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In October 2016, Infrastructure Victoria released Victoria’s  
30-year draft infrastructure strategy, which presented 134 draft 
recommendations to achieve the strategy’s objectives and 
infrastructure needs. The draft strategy was an opportunity to 
test these recommendations and the proposed timings with 
stakeholders and the community before a final strategy was 
due to be tabled to Parliament at the end of 2016.

Consultation on the draft strategy was the third and final 
consultation phase in Infrastructure Victoria’s year-long 
engagement program to develop the strategy. 

This paper provides a summary of the responses to the 
draft strategy and how Infrastructure Victoria has used 
that feedback to finalise the strategy. The report supports 
Victoria’s 30-year infrastructure strategy and the Options 
book: A supporting document for Victoria’s 30-year 
infrastructure strategy.
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A significant part of Infrastructure Victoria’s mandate is to help build 
consensus about Victoria’s infrastructure priorities over the next  
30 years. Throughout 2016 we have consulted with the community and 
stakeholders. In February, we released Laying the foundations and asked 
the community and stakeholders for comments on the strategy’s draft 
objectives and infrastructure needs. In May, we put a range of options on 
the table for discussion in All things considered. In October, we released 
the draft strategy, which presented Infrastructure Victoria’s proposed 
recommendations on what government should do, and when, to meet  
the state’s infrastructure challenges. 

We received over 270 submissions on the draft strategy, which included 
246 completed online surveys with 205 formal submissions attached 
at yoursay.infrastructurevictoria.com.au. We also undertook a targeted 
stakeholder engagement program, which included meetings with local 
government networks across regional Victoria and metropolitan Melbourne, 
roundtables on affordable housing and land use planning, and meetings 
with community and commercial leaders across the state. We held a Young 
Leaders Forum aimed at 18-24 year olds to understand their perspective 
on some of the draft strategy’s long-term recommendations. Finally, we 
completed community research on selected options recommended in 
the draft strategy that had not previously been consulted on or that had 
changed significantly since the last round of consultation. 

This report provides a summary of the key themes that were raised 
throughout the consultation phase and how we have used that feedback  
to finalise the strategy. 

FEEDBACK ON SPECIFIC OPTIONS
Some respondents were also interested in the underlying options 
for the recommendations, as well as those options that had not 
been recommended. Specific feedback on the options has been 
incorporated into the options book.

A number of submitters also brought forward new ideas for options 
or proposed new methods for assessing the options. While these 
ideas may have potential, they were not subject to the consultation 
process. We did not, however, want to simply reject these ideas 
outright. Instead we have taken them ‘on notice’ for review during the 
update of the strategy in three to five years, which we are aiming to 
undertake in three years’ time. 

Finalising  
the strategy

STAKEHOLDER AND COMMUNITY 
VIEWS HAVE BEEN INTEGRAL TO 
FINALISING THE STRATEGY.

Your views have helped us to 
strengthen the strategy and  
fine-tune the recommendations.

THE DRAFT STRATEGY WAS 
THE LAST OPPORTUNITY FOR 
PEOPLE TO HAVE THEIR SAY  
ON THE 2016 STRATEGY. 

Community and stakeholder 
views were invited through  
a range of consultation channels.

YOUR FEEDBACK HAS  
BEEN USED IN  
DIFFERENT WAYS. 

It has shaped the 
recommendations in the  
strategy and the discussion  
of options in the options book. 
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Throughout October we received feedback on the draft strategy and its 
recommendations. Broadly speaking, community and stakeholder feedback 
indicated support for the strategy, the overall strategic framework and its 
recommendations. Feedback from the community and stakeholders has 
been used in three different ways:

1. Refining the recommendations and changing the timings: 
Respondents provided feedback on specific recommendations, 
particularly to tighten up the language, remove ambiguity or  
refine the advice to government. Some respondents also queried  
the timing of the recommendations and provided evidence to  
support bringing a recommendation forward. Changes to timings 
were not made in isolation. We considered the strategy as a whole 
and whether changing the timing of one recommendation could 
cause problems or impact other recommendations. We also looked 
at the state’s capacity to deliver – clearly not everything can be done 
or funded immediately. Around half of the recommendations have 
changed, with the majority being minor clarifications to wording  
in response to community and stakeholder feedback. Of these,  
19 recommendations have changed materially, either in scope  
or timing for delivery. We have also provided advice on what could  
be brought forward should circumstances change. 

2. Developing new recommendations: Some submitters provided 
us with significant new evidence that led us to conclude that a new 
recommendation should be developed based on an existing option. 
Three new recommendations have been added.

3. Balancing the recommendations: There was some discussion 
about the balance of recommendations across the strategy by type, 
sector and geographic location. For example, some submitters 
commented that there was too little regional Victorian representation, 
that one sector was emphasised more than another, or there were too 
many recommendations related to building new infrastructure rather 
than making better use of the existing assets or vice versa. In many 
cases we felt this feedback reflected that we had not appropriately 
communicated the full scope of the strategy and its recommendations. 
These issues, and others, have been clarified in the strategy and 
reflected in changes to the recommendations and, where relevant,  
their timings. 

Key changes made to the strategy on the basis of consultation is provided 
at pages 26-29. 

