could draw in other related sectors, such as health and education.

Sector 

Justice and emergency services 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Statewide 

This option would have affect for justice services 

across the state. It will have particular application to 

locations that will be developed into Neighbourhood 

Justice Centres. Such locations are likely to include 

existing service hubs in Melbourne and regional 

centres. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Investments in common ICT infrastructure are 

significantly risky unless operating models are 

aligned and infrastructure needs of individual and 

joint operations are catered for. The complexity of 

such arrangements needs to be carefully 

considered, planned and executed to ensure 

successful outcomes. Significant ICT investments 

may be required as existing ICT infrastructure is 

poorly placed to achieve this at present. There are 

also significant industrial and cultural issues 

involved in integrating the justice and human 

services workforces. There may be some 

complexity in dealing with service delivery for both 

sectors as this is done by funded agencies 

independent of government such as Legal Aid or 

Brotherhood of St Laurence. 

The justice and human services workforce would 

need to be adequately supported during the 

transition to the new model of service delivery. 

Levels of service support could be tailored based on 

the needs of the client, for example, ongoing 

support could be provided to higher needs clients to 

ensure the consistency of their access. This model 

could be expanded to include non-government 

services from the community sector. Over time, this 

model could draw in other related sectors, such as 

health and education. 
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Case managers could support users to navigate 

complex services online, for example, justice 

services. 

This option could be expanded over time to explore 

delivery of Federal Government services (for 

example Centrelink). 

Certainty of evidence 

Low 

Evidence base 

Australian Institute of Criminology, Evaluating 

neighbourhood justice: Measuring and attributing 

outcomes for a community justice program (2015) 

Brotherhood of St Laurence, Evaluating the 

Neighbourhood Justice Centre in Yarra, (2010) 

Department for Communities, Integrated Service 

Delivery and Community Hubs (2011) 

Deloitte and Aurecon, Infrastructure Capability 

Assessment Justice and Emergency Services 

(2016) 

Social Policy Evaluation and Research Unit 

(formerly the New Zealand Families Commission), 

Integrated social services for vulnerable people 

(2015) 

Victorian Auditor General, Mental Health Strategies 

for the Justice System (2014) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$250 million – $500 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$100 million – $250 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$1 million – $10 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Medium  

This option is assumed to require one year's ICT 

capital expenditure – estimated at $80m – to create 

the platform in support of integrated planning and 

service delivery. The service delivery change 

component would be expected to involve 

preparation of policy and associated 

documentation, consultation with departments and 

other stakeholders and preparation of final policy 

documentation. This is estimated at between $1 – 

10 million. The combined annual capital expenditure 

on ICT related projects between the Departments of 

Justice and Human Services in 2014 was 

approximately $80 million (VAGO 2015). This option 

is assumed to require one year's ICT capital 

expenditure to create the platform in support of 

integrated planning and service delivery. The 

technology component of this option is assumed to 

require replacement once during the 30 year period, 

escalated at the midpoint of the Reserve Bank of 

Australia's inflation target (2.5 percent). 

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated at three 

percent of capital cost, and this is for maintenance 

of assets only. Other ongoing costs to the State 

Government would likely be minimal, as the labour 

involved in opening communication channels 

between multi-government agencies would be offset 

by the resulting greater operational efficiency. 

Costing source 

Victorian Auditor-General's Report, Digital 

Dashboard: Status Review of ICT Projects and 

Initiatives (2015) 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

ability to better integrate services to achieve 

improved social outcomes. 

In response this option would increase the 

effectiveness of justice and social services delivery 

by integrating services to address the needs of 

Victorians in a more comprehensive and timely 

fashion. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, then services would 

continue to be delivered according to current 

models, with potentially less effective outcomes. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 2: Address infrastructure challenges in areas with low or negative growth 

Existing models of service delivery may become ineffective or unwieldy when population declines. For example, 

assets may be underutilised, or on the other hand could be centralised in a way that does not improve access for 

those residing in areas of low growth. 

This option proposes a model of integration of Justice and Human services focused on allowing Victorians to 

more easily access justice and social services. This option presents the opportunity for innovation in how these 

services are delivered, for example, the sensitive use of ICT to provide access to some services, or in other 

cases, the development of physical sites capable of supporting service delivery from a number of areas of 

government.  

