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The release of Victoria’s 30-year infrastructure strategy 
in December 2016 recommended transport network 
pricing be implemented in 5-15 years. 

To explore our recommendation more closely, 
Infrastructure Victoria released the discussion paper 
The road ahead in November 2016. Our initial analysis 
focused on managing congestion in metropolitan 
Melbourne as the fi rst step towards a comprehensive 
transport network pricing regime for roads and 
public transport. 

While there are many approaches and applications for 
reform, we have concentrated on how Victoria can design 
and implement a regime that will be acceptable to the 
community and have the most substantial benefi ts for 
Melbourne’s congested transport network. 

You can read the full report on our website at 
yoursay.infrastructurevictoria.com.au.

Community and stakeholder feedback on Victoria’s 
30-year infrastructure strategy and The road ahead 
discussion paper has shaped our work.

This report summarises the key themes we’ve heard so 
far and discusses how feedback is infl uencing our research 
as we continue to examine options to effectively manage 
transport demand.

Overview
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The road ahead discussion paper 
When we released The road ahead in November 2016 we 
sought feedback from interested members of the public  
and stakeholders.

This discussion paper defined the congestion problem 
in Melbourne and outlined the rationale for road pricing 
of light vehicles as the best way to manage demand 
and make the most efficient use of the state’s transport 
network. It showed that only five per cent of drivers needed 
to change their behaviour to achieve school holiday 
conditions on Melbourne’s road network, every day  
of the week.

The paper outlined 16 road pricing regimes that combine  
a model (different coverages of the road network) with  
a mechanism (intensiveness of demand management). 
There were four models and four mechanisms. An example  
of a current model/mechanism combination is the Sydney 
Harbour Bridge toll, which uses a corridor model with  
a time-based pricing mechanism. 

We presented three factors we thought were critical to the 
success of a road pricing regime, including ensuring that:

• adequate public transport is in place first to provide 
transport choices

• road pricing is not another tax 

• money is invested back into the transport system.

We also proposed eight criteria to assess the impacts  
of different regimes.

These criteria are:

1. Economic efficiency

2. Beneficiary alignment

3. Fairness

4. Environmental impacts

5. Other infrastructure impacts

6. Land use impacts

7. Revenue potential and funding sustainability

8. Simplicity

What we did

The paper sought input on the range of pricing regimes, 
the assessment framework and the three critical success 
factors we had recommended.

We have subsequently renamed the ‘evaluation 
framework’, which encompassed the criteria and regimes 
we sought feedback on, as the ‘assessment framework’. 
This avoids confusion between the post-project evaluation 
of projects that have already been implemented and 
the assessment of future proposals for infrastructure 
investment or reform, such as pricing reform.

Community survey

Infrastructure Victoria conducted an online survey to 
engage with the public and get a snapshot of community 
views. The survey was available on The road ahead 
feedback page for anyone to answer over the consultation 
period. The survey asked two questions: 

• Has congestion ever discouraged you from taking  
a trip?

• Would you shift your travel to different times of day  
if it were cheaper to travel outside of peak hours?

We received over 200 individual responses to the survey.  
A summary of survey responses is on page 8.

Feedback forms

Consultation on The road ahead was open from  
25 November 2016 until 15 February 2017. A feedback 
form was available on Infrastructure Victoria’s website 
during this period where users could also upload additional 
files to support their answers. 

We asked seven questions in the feedback form:

1.  Are there any key factors we have missed in our 
evaluation framework and criteria for assessing road 
pricing regimes?

2.  Are there any criteria that are more important than 
others?

3.  Are there any road pricing models or mechanisms 
we have missed?
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4.  What do you think the key objectives of a road pricing 
regime should be?

5.  What are the top three issues you think need to be 
considered when designing and implementing a road 
pricing regime?

6.  How important to you are improvements in public 
transport in order for a road pricing regime to  
be successful?

7.  Would you support a transport network pricing regime 
if taxes and charges were reduced or removed?

We received 31 submissions from a diverse range of 
stakeholders including local councils, peak bodies, 
industry, community groups and individuals. We discuss 
the key themes from this feedback on pages 9 and 10.

Stakeholder workshop

We held a key stakeholder workshop in September 2016. 
The purpose of the workshop was to conduct a preliminary 
assessment of road pricing regimes. KPMG facilitated 
the workshop, which trialled the draft assessment criteria 
proposed in The road ahead as well as a business as  
usual case. 