WANT TO FIND OUT MORE?
Throughout 2016, feedback received through surveys, formal 
submissions, meetings and roundtables was analysed by 
Infrastructure Victoria and the consulting firm Nation Partners 
(which was also involved in facilitating the roundtable and meetings 
throughout the strategy’s development and consultation phases). 

All consultation summaries and technical reports produced in support 
of the strategy can be found at www.infrastructurevictoria.com.au.
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Overall the draft strategy and its recommendations were well received.  
There was an understanding of the general direction taken and why certain 
things were in or out. Many submitters acknowledged that we have acted  
on previous consultation advice. This report provides a summary of the  
three key questions we were seeking feedback on: 

1. Do the recommendations in the draft 30-year infrastructure 
strategy help achieve the objectives and meet the needs?

2. Are the timings of the recommendations in the draft strategy  
appropriate?

3. Overall, do the recommendations in the draft strategy work  
well together?

For each of these questions we have provided a summary of what you  
said and what we’ve done. This is followed by a short summary of feedback 
we received in relation to funding advice, particularly value capture. The 
report concludes with a consolidated summary of the key changes made  
to the strategy and its recommendations in response to consultation.

IMPLEMENTATION AND NEXT STEPS
Some of the broader commentary we received on the draft 
strategy related to what happens next and how the strategy will be 
implemented. For example, some submitters were supportive of a 
rail link to the airport but made additional comments on a preferred 
alignment, whether it should be overground or underground and  
the possible location of stations. 

Infrastructure Victoria’s role is to provide advice to government on 
infrastructure matters; we are not involved in project delivery. The 
strategy focuses on the actions that need to be taken to meet 
Victoria’s infrastructure needs over the next 30 years. Detailed design 
and implementation issues are things for government consideration 
as part of business case development and will require consultation  
with the community. These considerations are reflected in the new 
section on next steps in the strategy.

Submitters also wanted to know what happens next and how 
the strategy will be implemented. Under legislation, the Victorian 
Government is required to prepare a response, as well as a five-
year infrastructure plan within 12 months. We will be monitoring 
government’s infrastructure plan and reporting on progress annually. 
The strategy is also expected to be updated in three to five years,  
and we are intending to do so in three years’ time.

Overview and 
next steps

FEEDBACK ON THE STRATEGY 
WAS BROADLY SUPPORTIVE. 

As such, you won’t notice 
significant changes between  
the draft and final versions  
of the strategy.

THERE WERE STRONGLY  
HELD VIEWS ABOUT SOME 
SPECIFIC TOPICS. 

These included representing 
regional and rural Victoria’s 
needs, balancing the needs  
of the future against the needs 
of today, and how the strategy 
would be implemented.

SOME SUBMITTERS WERE 
INTERESTED TO KNOW WHAT 
HAPPENS NEXT AND PROVIDED 
FEEDBACK ON HOW THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS SHOULD 
BE IMPLEMENTED.

The next step will be for the 
Victorian Government to respond 
to the strategy and develop a 
five-year infrastructure plan.
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Summary of survey responses
The three consultation statements below were part of an online survey, which submitters had to complete 
prior to lodging a formal submission. These were intended to gain a sense of submitters’ responses to the 
entire strategy. Submitters who selected ‘Neither agree nor disagree’ often wished to discuss a specific 
issue and did not want to comment on the strategy in its entirety.

In total 246 surveys were completed and analysed. A small number of contributors made submissions 
following the close of consultation and did not complete the survey. They have not been included in the 
summary charts below. Late submissions were considered to the extent that time allowed.

1. The recommendations in the 
draft 30-year infrastructure 
strategy will help achieve  
the objectives and meet  
the needs.
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37%
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Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
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Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree
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Disagree

2. The timing of the 
recommendations in the  
draft strategy is appropriate.

60%

16%

25%

18%

24%

45%

30%

45%

37%

Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

Agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Disagree

3. Overall, the 
recommendations  
in the draft strategy  
work well together.
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FEEDBACK  
ON THE DRAFT 
STRATEGY
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What you said
The majority of submitters endorsed the logic underpinning the draft strategy 
and agreed that the recommendations would help achieve the strategy’s  
10 objectives and meet the 19 infrastructure needs. Many of those who had 
been on the journey since the beginning could see how recommendations  
had been informed by the earlier consultation phases. 

Overwhelmingly submitters agreed with the top three recommendations for 
increasing densities in established areas, introduction of a comprehensive 
transport pricing regime and investment in social and other forms of affordable 
housing, as well as communications infrastructure being the common link 
across the strategy. In particular, many submitters from the housing, social 
services and legal industries were appreciative of the prominence given to 
affordable housing for vulnerable Victorians in the draft strategy. 

Of the top three recommendations, increasing densities in established 
areas was the most contested. While many stakeholders were supportive 
of the proposal to direct growth to areas with available infrastructure, local 
governments expressed some concerns with the reference to Melbourne’s 
eastern and southern suburbs. Local councils in Melbourne’s south and east 
noted that increasing density in their municipality would need to align with 
local planning schemes and would require additional infrastructure investment. 
Northern and western councils were concerned that focusing attention on 
increasing densities in the south and east could distract from their growth 
pressures, particularly as Need 1 discusses the rapid population growth in  
these areas. A similar view was held by growth councils on Melbourne’s fringe, 
which noted the existing infrastructure backlog in their municipalities. A number  
of regional councils also questioned why more growth was not directed to 
regional Victoria.