The flexibility that this option proposes in terms of implementation, and the focus improving ease of access for 

Victorians, mean that this option may allow services to be delivered to low growth areas more effectively by 

catering to identified local needs. 

This option is rated as having a ‘Moderate’ contribution to the need due to the potential of the option and 

reflecting available evidence for effectiveness in this context. 

Metric 1: Ability to optimise infrastructure delivery while maintaining or improving service delivery within low 

growth areas 

This option is focused on optimising the accessibility of government services, for example justice. This option 

encompasses a number of service delivery possibilities that could be adapted to serve the needs of low growth 

LGAs. 

 

Need 8: Address expanded demand on the justice system 

Demand for justice services is forecast to increase with population growth and changing demographics, and will 

also be affected by less predictable factors such as legislative and policy change (Deloitte and Aurecon, 2016). 

This option could address the demands on the justice system through more effective delivery of services.  

Some Victorians have complex needs that are served by different government departments and agencies. This 

can result in fragmented support or difficulty accessing services. Service integration is thought to address access 

needs through a case-manager model, where high-need Victorians are supported by a case manager in 

identifying their needs and accessing services to address them. 

As Social Policy Evaluation and Research Unit (2015) notes, the evidence of the effectiveness of integrated 

service delivery is in the early stage of development, and results are mixed. There is significant variance in the 

success of programs according to their design, the groups targeted for assistance, the goals of the intervention 

and the ability to measure outcomes independent of other factors. Social Policy Evaluation and Research Unit 

(2015) documents four international trials, one of which was found to have positive results, two of which had 

mixed results, and one of which appeared to have negative results.  

In the Australian context, the Australian Institute of Criminology, (2015) finds that the Neighbourhood Justice 

Centre in the City of Yarra achieves significant improvements in community order compliance and reoffending 

rates, and may have had mixed results on other indicators. As reoffending rates are only one element of demand 

for Justice Services, this options contribution to the need is limited, although the option is likely to have benefits 

across a range of social indicators such as workforce participation.  

Services integrated at the Neighbourhood Justice Centre in the City of Yarra include Magistrates’ Court of 

Victoria (with jurisdiction to hear criminal offences, Children’s Court matters, and minor civil matters), Victorian 

Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) (for residential tenancy, guardianship and other civil disputes, a Victims 

of Crime Assistance Tribunal (Brotherhood of St Laurence (2010)). These legal services are supported by a client 

service team that assess persons referred by the different justice processes or self-referred. The client service 

team offers treatment or referral services (Brotherhood of St Laurence (2010)). The integration provides benefits 

to users by reducing the amount of time between referral for services and access to services (Brotherhood of St 

Laurence (2010)), allowing for timely delivery. 

This option is rated as having a ‘Moderate’ contribution to the need due to the potential of the option and 

reflecting available evidence for effectiveness for the broader population. 
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Metric 1: Ability to reduce the caseload within the justice system and decrease pressure on the justice workforce. 

Evidence suggests that this option could affect reoffending rates, and so reduce caseloads within the justice 

system. 

Metric 2: Reduction in demand for justice services 

This option has the potential to help manage demand for justice services by reducing reoffending rates. The 

Australian Institute of Criminology, (2015) finds that the Neighbourhood Justice Centre in the City of Yarra 

achieved improvements in community order compliance and reoffending rates that were considered statistically 

significant.  

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

Low population densities can make delivery of services to regional and rural populations more challenging than to 

denser urban populations. Through more integration of service delivery, multiple service options could be made 

available at one site. This could have strong advantages for access, and for cost if multiple physical locations can 

be condensed into one building.  

This option is rated as having a ‘Moderate’ contribution to the need due to the potential of the option and 

reflecting available evidence for effectiveness in rural and regional contexts 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

This option is not expected to contribute to this metric. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

This option is not expected to contribute to this metric. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option is not expected to contribute to this metric. 