The workshop was attended by representatives from:

Federal Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional 
Economics

State Department of Economic Development, Jobs, 
Transport and Resources 

State Department of Premier and Cabinet

State Department of Treasury and Finance

Grattan Institute

Infrastructure Australia

National Transport Commission

RACV

Victorian Planning Authority

WEstjustice

Key themes from this feedback are available on page 11. 

Stakeholder meetings

We also held a series of meetings during the drafting of 
The road ahead discussion paper and the subsequent 
consultation period. 

These meetings allowed Infrastructure Victoria to receive 
advice from experts and understand community concerns. 
The feedback we received informed The road ahead and 
will also inform our future research. 

We met with:

Australian Rail Track Corporation

Building Queensland

City of Melbourne

Committee for Melbourne

Department of Economic Development,  
Jobs, Transport and Resources

Department of Premier and Cabinet

Department of Treasury and Finance

Energy and Water Ombudsman

Grattan Institute

Infrastructure Australia

Infrastructure NSW

National Transport Commission

Public Transport Victoria

RACV

Transport for NSW

Transurban

University of Melbourne

Victorian Council of Social Services

Victoria Legal Aid

Victorian Planning Authority

VicRoads

WEstjustice
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Feedback on The road ahead 
Overall, there was widespread agreement that the  
problem of increasing congestion, particularly during  
peak periods on Melbourne’s roads, requires a strong 
policy response from government. There was general 
support for a road pricing regime to manage congestion. 
Some stakeholders did express their desire for a more 
comprehensive regime that would recover costs for 
infrastructure as well as manage demand.

Two key themes clearly emerged from consultation 
and submissions – the necessity of public transport 
improvements and exploring non-pricing options to 
manage demand.

There was broad recognition of the need for public 
transport improvements to be in place before the 
introduction of a road pricing regime. Most submitters 
identified this as the most important priority for 
designing and implementing a successful regime. 
This was followed by managing the impacts on vulnerable 
cohorts, particularly those on lower incomes or residents 
in outer metropolitan Melbourne. Many submitters also 
supported the reduction or removal of taxes or charges 
with the introduction of road pricing.

These priorities informed which of the eight criteria were 
considered the most important by submitters. Fairness, 
environmental impacts and other infrastructure impacts 
(the consequential impacts on alternative transport modes 
such as bicycle paths) were the criteria most frequently 
highlighted by stakeholders and submitters as critical to 
selecting an effective and fair pricing regime.

Many stakeholders recommended exploring non-
pricing options to manage demand, including changing 
business and school hours to spread demand for 
transport, as well as other pricing options such as 
changes to parking charges. Inner city councils put 
forward the point that the parking levy needs to be 
removed if road pricing is introduced.

Individual members of the public were concerned about 
the impact a road pricing regime would have on the 
cost of living. All stakeholders agreed that engaging 
the community was important in the design and 
implementation of a successful regime. 

What we heard
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Community survey responses

An online community survey posed two quick questions 
to understand congestion impacts on travel behaviour 
within metropolitan Melbourne. We know that it only takes 
a reduction in traffic of 5 per cent to experience school 
holiday conditions. It is encouraging that 40 per cent of 
respondents are willing to change the time of their travel 
that isn’t for work or study purposes, given that we already 
know that of all travel in peak periods 20 per cent is non-
work and non-study related. The results of this survey are 
promising, and we will do further work to identify the extent 
of travel behaviour change which could occur in response 
to transport pricing changes.

52%

19% 26%

3%

Figure 1 – Question 1 results

Has congestion ever discouraged 
you from taking a trip?

   No - congestion 
doesn’t bother me

   Yes - I always  
avoid travelling  
in peak hour

   Yes - I avoid 
travelling in peak 
hour for non-work/
education purposes 
when I can

   No - I have no 
choice but to travel 
in peak times

• The survey respondents identified that congestion 
strongly influenced their travel behaviour. 

• Over three quarters of respondents said they would 
avoid congestion whenever they could. 

• Nearly all the remaining respondents felt they had  
no choice but to travel during peak times. 

• Only a very small proportion (three per cent) of 
respondents were not bothered by congestion at all.

• The majority of survey respondents claimed that 
transport prices would change their travel behaviour.