There were some concerns that while the recommendations aligned with 
the needs, the objectives had lost some prominence. In particular, some 
respondents expressed concerns that the recommendations to manage 
demand through a pricing signal, such as a transport network pricing regime 
(Recommendation 10.2.2, 11.2.2, 13.1.2), would need to consider equity 
concerns given that one of the strategy’s objectives is to reduce disadvantage 
(more detail on this issue is provided in the box on ‘equity and user charges’  
on page 14).

A minority of submitters disagreed that the recommendations aligned with the 
strategic framework. In many cases, this commentary did not speak to the 
strategy as a whole but were single issue focused. These issues were often 
related to options that had not been included in the draft recommendations.  
Doncaster heavy rail (DHR), Rowville heavy rail (RHR) and greenfield 
development sequencing (GFS) were options that some submitters wanted  
to see recommended in the strategy. 

QUESTION 1: 

Do the recommendations in 
the draft 30-year infrastructure 
strategy help achieve the 
objectives and meet the needs?

Achieving  
the objectives  
and needs
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What we’ve done
We expected there would be some concerns about increasing densities, but 
note that very few individual submitters commented on this recommendation. 
We recognise local councils’ concerns that the recommendation to increase 
densities in established areas (Recommendation 1.1.1, 10.1.1) seemed to 
unduly emphasise the south and east of Melbourne. We have refined the 
recommendation to make clear that it is applicable wherever there is existing 
infrastructure with capacity and not constrained by heritage or environmental 
regulations. As a first step, medium density in the inner and middle ring suburbs 
in the south and east should be considered. We have also recommended 
medium to high density residential and commercial development in and around 
employment centres (Recommendation 1.1.2, 10.1.2, 11.1.1). These principles 
apply equally to regional centres where there is existing infrastructure capacity. 
We acknowledge that Melbourne’s north and west, as well as parts of the south 
and east, are already experiencing growth pressures. Need 1 includes several 
recommendations, such as rail extensions and community facility upgrades,  
to respond to these demands. 

As we’ve developed the strategy it has become clear through both 
consultation feedback and the available evidence that the quality of Victoria’s 
communications infrastructure needs to be improved, particularly in regional 
and rural areas. Digital connectivity will be critical to Victoria’s success over 
the coming decades. It will enable the uptake of technological developments 
in a range of sectors and industries and therefore be critical to achieving 
the strategy’s objectives and needs. A few submitters considered that the 
importance of information and communications technology (ICT) could be 
made more prominent throughout the strategy. In response, we have elevated 
technology’s potential to transform infrastructure use as one of our key 
messages and clarified that communications infrastructure encompasses  
both internet and mobile phone connectivity (Recommendation 12.1.3, 19.1.2).

We have brought out the relationship between different needs and 
recommendations in the strategy in response to feedback from some  
submitters that this could be strengthened. For example, a number of 
stakeholders in the water sector were supportive of improvements to 
stormwater harvesting (Recommendation 14.2.2, 17.2.1), but also highlighted 
the need to draw out the broader integrated water management story 
including flooding impacts. We have made this link clear across the strategy 
by updating the insight box in Need 14 to provide a broader discussion of the 
recommendation and also discuss its relationship to improving resilience as part 
of things we considered in Need 19. 

We are aware a number of submitters will be disappointed that Doncaster  
heavy rail, Rowville heavy rail and South Yarra metro station (SYM) have not 
been included in the strategy. While these options have high levels of community 
support, the evidence shows that they do not make a sufficient contribution to 
the objectives and needs, particularly given their substantial cost. In the case of 
greenfield development sequencing, we had noted there were some evidence 
gaps in the draft strategy. No further evidence was provided during consultation. 
We will continue to monitor this issue. 
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EQUITY AND USER CHARGES
Infrastructure Victoria’s framework looks at managing demand  
as one of the first means of addressing an infrastructure issue.  
One mechanism to achieve this is a pricing signal, for example 
energy pricing (Recommendation 18.1.1) or waste pricing 
(Recommendation 15.1.3). Such mechanisms need to be carefully 
designed to ensure that they are effective but do not have the 
unintended consequence of excluding already disadvantaged people 
from accessing essential services.

One of the most frequently discussed recommendations in the 
draft strategy was the introduction of a transport network pricing 
regime (Recommendation 10.2.2, 11.2.2, 13.1.2). Submitters who 
commented on this recommendation were supportive of the intention 
behind a pricing regime (that roads and public transport were used in 
the most effective and efficient way). 

However, the equity and fairness of such a scheme was also raised. 
Submitters highlighted how place-based disadvantage could be 
further compounded a pricing regime, given that many people who 
use the road network live in areas that do not have easy access to 
alternative transport modes. In addition, some submitters stated 
concern about the potential impact on lower income groups and 
individuals. Given one of the strategy’s objectives is to reduce 
disadvantage, there could be a potential conflict if these impacts  
are not properly managed.

We agree. To be successful, a transport network pricing regime will 
need to be fair and efficient. That is why we have recommended a 
range of public transport and active transport investments prior to 
the introduction of a pricing regime, and expanded the timing for 
delivery to 5-15 years, to ensure there are transport choices. We 
have highlighted that these initiatives could be considered for earlier 
implementation should funding allow. We also think that engaging the 
community in designing an effective and fair pricing regime is critical.