 

Justice and human services integrated planning and delivery 

JCS 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 237 

 

  



 

Justice and human services integrated planning and delivery 

JCS 

Supplement B – Options assessed (document 2 of 4) 
Page 238 

Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option is anticipated to improve access to a range of social services through better coordination of service 

delivery. Accordingly, benefits are expected to access to community services including social and cultural 

facilities. More effective social service delivery may also result in improved community health and safety 

outcomes. This option is considered to support low socio-economic areas where high needs for government 

services may be clustered. Through innovative service design, this option may also improve access to services 

for regional and remote areas.  

Existing trials of service integration show the potential to achieve positive social and economic outcomes, for 

example, increased workforce participation. As these improved outcomes are considered likely to be achieved 

with approximately the same funding as of current services, this option is anticipated to result in avoided state 

costs.  
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Justice delivery in areas of growth 
JDG 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Victoria’s significant population growth, in particular within the metropolitan corridors, means that new investment 

in justice facilities will be required to meet future need for access to justice.  

This option considers the justice priorities of areas of high growth or need including: 

- Wyndham 

- Melton 

- Dandenong 

- Officer 

- Whittlesea 

- Craigieburn 

- Bendigo 

- Geelong 

This option focuses particularly on the growing demand as it relates to existing courts and also the need for new 

courts. Importantly, the delivery of new capacity in these areas could also provide opportunities for collocated 

supportive justice and human services consistent with JCS.

Sector 

Justice and emergency services 

Option type 

New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne-wide 

The high growth areas referenced in the option 

(Wyndham, Melton, Dandenong, Officer, 

Whittlesea, Craigieburn and Bendigo) are 

anticipated to be particularly affected.  

Risks and Opportunities 

Uncertainty about future policy and legislative 

change affects demand forecasts, and therefore 

project viability.  

Sites for new justice services could be leased 

where appropriate in the short term to ensure 

services are provided to high growth areas. 

Currently approximately 19 percent of justice assets 

are leased (Deloitte and Aurecon, 2016). 

Innovative financing models, such as private public 

partnerships, could be considered for the delivery of 

new infrastructure. The County Court’s partnership 

with the Liberty Group Consortium is an example of 

this kind of structure (Deloitte and Aurecon, 2016). 

 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

County Court of Victoria, Strategic Plan 2014/15 – 

2017/18 (2015) 

Court Services Victoria, Annual Report 2014/15 

(2015) 

Court Services Victoria, Draft Strategic Asset Plan 

(2016) 

Deloitte and Aurecon, Infrastructure Capability 

Assessment Justice and Human Services – advice 

to Infrastructure Victoria (2016) 

Royal Commission into Family Violence, Volume III 

(2016) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$750 million – $1 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$250 million – $500 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$10 million – $25 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The capital cost is based on the delivery of eight 

new or refurbished facilities in the following 

locations: 

- Wyndham 

- Dandenong 

- Melton 

- Officer 

- Whittlesea 

- Craigieburn 

- Bendigo 

- Geelong 

These have an indicative cost of $50 million each, 

which may be greater if wholly new facilities were 

built rather than refurbishments.  

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated at three 

percent of capital cost 

Costing source 

Victorian Auditor-General, Construction of Police 

Stations and Courthouses (2011) 

Stakeholder discussions 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by high 

population growth resulting in expanded demand for 

justice services. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of justice services through investment in 

infrastructure. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then geographic 

inequities in access to justice services could 

emerge. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

This option contributes to Need 1 by supporting the investment in infrastructure to ensure service delivery. For 

example, Court Services Victoria has developed a Draft Strategic Asset Plan (2016) to identify future service and 

associated asset needs. This includes three additional multi-jurisdictional headquarter courts in Melbourne’s 

rapidly expanding growth corridors in the next ten years. This is an example of the kind of investments that may 

be required over the thirty year strategy. 

The contribution of this option is rated as moderate in all time periods. The contribution is limited to moderate as 

court services are one aspect of justice services, the other major areas being police and corrections services. 

The contribution of this need is anticipated to rise after the first time period as demand increases with population 

growth. 

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

As discussed in detail under Need 8, population growth is likely to increase the need for additional court 

infrastructure to ensure access to services. This option addresses the metric through increased capacity. 

 

Need 8: Address expanded demand on the justice system 

It is expected that with population growth and changing demographics, demand for justice services will expand in 

the coming thirty years, setting aside changes to the effectiveness of the justice system or changes to the law. As 

new areas are developed, there will also be a need to expand the network of court services to provide coverage 

to new areas. 