• 65 per cent of respondents said they would change 
their travel plans if it became cheaper to travel outside 
peak hour.

• This was not the case for essential trips, with  
71 per cent not willing to change their travel times  
if they had to get to work or study. 

• Only five per cent of respondents would not take 
transport prices into account when travelling.

• 40 per cent of respondents said they would change 
the time of their travel for trips not related to work  
or study, if it were cheaper to travel outside of  
peak hours. 

24%

40%

31%

5%

Figure 2 – Question 2 results

Would you shift your travel to different times of day  
if it were cheaper to travel outside of peak hours?

   No - paying more 
wouldn’t bother me

   Yes - always 

   Yes - but only for 
travel not related to 
work or study

   No - I have no 
choice but to travel 
in peak times



•	 Councils	highlighted	the	importance	of	the	‘other	
infrastructure	impacts’	criterion	due	to	the	potential	
of	some	road	pricing	regimes	to	shift	demand		
onto	suburban	roads	that	are	the	responsibility		
of	local	government.	They	highlighted	the	adverse	
amenity	impacts	from	rat	running	and	increased	
maintenance	costs	arising	from	additional		
transport	demand.

QUESTION	THREE: Are there any road pricing 
models or mechanisms we have missed?

•	 A	number	of	individual	members	of	the	public	
suggested	behaviour	change	interventions	could	
be	effective	in	‘spreading	the	peak’	for	transport	
demand.	These	interventions	could	include	working	
with	individuals	and	employers	to	introduce	flexible	
work	practices	that	enable	employees	to	work	from	
home.	A	few	submitters	suggested	offering	financial	
incentives	for	individuals	to	travel	outside	the	peak	
rather	than	pricing	travel	during	the	peak	as	a	
means	to	change	travel	time	choices.	Also	proposed	
was	offering	tax	incentives	to	promote	changing	
business	start	or	finish	times.

•	 An	individual	and	a	peak	industry	body	suggested	
that	changes	to	on-street	parking	charges	and	
removing	minimum	parking	requirements	in	land	use	
planning	could	be	effective	in	influencing	the	choice	
of	destination	or	transport	mode.	

•	 A	few	members	of	the	public	suggested	expanding	
the	road	pricing	regime	to	incorporate	pricing	of	the	
weight	of	heavy	freight	vehicles.	This	is	to	better	
reflect	the	costs	arising	from	the	additional	damage	
they	cause	to	the	road	network.	

•	 Industry	also	recommended	a	more	comprehensive	
pricing	regime	that	charged	users	according	to	
mass,	distance,	location	and	time	of	day.

QUESTION	FOUR: What do you think the key 
objectives of a road pricing regime should be?

•	 Nearly	all	submitters	agreed	with	the	objective	that	
the	first	priority	of	a	road	pricing	regime	should	be	
to	manage	demand	on	the	network	and	reduce	
congestion.	

•	 Some	submitters	recommended	the	regime		
should	be	implemented	from	the	beginning	to		
both	manage	transport	demand	and	recover		
costs	for	infrastructure.	Cost	recovery	was		
seen	as	a	necessary	objective	due	to	the	need		
to	pay	for	improved	public	transport	services		
and	road	infrastructure	required	to	support		
a	road	pricing	regime.

QUESTION	ONE: Are there any key factors we 
have missed in our evaluation framework and criteria 
for assessing road pricing regimes? 

•	 A	few	submitters	suggested	we	consider	health	
impacts	in	the	assessment	framework,	recognising	
the	potential	impact	of	road	pricing	on	levels	of	
community	physical	activity	as	road	users	shift	to	
active	transport	options.	

•	 A	couple	of	not-for-profit	and	planning	associations	
proposed	consideration	of	both	the	positive	and	
negative	social	impacts	of	a	road	pricing	regime,	as	
well	as	the	wider	societal	impacts	once	introduced.	

•	 Some	submitters	recommended	that	the	
assessment	framework	take	into	account	the	need	
for	flexibility	to	accommodate	future	changes	in	
technology,	population	growth	and	demographic	
preferences.	They	also	recommended	reform	to	
related	prices,	such	as	national	heavy	vehicle	
charges,	fuel	excise	and	public	transport	fares.	

•	 Industry	recommended	the	simplicity	criterion	
description	should	be	expanded	to	encompass	
practical	implementation	considerations,	such	as	
compatibility	across	a	diverse	range	of	vehicles.	