In November, we released the discussion paper, The road ahead. 
This is the first in a series of papers that will examine the options, 
challenges and opportunities for transport network pricing in Victoria. 
This initial analysis focuses on a road pricing regime in metropolitan 
Melbourne as a first step towards a comprehensive transport 
network pricing regime that includes roads and public transport. 
Pricing can be fair, given appropriate adjustments are made to ensure 
disadvantage is not compounded. 

Community feedback will be critical to designing the solution. 
Throughout 2017 we will continue to develop and share our thinking 
with you about the possibilities of a transport pricing regime, and 
seek community and stakeholder views. 

We encourage you to visit yoursay.infrastructurevictoria.com.au  
and join the conversation about managing demand on Victoria’s 
transport network.
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HAVING AN EYE TO THE FUTURE
Given the 30-year timeframe of the strategy, there was interest in how 
Infrastructure Victoria was thinking about infrastructure needs today 
and how these might change in the future. Many submitters felt the 
timings in the strategy were appropriate, and the approach to balance 
these over a 30-year period was sound. However, there were a few 
submitters who expressed concerns about our assumptions for the 
future. They questioned whether the impact of potential technological 
disruption, such as advanced manufacturing and driverless cars, had 
been adequately factored into the strategy.

Scenario analysis has been used to assess options, and it has 
also influenced some of the changes related to the timing of 
recommendations (see page 17 for more detail). We have also shifted 
the timing of the recommendations related to autonomous vehicles 
(Recommendation 6.2.2, 10.7.3) from 0-15 years to 0-30 years to 
reflect the likely need to continue to adapt to technological changes 
over the next 30 years. 

Updating the strategy regularly will enable us to reconsider these 
recommendations as the technology develops and new information 
comes to light. We will also be monitoring whether Victoria appears to 
be moving to any of the alternative scenarios identified in the strategy 
and how this might impact the timing of recommendations.
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What you said
There were mixed views about the appropriateness of the timing of 
recommendations. Overall a significant proportion of people felt these 
timings were suitable, particularly when considering the breadth of the 
strategy, the implications for industry and the estimated funding required. 
The finance and construction sectors, in particular, commented on the 
importance of delivering a staged pipeline of major capital investment works 
with consideration given to the sheer size of projects already underway  
in Victoria.

However, there were a number of high profile projects where submitters 
thought the timing should be brought forward. Individual submitters held 
strong views that Melbourne Airport rail link (Recommendation 10.9.2, 
11.4.2), North East Link (Recommendation 11.5.6, 13.5.2) and the 
Clyde rail extension (Recommendation 1.3.7, 10.8.4) should be delivered 
earlier. Stakeholders, such as local councils, however, tended to be more 
concerned about bringing the planning for these projects forward to confirm 
the alignment. This included consideration of the potential environmental 
implications that needed to be assessed before action was taken.

A number of respondents queried why programs or policy reforms were 
not being recommended for immediate implementation. For example, 
some local governments asked why government service and infrastructure 
planning (Recommendation 1.5.1, 2.4.1, 11.1.2) was not being considered 
for immediate implementation rather than over 0-5 years. They also 
questioned the need to delay local government involvement while state 
government departments become more effectively integrated. 

Some respondents also requested that timings be reconsidered given their 
relationship to other work underway across government or more broadly. 
Stakeholders in the freight sector queried the proposed timings for the 
planning of rail freight around the Port of Melbourne in the context of the 
recent lease of the port. In the energy sector, there was some discussion  
as to whether the timings should not simply consider Victoria’s 
commitments, but also how this sits in a national discussion about 
transitioning to clean energy and its impacts on the electricity grid. 

TimingQUESTION 2: 

Are the timings of the 
recommendations in the  
draft strategy appropriate?
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What we’ve done
We expected there would be some conjecture about the timing of the 
recommendations. While everyone would like things to happen sooner, 
not everything can happen at once. Ultimately we have had to make some 
tough decisions about what we think can reasonably be achieved over the 
next 30 years given the funding available and industry capacity to deliver. 
Should circumstances change, however, we have provided government 
with advice on alternative approaches (see the box on ‘alternative timings’ 
on page 18). 

We have clarified our thinking behind the timeframes. While a number 
of submitters thought some recommendations should be considered 
immediately or in 0-2 years, we have retained the initial 0-5 year bracket. 
That does not mean, however, that a recommendation in the 0-5 year 
bracket cannot be implemented immediately. These time brackets 
indicate when a project should be completed rather than when it should 
commence. We would encourage government to commence work on 
initiatives as soon as possible where it is reasonable to do so, and in many 
cases we now recommend immediate action.

Where compelling evidence was provided to change the timing of a 
recommendation, this has been done. For example, we have changed  
the timing for the Clyde rail extension to better align with land use plans. 
There is a significant opportunity to improve density and land use outcomes 
in this area if certainty is provided about the timing of an extension. 