This option addresses likely future increases in demand through an investment in new justice assets. These 

could include new courts, or supporting services. Court Services Victoria has been established to manage court 

related infrastructure. Court Services Victoria has developed a Draft Strategic Asset Plan (2016) to identify future 

service and associated asset needs. This has the potential to support the implementation of this option by 

identifying gaps in infrastructure provision, and considering future needs in detail. 

In addition, the recent Royal Commission into Family Violence recommended changes to the delivery of court 

services. Recommendation 61 of the commission for example is that within five years, family violence matters will 

be heard in specialist family violence courts (Royal Commission into Family Violence 2016). New spaces to 

accommodate changes to services also recommended by the Commission may also be needed, especially at 

regional magistrate's courts.  

Through support of additional capacity, this option is anticipated to make a significant contribution to Need 8. 

The contribution of this option to the need is anticipated to increase after initial planning is complete and 

infrastructure expansion commences.  

Metric 1: Ability to reduce the caseload within the justice system and decrease pressure on the justice workforce. 

This option is likely to reduce pressure on the justice workforce by investing in new infrastructure. 

Metric 2: Reduction in demand for justice services 

As this option primarily addresses likely future increases in demand for justice services, it is not expected to have 

an impact on reducing demand. It will however match supply with anticipated demand in high growth locations, 

and therefore better allocate services. Therefore this option is rated very low. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option could ensure that court services keep pace with population growth. In doing so, this option is 

anticipated to benefit community health and safety.  
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Justice CBD legal precinct 
JLP 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Melbourne’s CBD legal precinct is of significant importance to Victoria and has supported the state’s civic and 

economic development. This option considers the different solutions to address demand on the precinct over the 

next 30 years: 

- Delivering multi-jurisdictional use of the existing facilities in the CBD legal precinct allow all trials to be held 

in all court buildings 

- A new or redeveloped Supreme Court Victoria (increase the number of court rooms and appropriate 

improved facilities and technologies) 

- Relocation of the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) into the precinct 

- A redeveloped and expanded Melbourne Magistrates’ Court. 

Sector 

Justice and emergency services 

Option type 

Better use/New or expanded assets 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne-wide 

This option seeks to improve the functioning of 

Melbourne's legal precinct located in the CBD. 

Improvements will benefit broader legal network 

and services across Melbourne and the State, as 

well as populations that access the precinct. 

Risks and Opportunities 

The redevelopment of the Magistrates Court could 

support the creation of Family Violence specific 

services and infrastructure to meet the 

recommendations of the Royal Commission into 

Family Violence (Royal Commission into Family 

Violence 2016) 

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Court Services Victoria, Annual Report 2014/15 

(2015) 

Court Services Victoria, Draft Strategic Asset Plan 

(2016) 

Deloitte and Aurecon, Infrastructure Capability 

Assessment Justice and Human Services – advice 

to Infrastructure Victoria (2016) 

Royal Commission into Family Violence, Volume III 

(2016) 

Victorian Law Foundation, Melbourne’s Legal 

Precinct (website accessed July 2016) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$1 billion – $3 billion 

Capital / implementation cost 

$750 million – $1 billion 

Annual recurrent costs 

$25 million – $50 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

25 – 50 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

The capital cost is based on the below 

assumptions:  

- A program of refurbishment to deliver multi-

jurisdictional use of the existing facilities in the 

CBD legal precinct at a cost to the State 

government of $100 million 

- The Supreme Court development is completed 

at a cost to State Government of $800 million  

- The VCAT development in CBD Precinct is 

completed at a cost to State Government of 

$50 million  

- The Melbourne Magistrates Court 

redevelopment is completed at a cost to State 

Government of $50 million  

Annual recurrent cost has been calculated at three 

percent of capital cost 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultations 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

need to adapt court infrastructure to provide 

services to a growing population. 