•	 Some	who	supported	road	pricing	reform	to	
recover	costs	for	infrastructure	suggested	
extending	the	beneficiary	alignment	criterion	to	
include	consideration	of	opportunities	for	value-
capture	taxation	or	levies.	This	would	ensure	the	
beneficiaries	of	increased	property	values	from	
transport	investment	would	contribute	to	the	cost		
of	the	infrastructure.	

•	 One	submission	suggested	expanding	the	fairness	
criterion	to	fairness	and	equity	in	order	to	be	
consistent	with	the	principles	of	equity	in	the	
Transport Integration Act (TIA) 2010.

QUESTION	TWO: Are there any criteria that  
are more important than others?

•	 The	majority	of	submitters	identified	fairness,	
environmental	impacts	and	other	infrastructure	
impacts	as	the	most	important	criteria	for	assessing	
the	regimes.	Multiple	submitters	also	recognised	
the	importance	of	the	economic	efficiency	and	
simplicity	criteria.	

•	 One	individual	also	recommended	that	the		
criteria	should	capture	the	benefits	of	public	
transport	improvements	that	come	from		
reinvesting	the	road	pricing	revenue.	

RESPONSES TO THE SEVEN KEY QUESTIONS

The following summarises what we heard in response 
to the seven key questions in The road ahead. 
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•	 Many	submitters	emphasised	the	need	for	a	
transparent	and	evidence-based	conversation		
with	the	community	on	the	benefits	and	limitations	
of	different	road	pricing	options.	A	staged,	open		
and	informative	process	was	considered	essential	
to	the	successful	implementation	of	a	road	pricing	
regime	in	Melbourne.	

•	 Some	planning	groups	suggested	monitoring	the	
impacts	on	land	use	planning	from	a	pricing	regime	
to	better	understand	how	transport	users	change	
where	they	live	or	chose	to	travel.	

QUESTION	SIX: How important to you are 
improvements in public transport in order for  
a road pricing scheme to be successful?

•	 Submitters	generally	agreed	that	improving	public	
transport	would	be	essential	to	the	success	of		
a	road	pricing	regime.	

•	 Some	stakeholders’	support	was	conditional	on	
public	transport	upgrades	being	in	place	prior	
to	the	introduction	of	a	road	pricing	regime.	
Some	members	of	the	public	suggested	public	
transport	improvements	could	be	staged	to	meet	
forecast	demand	to	avoid	delaying	the	regime’s	
implementation.

•	 Councils	highlighted	the	need	to	improve	active	
transport	alternatives	alongside	public	transport	
options,	including	improved	connectivity	between	
active	and	public	transport	networks.	

QUESTION	SEVEN:	Would you support a 
transport network pricing regime if taxes and 
charges were reduced or removed?

•	 There	was	overall	support	for	transport	network	
pricing	to	be	introduced	with	a	reduction/removal	
of	other	taxes.	Submissions	nominated	fuel	excise,	
registration	fees	and	car	parking	charges	as	options	
to	be	reduced	or	removed.

•	 Some	submitters	cautioned	against	prematurely	
recommending	changes	to	existing	taxes	and	
charges	prior	to	a	detailed	analysis	of	the	impacts	
and	costs	of	different	road	pricing	regimes.	

•	 Some	members	of	the	public	were	not	supportive		
of	transport	network	pricing,	regardless	of	any	
taxation	changes.

 

•	 Community	organisations	acknowledged	the	need	
to	balance	the	desire	for	an	economically	efficient	
regime	with	one	that	would	not	disproportionally	
affect	vulnerable	transport	users.	This	includes	
particular	consideration	of	cohorts	that	have	
essential	travel	needs	during	peak	periods,	such	
as	those	taking	children	to	school	and	travelling	to	
homelessness	services	(which	often	ask	users	to	
arrive	before	9am).	

•	 Councils	and	peak	bodies	mentioned	that	
environmental	sustainability	should	be	a	key	
objective	and	acknowledged	a	road	pricing		
regime	could	significantly	enhance	the	liveability		
of	Melbourne.