We have also reconsidered the timings for a number of the freight 
rail recommendations after further consultation with the sector. 
The recommendation to plan for the Port of Melbourne rail shuttle as part 
of a rail access strategy has been changed and a new recommendation 
focusing on delivery on the shuttle added (Recommendation 13.3.1).  
The Melbourne to Brisbane freight rail line (Recommendation 13.5.1) has 
also been included as a new recommendation, and we have brought 
forward the anticipated timeframe for the Western Interstate Freight 
Terminal (Recommendation 13.3.3) as a result. 
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ALTERNATIVE TIMINGS
Our decision on the timings in the strategy was guided by the level 
of certainty we had about the recommendation, its interdependency 
with other recommendations, the availability of government funding 
and industry capacity to deliver. It was a delicate balancing act in 
shifting timings throughout the strategy, and therefore you’ll notice 
that there have been few significant changes to the timings of large 
capital projects.

It is, however, government’s decision about how it might wish 
to sequence and prioritise the recommendations on the basis of 
its policy agenda. In the final strategy we have included advice 
about those projects and programs it could bring forward should 
circumstances change in the section on next steps. The four main 
areas we have identified for acceleration, should funding become 
available, include asset management and maintenance, growth areas 
infrastructure and investment, early preparation for transport network 
pricing, and relatively low cost programs.

As some submitters highlighted, the future is uncertain and while  
we want to provide government with clear recommendations for  
the future, there needs to be flexibility to adapt to possible changes.



19



Infrastructure Victoria What we learned20

What you said
There was general agreement that the recommendations in the draft 
strategy worked well together and submitters considered this from  
a range of different perspectives. 

At a sectoral level, submitters broadly agreed with the emphasis in the 
strategy. A number of submitters, particularly from the health, human 
services, justice and education sectors, highlighted the importance of some 
recommendations to enable others. For example, government service and 
infrastructure planning (Recommendation 1.5.1, 2.4.1, 11.1.2) will play an 
integral role in the planning and delivery of schools as community facilities 
(Recommendation 1.4.7, 2.3.3, 5.3.1, 9.3.3), justice, health and human 
services integrated planning (Recommendation 8.1.1) and an affordable 
housing plan (Recommendation 7.4.1).

There was some discussion as to whether the right balance had been 
struck between roads and public transport investment. Individual  
submitters and some peak bodies questioned the recommendations for 
large road projects such as North East Link (Recommendation 11.5.6, 
13.5.2) and the Outer Metropolitan Ring Road (Recommendation 11.5.7, 
13.5.3). They requested these be removed and other public transport 
projects included, such as Doncaster heavy rail (DHR). In regional 
councils, there was a preference for increasing rail services (for example 
Recommendation 12.2.9) rather than an expansion of regional coach 
services (Recommendation 2.1.2, 12.2.8).

There was a perception that across the strategy there was a spatial 
imbalance between the number of recommendations for regional and rural 
Victoria and those for metropolitan Melbourne. In particular, regional areas 
were concerned that local projects were not given the same prominence 
as metropolitan ones, specifically in the transport sector. A number of 
regional councils and business groups also requested a recommendation 
to encourage regional economic development by shifting growth away from 
Melbourne. They held the view there is existing infrastructure capacity in 
these areas that could be better used (see box on ‘decentralisation and 
regional Victoria’ on page 22 for further discussion of this issue). 

Overall, submitters felt there was a good balance between managing 
demand, making better use of existing infrastructure and building  
new assets. They agreed that we could not ‘build ourselves out of 
congestion’ and measures to manage demand or make better use  
of existing infrastructure should be pursued before considering new  
build options. A number of submitters, however, highlighted the need  
to better maintain our existing assets if we wish to continue using them  
in the future. Regional roads and community facilities were called out  
for specific attention (Recommendations 2.1.4, 12.2.10, 13.4.4 and  
1.4.4, 2.3.2, 5.4.2).

Getting the 
balance right

QUESTION 3: 

Overall, do the recommendations 
in the draft strategy work  
well together?
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What we’ve done
We appreciated submitters’ feedback that the recommendations worked 
well together, and their suggestions about how these could be enhanced 
across the strategy. We have emphasised the enabling role played by 
government service and infrastructure planning. We have also clarified that 
recommendations that seek to bring different part of government together 
are not a one-size-fits-all solution. This applies to the delivery of integrated 
facilities such as integrated community health hubs (Recommendation 
3.2.3, 12.1.7), justice, health and human services integrated planning and 
police complexes (Recommendation 8.1.3). They need to be planned with 
attention to the specific service requirements of that local area. Integrated 
facilities might be appropriate, but only once proper planning  
has considered the needs of the community. We have made it clear,  
for example, that victim and offender services are unlikely to be suitable  
for co-location. 

The strategy is mode neutral in that it does not adopt a predetermined 
preference for road or rail in identifying investment priorities. Given the 
evidence we have about Melbourne’s projected population growth and 
expected congestion levels, targeted investment in new roads will be 
needed in the future, as will a range of public transport and active transport 
investments. Our recommendations focus on the complementary roles 
different transport modes can have in supporting the many and varying 
types of trips across Victoria. However, we agree with many submitters 
who raised the importance of upgrading public transport, walking and 
cycling facilities ahead of the introduction of transport network pricing 
(Recommendation 10.2.2, 11.2.2, 13.1.2) to ensure people have transport 
choices and are not unfairly disadvantaged by where they live. We have 
made many recommendations to this end, and also identified these 
recommendations as key opportunities for further acceleration.