In response this option would increase the capacity 

of court infrastructure through redevelopment and 

expansion of existing sites. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred, the court services 

would likely continue to be delivered in outmoded 

buildings, or alternatively, new facilities would be 

developed by court type to support expanded 

services. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 8: Address expanded demand on the justice system 

Legal services often cluster in cities over time, with legal service providers choosing to locate close to key 

infrastructure such as courts In the central city, the state headquarter courts of each jurisdiction are clustered in 

the north-western corner of the city grid, in an area bounded by Queen, Latrobe, King and Little Bourke St 

(Victorian Law Foundation 2016). In the central city, the most superior courts of each jurisdiction are represented 

(Deloitte and Aurecon 2016). These are the courts that have the highest capacity to take complex cases and the 

ability to make judgements from lower courts. All but VCAT are currently in the cluster of legal infrastructure.  

The clustering of legal services has benefits for providers of supporting legal services, such as lawyers. It may 

also have benefits for those accessing justice, as access to the central city is supported by strong transport 

connections across Melbourne and from regional and remote areas. 

This option is to enhance the existing cluster through the addition of VCAT. More generally, this option would 

likely deliver court infrastructure that better supports services delivery better than existing assets. Court Services 

Victoria has identified that some aging court buildings are no longer fit for purpose and may not support staff 

safety (Court Services Victoria 2015). For example, Court Services Victoria has identified the need to redevelop 

the Supreme Court in their strategic asset plan due to the outmoded nature of the facilities (Deloitte and Aurecon 

2016).  

The additional capacity in court infrastructure is likely to be necessary to provide capacity for expanded demands 

on the justice system. This is expected to result from population growth and demographic change, noting that 

demand could be further exacerbated or lessened though changes to the law or legal policy (Deloitte and 

Aurecon 2016).  

The contribution to the need is anticipated to be ‘Moderate’ in all time periods.  

Metric 1: Ability to reduce the caseload within the justice system and decrease pressure on the justice workforce. 

This option could reduce pressure on the justice workforce by delivering better suited infrastructure, and 

providing additional capacity to support expanded services. 

Metric 2: Reduction in demand for justice services 

This option is not anticipated to reduce demand for justice services. It may however achieve efficiencies through 

co-location and better functioning of the court system. This may somewhat reduce pressure on services. 

Therefore this option is rated low for reducing demand. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option will support community health and safety by developing new court facilities that are fit for purpose. 

This option would provide a plan to redevelop and provide new facilities for courts that play a substantial role in 

the legal system, which could enhance their effectiveness. 
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Justice Service delivery through new 
technology  
JSD 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Innovative technology-led solutions have the potential to provide affordable and efficient pathways through the 

justice system, particularly for civil dispute resolution. The Netherlands, UK and Canada have recently introduced 

online dispute resolution technology which providing new avenues to access justice in rapid and cost-effective 

manner. This has the potential to take pressure off justice services, particularly courts, and provide access to 

justice where there is latent unmet demand as current dispute resolution processes are too slow and costly. This 

option would require the state government to remove legal procedural and professional rules that prevent the 

adoption of these services.

Sector 

Justice and emergency services 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

State-wide 

This option is potentially applicable across the 

State, with particular relevance for populations far 

from justice services. 

Risks and Opportunities 

Alternative dispute resolution has been criticised for 

the potential for injustice relative to court 

determined outcomes if inequality of bargaining 

power is present between the parties (Alternative 

Dispute Resolution Journal 2011). At a minimum, 

online dispute resolution systems may not be 

appropriate for high need or vulnerable Victorians. 

Online dispute resolution tools have been 

implemented successfully in the Netherlands, where 

the majority of law is civil. These systems may not 

be as effective in Australia. 

Considerable legal policy work may be required to 

develop systems suitable for Australia.  

This option may be less effective than expanding 

access to alternative dispute resolution services via 

investment in video conferencing facilities (to 

expand services to regional and remote areas) or 

increased funding for individuals to use their 

services. 

The use of existing alternative dispute resolution 

procedures (for example Consumer Affairs Victoria, 

Industry Ombudsman, Tribunals) could be further 

promoted to the public.  