•	 One	planning	organisation	reinforced	the	need	to	
have	a	set	of	clear	and	specific	objectives	for	road	
pricing	that	is	integrated	into	a	broader	transport	
vision	for	the	state.	This	will	ensure	that	future	work	
on	a	road	pricing	reform	focuses	on	delivering	
expected	benefits	rather	than	its	method	of	delivery.	

QUESTION	FIVE: What are the top three issues 
you think need to be considered when designing and 
implementing a road pricing regime?

•	 Improving	public	transport	services	was	the	
top	issue	raised	across	the	diverse	range	of	
submissions.	This	would	support	the	forecast	
increase	in	demand	for	public	transport	arising	from	
a	road	pricing	regime	and	the	need	to	offer	quality	
alternative	transport	options	for	road	users.

•	 Submitters	consistently	recommended	that	road	
pricing	revenue	should	be	reinvested	into	the	
transport	system,	specifically	public	transport	and	
active	transport	improvements.	

•	 Councils	advocated	for	increased	investment	
in	active	transport	infrastructure	to	support	the	
expected	growth	of	cycling	and	walking	from	
introducing	a	regime.	

•	 Councils	and	transport	groups	recommended	
targeting	investment	in	buses	and	trams	to	deliver	
additional	services.	Other	submitters	suggested	
the	priority	should	be	establishing	high	quality	
public	transport	alternatives	in	new	areas	that	don’t	
currently	have	access	to	them.

•	 Consistent	with	the	feedback	on	Victoria’s	30-year 
infrastructure strategy,	submitters	emphasised	
equity	and	fairness,	particularly	for	those	on	
low	incomes	or	located	in	the	outer	suburbs	of	
Melbourne	with	limited	public	and	active	transport	
options.	The	effect	on	these	users	could	be	
exacerbated	by	the	fact	that	affordable	housing	
is	generally	further	away	from	employment	
opportunities.	

10 Infrastructure Victoria  CONSULTATION REPORT
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Feedback from Victoria’s 30-year 
infrastructure strategy 

Transport network pricing received substantial feedback 
during consultation in the development of Victoria’s  
30-year infrastructure strategy, which was broadly 
consistent with what we heard during the development 
of The road ahead. Stakeholders and the community 
provided strong support for improved pricing of the 
transport network to manage congestion. Submissions 
emphasised the need for community engagement in 
the design and implementation of the regime as well as 
consideration of the impacts on disadvantaged Victorians.

Key themes from stakeholder 
workshop

The stakeholder workshop trialled the draft assessment 
framework by ranking the four road pricing regimes as 
well as a business as usual scenario against the eight 
draft criteria in The road ahead. Workshop participants 
used professional judgement based on descriptions of the 
regime options. The four regimes assessed all involved a 
peak price mechanism applied to four pricing models: 

• area or cordon pricing

• corridor pricing

• partial network pricing 

• whole-of-network pricing.

The business as usual case scored poorly across all 
criteria. Area or cordon, corridor and partial network 
all scored significantly higher than business as usual. 
However, whole-of-network pricing received the highest 
scores across most of the criteria except for fairness/equity 
and simplicity. 

Stakeholders at the workshop agreed that the existing 
pricing regime was familiar but inefficient and in need  
of reform. They also recognised the lack of evidence  
about the relative impacts of different regimes in the 
Melbourne context. The workshop demonstrated the  
need for transport modelling and analysis to inform a  
more rigorous and evidence-based assessment of the 
impacts, implications and trade-offs between different 
regimes, particularly for transport demand, equity and  
other infrastructure impacts. However, the workshop  
also provided a useful snapshot of stakeholders’ 
hypotheses on the likely performance of the options.

The learnings from this process informed the release  
of The road ahead discussion paper.
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How we’ve used  
what we heard

The feedback we received on The road ahead is being 
used to refine our objectives, assessment framework  
and our future research. 

In particular:

• We will consider health and road safety benefits in our 
assessment framework.

• We heard substantial feedback that active transport 
requires higher prioritisation and further investment 
in the implementation of a successful pricing regime. 
We agree and will ensure that active transport 
improvements are considered in our assessment 
framework and analysis.

• We will expand the simplicity criterion description 
to incorporate an assessment of how different 
regimes are able to adapt to changes in technology, 
demographic preferences, population growth and 
future pricing reform.

• We will ensure that equity is considered 
comprehensively. The fairness definition will  
be expanded to ‘fairness and equity’.