We agree with feedback on the importance of maintaining Victoria’s existing 
infrastructure. This has been a clear message throughout consultation 
and we have responded with recommendations, including road asset 
management (Recommendation 10.6.1, 11.3.1, 12.2.1), community 
space refurb/rationalisation and public housing asset management 
(Recommendation 7.2.1). We have highlighted asset management across 
the strategy and also clarified that the recommendation for regional road 
upgrades includes funding for state roads in disrepair. Overall, the theme 
of maintenance has been strengthened across the strategy. One of the key 
messages is the need to address asset management and maintenance, 
as well as investing in new infrastructure. 
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DECENTRALISATION AND REGIONAL 
VICTORIA
Throughout the strategy’s development, people have advocated 
for action in regional and rural Victoria. Many submitters expressed 
concerns that the needs of regional Victoria were not adequately 
reflected and addressed in the draft strategy. They also thought the 
scale of the need in regional and rural areas was not recognised, 
particularly where the frequency of services was considered 
inadequate or the quality of the infrastructure was perceived as poor. 

In response we have elevated aspects of the strategy related to 
regional and rural Victoria. You won’t see a significant change in 
the number of recommendations specific to regional and rural 
Victoria. Instead we have sought to clarify how the 70 per cent of 
recommendations that apply statewide will have a specific ‘regional 
and rural impact’.

We do acknowledge that some of the regional recommendations  
are not as specific as some submitters would have liked. This is a vast 
geographic area and a statewide strategy is unable to speak to each 
local issue with the detail it deserves. Consultation has made us aware, 
though, that there are some areas where state strategic planning is 
better for metropolitan Melbourne than regional Victoria – particularly 
major roads – and we have, therefore, recommended that this  
be addressed.

A broader theme emerged about the role of infrastructure in 
responding to growth pressures. Given the strategy recommends 
better use of existing infrastructure, some submitters questioned 
whether this should apply equally in regional areas where there is 
underutilised infrastructure and a declining population. 

We agree that where there is available infrastructure capacity 
we should encourage best use of these assets before new build 
options are pursued. Development in established areas and in/
and around employment centres (Recommendations 1.1.1, 10.1.1 
and 1.1.2, 10.1.2, 11.1.1) are applicable to regional Victoria as 
well as established areas of Melbourne. With many regional cities 
experiencing pressure to expand geographically, more compact 
development is an important part of the response. 

We have not made recommendations to actively direct population 
and employment growth away from Melbourne. For example, we did 
not recommend relocation of government departments or incentives 
for business to move to regional areas as there is limited evidence 
of the success of similar initiatives in the past. However, many of the 
recommendations to improve the provision, operation, maintenance 
and use of infrastructure in regional and rural Victoria (including our 
statewide recommendations) could support and enable growth in 
these areas. We think further work is required to understand the role 
of infrastructure in catalysing growth in regional Victoria and have 
flagged this as an area for further research in the strategy.
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Funding 
A number of submitters were interested in the funding advice 
accompanying the recommendations. Some stakeholders expressed 
concern that it is costly and difficult to prepare development contributions 
plans. Reforms to infrastructure contributions plans, which aim to simplify 
development contributions plans, were announced on 27 October 2016 
for metropolitan growth areas. Reforms for regional and established 
metropolitan areas are expected in the short term.

Following feedback, we clarified that the user charges recommended 
for the funding of regional highways were not new user charges for light 
vehicles, but rather reforms to existing charges paid by heavy vehicles. 
Charges for heavy vehicles are currently the subject of national reform.

Rate capping also continued to be a key concern of local governments, 
particularly the impact of rate capping on the feasibility of their long-term 
infrastructure priorities. We support ongoing monitoring of the policy, 
particularly where it significantly constrains local governments ability 
to contribute to long-term infrastructure funding. Where there are cost 
pressures, such as in addressing regional road maintenance and ensuring 
community infrastructure is fit for purpose (Recommendations 2.1.4, 12.2.10, 
13.4.4 and 1.4.4, 2.3.2, 5.4.2), we have made specific recommendations 
that the state provides funding to support local government.
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Value capture
Infrastructure Victoria’s research paper, Value capture – options, challenges 
and opportunities was released on 13 October 2016. Our paper aims to 
build community awareness and understanding of the concept of value 
capture. It is not government policy. Our paper is intended to inform 
the community on the potential role of value capture to raise funding for 
infrastructure and identifies opportunities for government to expand and 
enhance the use of value capture in a measured way. Many agreed with our 
assessment that value capture should be assessed on a project-by-project 
basis and may not be an appropriate funding source in all cases.

Many stakeholders who provided feedback on our paper expressed 
their support for the concept. Some of the reasons for supporting value 
capture included agreement with the beneficiary pays principle, the ability 
to improve amenity and land use outcomes through property development 
opportunities, and the ability to deliver infrastructure projects when 
conventional funding is insufficient. Many submitters highlighted that they 
would support value capture if funds from it are transparently reinvested  
for specific infrastructure to benefit the community.

Some stakeholders, however, expressed reservations about value 
capture. Some concerns related to equity, particularly, the fairness of 
applying betterment levy value capture mechanisms in regional and outer 
metropolitan areas, or on existing asset owners in established areas.  
The ability of households to pay was also a focus. 