Certainty of evidence 

Medium 

Evidence base 

Attorney-General’s Department, Your Guide to 

Dispute Resolution (2012) 

Alternative Dispute Resolution Journal, Community 

legal centres’ views on ADR as a means of 

improving access to justice – Part I (2011) 

Deloitte and Aurecon, Infrastructure Capability 

Assessment Justice and Human Services, advice to 

Infrastructure Victoria (2016) 

Family Court of Australia, Divorce Service Kit (do it 

yourself kit) (2014) 

HiiL, HiiL trend report IV online dispute resolution 

2016 – ODR & The Courts: The Promise of 100 

percent access to justice? (2016) 

IBISWorld, Alternative Dispute Resolution Services 

in Australia (2016) 
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$10 million – $25 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$10 million – $25 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

<$1 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

<1 year 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

5 – 10 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

This cost is based upon a regulatory change only. 

Annual recurrent cost was calculated based on a 

New South Wales Police Assistance Line audit from 

2003, where cost per call was stated to be $21. This 

figure was assumed to cover net operating costs on 

a per call basis. Because figures were from 2003, 

the operating costs were inflated to 2016 leading to 

an estimated annual recurrent cost of around $12 

million 

Costing source 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

The need for this option could be influenced by the 

suitability of further developing online tools for use 

in dispute resolution to reduce pressure on the 

justice system. 

In response this option would increase the 

availability for online tools for dispute resolution. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then existing, non-digital 

models could continue to be used to provide ADR 

services. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Low
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Contribution to needs 

Need 2: Address infrastructure challenges in areas with low or negative growth 

In areas with low or negative growth, existing patterns of service delivery may need to be modified to serve lower 

population bases. 

This option would address the ongoing needs of populations with low or negative growth to access justice 

services by facilitating the introduction of online platforms for alternative dispute resolution services.  

To the extent that alternative dispute resolution (ADR) services can be effectively delivered through online 

platforms in a way that protects vulnerable users, and to the extent that there is demand for these services, this 

option could contribute to this need. 

The contribution assessment is consistent across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Ability to optimise infrastructure delivery while maintaining or improving service delivery within low 

growth areas 

This option could support more effective delivery of ADR services, however the viability and effectiveness of 

online platforms for ADR in Australia has not been evaluated.  

 

Need 8: Address expanded demand on the justice system 

Demand on the justice system is forecast to increase, as a function of population growth (Deloitte and Aurecon 

2016). This will put increasing pressure on justice services such as courts, police and corrections. Demand over 

the next 30 years may also be influenced by legal and policy decisions, although these are difficult to forecast in 

advance (Deloitte and Aurecon 2016). 

This option seeks to manage demand on the justice system through expanded use of alternative dispute 

resolution (ADR), facilitated through the use of technology. This would expand on existing online tools that courts 

have developed, for example, the Family Court of Australia’s divorce kit (2014). 

ADR is a form of dispute resolution “a third person offers professional and independent assistance to reach a 

solution that is acceptable to everyone involved” (Attorney-General’s Department 2012) and involves mediation, 

conciliation and arbitration services (IBISWorld 2012). ADR is an alternative to court services to resolve disputes. 

The ADR process can offer advantages of flexibility, privacy, ease and cost compared to formal court dispute 

resolution processes (Attorney-General’s Department 2012). ADR is commonly used in disputes that relate to 

employment, family, tax and commercial arbitration law (IBISWorld 2012). In some areas of law the use of ADR is 

mandated, for example, in family law ADR is mandated initial process before parenting applications can be filed 

in court (IBISWorld 2012). 

This option would expand access to ADR services by using online platforms to deliver dispute resolution 

services. Online platforms for ADR have been successfully implemented in the Netherlands (HiiL 2016) for family 

law and tenancy disputes. In the case of the system used in the Netherlands, algorithms are used to provide 

prompts and suggestions based on user input, reducing the need for third party ADR professionals to provide 

basic advice in response to high volume queries. It is understood that the systems used overseas are overseen 

by suitably qualified professionals. 

Evidence for ability of such online systems to meet user needs within existing Australian law is low, and further 

work needs to be undertaken to assess the applicability of these systems to our legal system. Additionally, work 

would need to be undertaken to assess the likelihood of benefits from online platforms relative to current models 

of service delivery for ADR. 

The contribution of this option to the need has been assessed as low. While there is strong precedent for the use 

of ADR and growing demand for ADR services (IBISWorld 2016), the suitability and effectiveness of an online 

delivery system for these services needs to be established.  

The contribution of this options is rated consistently across time periods. 