We are also changing our research program to include  
the following: 

• We will explore behavioural change interventions,  
such as changes to work schedules, that could 
complement road pricing, amplify its benefits or be 
introduced ahead of a road pricing regime to manage 
transport demand.

• We will give further consideration to the public 
transport system changes which might be necessary 
to support broader reform.

• We will examine the costs and benefits of introducing 
a pricing regime for different types of users and 
compare these to the current costs.

• We will examine the equity impacts of pricing for 
particular cohorts, including consideration of essential 
travel purposes in peak hour that aren’t just work  
and education.

Some feedback made us realise we hadn’t been clear 
enough in defining our criteria. It was always our intention 
that the following points would be considered in our 
assessment framework. We will make sure the following 
factors are more explicit in the revised framework:

• Social impacts are considered within several  
criteria including economic efficiency, fairness  
and environmental impacts. 

• Economic efficiency does not just consider roads,  
but overall transport network efficiency. 

We received a number of suggestions we are not taking on 
board in our current work program as they are beyond the 
scope of our investigations:

• We heard that road damage caused by heavy vehicles 
should be measured and long run costs better 
reflected in a future charging regime. We agree this 
work is important, however current heavy vehicle 
pricing is the subject of a national reform process that 
is best progressed in a nationally consistent manner. 

• We appreciate that a comprehensive road pricing 
reform agenda will include consideration of the weight 
of heavy vehicles (mass) and how far road users 
travel (distance) as a means to recover costs for 
infrastructure. Consistent with our focus on the role of 
the Victorian Government in managing demand, we 
are concentrating on how a road pricing regime can 
address congestion in particular areas (location) of  
the network during peak periods (time of day), 
recognising mass and distance are currently being 
considered in national reform. 

• We heard that revenue should be a driver, but our 
focus is on optimising the transport network. So  
we’re focusing on managing demand as the driver.

• We heard that value capture taxation should be 
considered in our assessment framework. Value 
capture has merit as a mechanism to recover costs  
for infrastructure but we think it should not be a 
criterion that drives the selection of a regime that has  
a primary objective of managing transport demand.
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Keep in touch

Stakeholder and community engagement has been a 
critical component in guiding our research. Input received 
through consultation identifi ed the areas of importance, 
challenged our thinking and shaped the scope of 
our investigations.

We will continue to engage with stakeholders and 
the community through workshops, meetings and 
submission processes. 

We look forward to continuing the conversation with you. 

Keep in touch

 www.infrastructurevictoria.com.au

 enquiries@infrastructurevictoria.com.au

 facebook.com/infrastructurevictoria

 @infravic



About us

Infrastructure	Victoria	is	an	independent	advisory	body,	which	began	
operating	on	1	October	2015	under	the	Infrastructure Victoria Act	2015.

It	has	three	main	functions:

•	 Preparing	a	30-year	infrastructure	strategy	for	Victoria,		
to	be	refreshed	every	three	to	five	years.

•	 Providing	written	advice	to	government	on	specific		
infrastructure	matters.	

•	 Publishing	original	research	on	infrastructure	related	issues.

Infrastructure	Victoria	will	also	support	the	development	of	sectoral	
infrastructure	plans	by	government	departments	and	agencies.	

The	aim	of	Infrastructure	Victoria	is	to	take	a	long-term,	evidence-based	
view	of	infrastructure	planning	and	raise	the	level	of	community	debate	
about	infrastructure	provision.

Infrastructure	Victoria	will	not	directly	oversee	or	fund	infrastructure	
projects.

Photo	credit:	HiVis	Pictures/Peter	Glenane.



This publication may be of assistance to you, but Infrastructure Victoria and its 
employees do not guarantee that the publication is without flaw of any kind or is 
wholly appropriate for your particular purposes and therefore disclaims all liability 
for any error, loss or other consequence that may arise from you relying on any 
information in this publication. You should seek appropriately qualified advice 
before making any decisions regarding your particular project.

Printed by Infrastructure Victoria

July 2017

© Copyright Infrastructure Victoria 2017

Except for any logos, emblems, trademarks, figures and photography this document 
is made available under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 Australia 
licence. It is a condition of this Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 licence that you 
must give credit to the original author, who is Infrastructure Victoria.

This document is also available in PDF and accessible Word format at 
infrastructurevictoria.com.au.

ISBN: 78-1-925632-36-1