Some stakeholders also noted the possible impact of new charges on 
the economic feasibility of development, high costs and complexity of 
implementing a value capture scheme, the role for local governments in 
implementing a scheme, timing of a value capture mechanism and the 
taxation burden. In particular, the property development sector expressed 
concerns that they already provide a significant contribution through 
existing charges and taxes, and that land value uplift is already captured 
through land tax.

However, taking these factors into account, including existing taxes, 
individuals and businesses still receive significant gains from government 
infrastructure and planning decisions that are not currently captured by 
existing taxation arrangements and funding mechanisms. As outlined in 
our paper, the issues raised should be considered when developing value 
capture policies and designing and applying mechanisms. These limitations 
and risks can be avoided, managed or minimised, but government must 
carefully deal with these issues.

We recognise that value capture is unlikely to fully fund a project, and that 
it should not be used to change project priorities. The merits of applying 
value capture to individual projects needs to be considered on a project-
by-project basis against a clear policy framework, with consideration given 
to the overall tax burden. Based on our research, we believe that careful 
design of value capture mechanisms can take into consideration the ability 
of property owners to pay and broader economic impacts.

Value capture is a way for those that privately benefit the most and receive 
windfall gains from government infrastructure investment and planning 
decisions to share some of these gains. This can help contribute to meeting 
some of the cost of the infrastructure that the community needs.
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Summary of  
key changes
The table below provides some examples of the changes you may 
notice in the final strategy. 

Final strategy What changed and why

Enhancing the regional elements  
of the strategy

Across the strategy we have included new or revised material to demonstrate how 
the statewide recommendations apply to regional and rural areas. We have also 
addressed areas of particular concern for regional Victorians, including roads, rail 
and communications infrastructure.

Highlighting the integration of land 
use and infrastructure planning

We have provided further explanation of the relationship between land use and 
infrastructure planning, including how we have used population projections and 
how the strategy responds to existing land use plans.

Making technology and asset 
management and maintenance  
more prominent

We have given greater prominence to the role of technology and asset management 
and maintenance in the strategy’s recommendations summary. The role of 
technology has also been included as one of the strategy’s key messages.

New sections on the government 
response, implementation of 
initiatives and the next strategy

We have clarified the next steps to implement the strategy, including the 
government response, implementation considerations, and also steps towards 
the next strategy. Included here is advice about opportunities to accelerate 
recommendations should circumstances change.

Updates to reflect consultation and 
further work by Infrastructure Victoria

We have updated the Listening to you section to reflect the full consultation 
program across 2016. We have also updated references to Transport network 
pricing and Value capture to align with the release of our research papers, The 
road ahead and Value capture - options, challenges and opportunities for Victoria.

Updates to reflect recent policy 
developments

Where relevant, we have updated the strategy to reflect government policy 
announcements that occurred between the draft and final strategy’s. For example, 
water recommendations have been updated to reflect the release of Water for 
Victoria, and our advice related to transitioning to a low carbon future has been 
updated following recent developments in the Latrobe Valley.

Improved navigation We have improved how you access and navigate the strategy online. This enables 
people to more easily find the part of the strategy that is of most interest to them. 
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Substantial changes to specific recommendations

These tables outline new recommendations or recommendations that have substantially changed between  
the draft and final strategy. They may include changes to the timing or scope of a recommendation.

Recommendation Ref No. What changed and why

Clyde rail extension 1.3.7, 
10.8.4

The timing of this recommendation has been brought forward from 15-30 years to  
10-15 years. This responds to stakeholder feedback and additional evidence of 
projected demand. It also highlighted that earlier delivery of this extension will 
support the land use outcomes and development of the town centre at Clyde.

As a result of the timing change, funding advice has also been provided for this 
recommendation.

Courts in high  
growth areas

8.1.2 The timing and location of this recommendation has changed based on new 
information on projected demand. The recommendation has been brought forward 
from 5-30 years to 0-15 years.

We have also nominated Bendigo, Wyndham and Dandenong as initial priorities 
due to the infrastructure need in those areas.

Crisis accommodation 
and supportive housing

7.4.2 The scale of this recommendation has been reduced in response to the 
government’s recently announced investment in crisis accommodation.

The title of this option has also been changed in response to feedback from the 
housing sector regarding the appropriate terminology.

Cycling/walking in  
established areas

4.2.1 The scope of this recommendation has been expanded from three to five pilots – 
three for metropolitan Melbourne and two for regional Victoria. This responds  
to feedback from regional stakeholders that a pilot program should include  
their communities as many of these areas are also heavily car dependent.

Development in 
established areas

1.1.1, 
10.1.1

The scope of the recommendation has been expanded to apply to any cities 
with existing infrastructure capacity in response to feedback that it should be 
considered beyond Melbourne, Geelong, Ballarat and Bendigo. It has also been 
refined to focus on medium density housing in established areas. 

We have clarified that the initial focus should be on inner and middle ring eastern 
and southern suburbs well serviced by existing infrastructure, and noted that this 
should be a state-led approach, as a number of submitters felt the role for state 
government was unclear.