Metric 1: Ability to reduce the caseload within the justice system and decrease pressure on the justice workforce. 

This option could be used to expand access to ADR services, which could expand the use of ADR in the 

community and reduce the caseload within the justice system. The evidence base for the option to achieve this is 

uncertain. 

Metric 2: Reduction in demand for justice services 
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This option will not necessarily reduce demand, but is likely to smooth out bottle-necks in demand, through easier 

and more efficient access to appropriate justice services and level of response required. This should alleviate 

demand on more critical points of the justice system but will not alleviate overall demand. Therefore this option is 

rated as low. 

 

Need 12: Improve access to jobs and services for people in regional and rural areas 

Delivery of services to regional and rural areas can be more challenging due to reduced population densities. 

This option would address the need by improving the access of regional and rural Victorians to justice services. 

This would be enabled by online platforms for alternative dispute resolution services (ADR).  

If ADR services can be effectively delivered through online platforms in a way that protects vulnerable users, and 

to the extent that there is demand for these services, this option could contribute to the need. 

As discussed under Need 8, further work needs to be done to identify the suitability of online ADR platforms in 

Australia, and identify which areas of law they could be best applied to. In addition, further work needs to be done 

to demonstrate the advantages of online delivery of ADR compared to current ADR services. For these reasons, 

this option’s contribution against Need 8 is judged to be low. Accordingly, the contribution to Need 12 has also 

been assessed as low. 

The contribution assessment is consistent across all time periods. 

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from major employment centres and service centres in rural and regional areas 

This option is not anticipated to contribute to this metric. 

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access to jobs and services in rural and 

regional areas 

This option is not anticipated to contribute to this metric. 

Metric 3: Improvements in ICT connectivity in rural and regional areas 

This option is not anticipated to contribute to this metric. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option supports expanded use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) services through developing online 

platforms. ADR has the potential to resolve disputes in many areas, such as Family Law, commercial and 

employment law. However, the applicability and relevance of online platforms to using ADR services is largely 

untested, and so the potential for business innovation has been assessed as neutral. Assessed as a stand-alone 

initiative, this option is considered unlikely to have other appreciable economic, social or environmental impacts. 
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Growth area bus service expansion 
LBS 

Infrastructure Victoria’s Option Description 

Provision of improved or new bus services in growth areas in outer Melbourne. Implement comprehensive bus 

services, including Neighbourhood and Connector routes (including routes with 20 minute frequency in the peak 

hours, similar to the recent changes in the Whittlesea growth area). This includes the introduction of connector 

services such as: 

- Melton via railway station, High street and Woodgrove: high priority due to high population growth and low 

density residential development patterns. 

- Mt Ridley to Craigieburn Railway Station: moderate priority due to current low-density residential 

development patterns and limited potential service area in the near term 

- Epping North to Epping Station: moderate priority due to current low-density residential development 

patterns and limited potential service area in the near term 

- A north-south service between the Cranbourne and Pakenham lines (at Narre Warren): moderate priority 

due to current car-oriented development patterns. 

These extensions support the provision of local area access to shops, services and jobs. This will have benefits 

in terms of social inclusion, as well as potentially reducing the impact of congestion.

Sector 

Transport 

Option type 

Better use 

Location and spatial context 

Melbourne wide 

This is relevant to high growth outer urban areas 

Risks and Opportunities 

There is a risk that the new services may not be 

supported without sufficient promotional coverage 

and linking key attractions and services that people 

need to visit. Providing bus routes with very low 

passenger numbers takes a service away from 

other locations that may have a greater need. 

An opportunity exists to coordinate additional bus 

services with train timetabling changes. This 

coordination would support more efficient journeys 

for passengers from their home to their destination. 

Certainty of evidence 

High 

Evidence base 

Victorian Auditor-General, Developing Transport 

Infrastructure and Services for Population Growth 

Areas (2013)
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Direct option cost 

The capital or implementation cost of the option, 

plus the annual recurrent costs incurred within the 

30 year study period of this option is:  

$100 million – $250 million 

Capital / implementation cost 

$25 million – $50 million 

Annual recurrent costs 

$10 million – $25 million 

Option lead time 

If this option was committed to today, it could be 

implemented in: 

1 – 5 years 

Operational life 

The expected operational life of this option (from 

opening) is: 

10 – 25 years 

Cost certainty 

The certainty of costing evidence is rated: 

Low  

In line with Managing Growth: Infrastructure for 

Melbourne's outer suburbs, it is assumed the capital 

expenditure required to build the infrastructure 

associated with this option is $15 million (DELWP 

2015). In addition the capital cost includes the cost 

of purchasing a fleet of 100 buses, with each bus 

assumed to cost $200,000. 

The annual recurrent cost is based on the following: 

100 buses (an average of 25 each operating from 

Mt Ridley to Craigieburn Railway Station, Epping 

North to Epping Station, Mernda to University Hill 

via South Morang station, and north-south between 

the Cranbourne and Pakenham lines) travel 300 

kilometres 7 days a week for 48 weeks of the year 

(the additional four weeks are provided for 

servicing). Fuel consumption is assumed to be 100 

litres per day per bus (three kilometres per litre) and 

fuel cost is assumed to be $1.25 a litre. 

Driver, management, administrative wages, stabling 

and maintenance facilities total $10 million per 

annum. 

Costing source 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning (DELWP), Managing Growth: 

Infrastructure for Melbourne's outer suburbs (2015) 

Newman, Doncaster Rail: What are its prospects? 

(2012) 

Stakeholder consultation 

What could influence this option? 

This option would be influenced by congestion, 

increasing travel times, unreliability and the number 

of accidents along this corridor. 

In response this option would increase capacity to 

accommodate trips. 

When could it be required? 

Victoria may need this option to be implemented in: 

0 – 5 years (2016 – 2021) 

What is the risk of deferring this 

option? 

If this option were deferred then access to public 

transport services in growth areas could lag behind 

more established areas of Melbourne. 

The risk to the State if this option is deferred is: 

Medium
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Contribution to needs 

Need 1: Address infrastructure demands in areas with high population growth 

Bus service expansions in the areas noted would moderately improve access to services in activity centres. 

Connections to train stations would improve access to services along these lines.  

The contribution is expected to be ‘Moderate’ to Need 1 in years 0 – 10, increasing to ‘Significant’ in years 10 – 

30. This is because the total contribution may grow as outer suburban populations rise and total public transport 

usage increases.  

Metric 1: Ability to improve access to services or increase service capacity for high growth areas 

This option would significantly enhance public transport options for people in high growth areas, particularly those 

that are isolated from or have infrequent train services. Evidence suggests that frequency and proximity are two 

of the key determinants for people switching between modes of transport, and this option would encourage more 

people to take buses, as well as addressing social isolation for those that do not or cannot drive. 

 

Need 11: Improve access to middle and outer metropolitan major employment centres 

This option could enhance connections with outer and middle employment zones, where few or no connections 

currently exist. As it focuses on station connections, it can only be effective where these centres are accessible 

along the relevant rail corridor. 

Similarly to Need 1, the contribution is expected to be ‘Low’ to Need 1 in years 0 – 10, increasing to ‘Moderate’ in 

years 10 – 30. This is because the total contribution may grow as outer suburban populations rise and total public 

transport usage increases.  

Metric 1: Increase in supply or management of demand for transport system capacity to accommodate journeys 

to and from middle and outer major employment centres 

This option would assist in access to some middle and outer employment precincts, provided that these are 

accessible by train.  

Metric 2: Improvements in transport performance across the network to access middle and outer major 

employment centres 

This option may improve some existing bus services, and could therefore enhance network reliability for 

employment centres located on or near the metropolitan passenger rail network. This contribution would increase 

over time as employment centres grow and usage increases. 
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Economic, social and environmental assessment summary 

This option has the capacity to improve access to jobs and social infrastructure for people in fast growing outer 

suburban areas. This includes increasing access to employment opportunities in both the CBD and elsewhere, 

and reducing social isolation for people without the ability to drive. It should also improve connectivity between 

new communities and local activity centres. 

This option is expected to support low socio-economic areas within the catchment areas of the proposed 

services.  

The amount of mode shift achievable in these areas based on twenty minute service frequencies is anticipated to 

be low. While the option is considered to have strong benefits for access, and existing public transport users, 

environmental benefits are not likely to be appreciable.  

 