Dispute resolution 
technology

8.2.2, 
12.1.2

The scope of this recommendation has been expanded in response to feedback 
that it should consider supporting the utilisation of these emerging technologies  
by government and the legal assistance sector.
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Recommendation Ref No. What changed and why

Driver assistance 
applications

10.7.2, 
13.2.3

The scope of this recommendation has changed to remove the reference to 
roadside units and focus on the removal of regulatory barriers. This is in response 
to new evidence about the uncertainty regarding which mix of technologies will 
play a key role. We, therefore, do not wish to be prescriptive about the potential 
scope of works.

Driverless vehicles 6.2.2, 
10.7.3

The timing of this recommendation has been changed from 0-15 years to  
0-30 years based on new evidence that the shift to fully driverless vehicles will 
likely be more gradual, with limited deployment to parts of the network beginning 
around 2030. 

We have also changed the scope to include driverless public transport in response to 
feedback that these vehicles could be available to the market at the same time  
or even earlier than private vehicles, with trials already underway in other jurisdictions.

Future prisons  
(new recommendation)

8.3.1 We have included a new recommendation on planning for future prisons. While we 
don’t anticipate this will be an issue over the short to medium term, government 
policy and legislative choices, including the provision of additional police 
resources, change year to year and contribute significantly to prison demand.

Given the difficulty of siting for future prisons, we have included this 
recommendation to help manage this uncertainty.

Green infrastructure 1.4.6, 
4.2.3, 
16.3.1

The timing of this recommendation has been expanded from 0-15 years to  
0-30 years to signal it is an ongoing program. This better reflects its relationship 
with the recommendations related to a more compact urban form, as concluding 
the program after 15 years would be counter to our view that green infrastructure 
is essential to support ongoing liveability.

We have refined the next steps based on recent evidence of opportunities to use 
restricted public land.

High-capacity signalling 10.4.7 The timing of this recommendation has been brought forward from 10-30 years 
to 5-30 years. This is to better align with the proposed roll-out of new signalling 
systems as per the Metropolitan Rail Network Development Plan.

Inland rail  
(new recommendation)

13.5.1 We have included a new recommendation for Inland rail in response to stakeholder 
feedback and new evidence. This highlighted to us the importance  
of including this project in the strategy to ensure that the state gains the maximum 
benefit from its delivery.

Metropolitan bus network 10.4.5, 
11.3.4

The timing of this recommendation has changed from 0-5 years to 0-10 years 
given the complexity and scale of reforming the bus network, including that some 
improvements may be dependent on changes to bus contracts. However, we 
have reaffirmed the importance of planning for and delivery of as many network 
improvements as early as possible, ahead of contract reform.

Police complexes 8.1.3 The scope of this recommendation has been changed to be less prescriptive 
about the type of network most appropriate to this recommendation. In addition, 
the next steps have been clarified including further detail about how a roll-out 
could be sequenced.

The term ‘police station supersites’ has been changed to police complexes in 
response to stakeholder feedback that supersites refers to a specific model.
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Recommendation Ref No. What changed and why

Port rail shuttle (new 
recommendation) and 
Webb Dock rail access

13.3.1 
and 

13.3.4

The draft recommendation for a Port rail access strategy has been modified and  
a new recommendation has been developed.

A new recommendation for the Port rail shuttle has been included based on new 
evidence and stakeholder feedback that it should be changed from planning for  
to delivery of the shuttle.

The same level of detail is not currently available for Webb Dock rail access and 
it remains as a separate recommendation to plan for rail access as a longer-term 
proposition.

Public transport  
real-time information

10.4.1 We have changed the scope of this recommendation to focus on data about 
passenger loads and other factors relating to service quality. This recognises that 
Public Transport Victoria will release all data in an open source format to enable 
utilisation by third party application developers. Thus much of the initial scope of 
the recommendation is base case.

Regional road 
maintenance

2.1.4, 
12.2.10, 
13.4.4

The scope of this recommendation has been expanded to include both state  
and local roads in recognition of the maintenance backlog on state roads  
in regional areas.

Riparian fencing 17.1.2 We have expanded the scope of this recommendation to include removal of the 
regulatory barriers to fenceless farming technologies in response to stakeholder 
feedback that this is one of the primary obstacles to market uptake.

Transport network pricing 10.2.2, 
11.2.2, 
13.1.2

The timing of this recommendation has been changed from 5-10 years  
to 5-15 years to ensure that transport improvements are in place ahead of  
the introduction of pricing. It recognises that implementation of the reform may 
need to be staged, depending on the design of the scheme and access to 
enabling technologies. 

The funding advice associated with this recommendation has also been updated 
to focus on managing demand rather than recovering costs. 

Wallan rail electrification 1.3.8, 
10.8.5

The scope of this recommendation has been refined to highlight that reinstatement 
of the Somerton Link between Craigieburn and Upfield lines could be accelerated 
in the short term and the possible benefits from an earlier delivery. 

We have also clarified that new stations are included in the scope of this 
recommendation and this is consistent with other similar rail extensions or 
electrification recommendations.

Western Interstate  
Freight Terminal

13.3.3 The scope of this recommendation has been expanded to include detailed 
planning for the terminal on the basis of stakeholder feedback.

We have also clarified that the timing for delivery may be 5-15 years, rather than 
10-15 years, to better align with planning for Inland rail (new recommendation).



Infrastructure Victoria What we learned30



31

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 does not directly oversee or fund infrastructure projects.
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