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Submission 
 
Your submission can cover either comparative advantage or addressing regional disadvantage, or 
both. Please ensure your submission addresses the following questions and you are encouraged to 
provide any supporting evidence or documentation to support your submission.  
 

 Comparative advantage – complete section 1 

 Addressing regional disadvantage – complete section 2  

 Comparative advantage and addressing regional disadvantage – complete sections 1 and 
2.  
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2.  Addressing Regional Disadvantage 

 
 
Submissions in response to our Addressing Regional Disadvantage work should address the 
following questions: 
 

 To which region or regions does your submission relate?  
 
This submission relates to urban areas (‘urban’ defined as Australian Bureau of Statistics Greater 
Capital City Statistical Areas or Significant Urban Areas) cutting across multiple regions in Victoria. 
This includes the peri-urban fringe of the Melbourne metropolitan area, and regional towns of 
Geelong, Ballarat, Bendigo, and Albury-Wodonga. 
 

 Have we captured the main issues of disadvantage in your region? If not, can you 
provide further evidence? 

 
We commend Infrastructure Victoria’s Addressing Regional Disadvantage work for its prioritisation of 
infrastructure that targets the early years of life. It is now well-established that children who are 
exposed to positive, stimulating environments, including the neighbourhood built environment, in their 
first eight years lay optimal foundations for their ongoing physical, social, emotional, and cognitive 
development [1].  
 
Our ongoing research investigating the relationships between the built environment, geographic 
disadvantage and inequities, and early child development suggests that neighbourhoods and towns 
provide opportunities to promote good child development outcomes at scale through more equitable 
infrastructure provision. However, recent mapping and analysis undertaken by the Healthy Liveable 
Cities Group also reveals that many children living in growth areas on the peri-urban fringe lack 

access to key infrastructure such as quality early childhood education and childcare services. 
 
 

 Can you provide evidence of an infrastructure barrier that is contributing to poor 
outcomes in this region? This could include (among other things) barriers related to 
transport, access to digital services, or a need for new or upgraded facilities.  

 
Our research on the built environment and its relationship with early child development outcomes 
demonstrates that the neighbourhood provides an important opportunity to promote good child 
development outcomes across Victoria. Within our Child Liveability work program, preliminary 
analyses of a unique national dataset linking built environment measures to child development 
outcomes have identified several infrastructure features associated with poorer child development 
outcomes.  
 
Barrier #1: inequitable access to early childhood education and care (e.g. preschool) services. Our 
preliminary research shows that having access to more childcare services close to home that meet 
national quality standards makes a difference to children’s early development. For example, we found 
that across Australia’s largest 21 cities and regional towns, children in the top quartile in terms of 
childcare access (services located within 1600 meters of a child’s home that meet national quality 
standards) had significantly lower odds (likelihood) of developmental vulnerability, compared with 
children living in the bottom quartile [2]. This relationship remained statistically significant even when 
holding constant the effects of remoteness, maternal education, neighbourhood disadvantage, and 
other individual-level factors known to be associated with early child development. However, our 
research showed families living on the peri-urban fringe tended to have worse access to these 
services compared with those living in urban centres. Our recent mapping of childcare services across 
Australia showed these patterns were similar in regional towns (e.g. Bendigo) as well.  
 



  

 Page 3 of 4  

Barrier #2: need for co-located services. Our previous research – involving qualitative research with 
families, service providers, and policymakers in 25 Australian communities – found that co-location of 
family- and child-relevant services was important for encouraging families’ use of social infrastructure 
and child wellbeing [3]. Community ‘hubs’ that provide a range of services and infrastructure, 
connected to public transport, enable better access and use. We recommend that co-location of key 
services be incorporated into the framework used to assess the likely outcomes of infrastructure 
investment, as co-located services are more likely to be accessed by children and families.  
 
Barrier #3: need for public open space with amenities catering to children and families. Our research 
has shown that public open space provides important social opportunities for young children and 
families [3]. However, similar to childcare access, our mapping has shown that access to public open 
space within walkable distance from home (800m) shows geographic inequities, with children living on 
the peri-urban fringe having worse access [2].  
 
Barrier #4: higher dwelling densities are needed to support walkability. Dwelling density determines 
the walkability of a neighbourhood and the viability of local shops, services, and public transport. By 
enabling young families to walk to local shops and services, spend time in their neighbourhood, and 
‘brush elbows’ with others, higher dwelling densities (i.e. medium densities, compared with low 
density) set the foundation for positive, stimulating experiences and is theorised to play a role in 
promoting good child development [1]. Our preliminary findings across 21 Australian cities and towns 
showed that children living in neighbourhoods in the top quartile in terms of dwelling density (i.e. 15 
dwellings per hectare or higher) had significantly reduced odds of developmental vulnerability, even 
when holding constant the effects of remoteness, neighbourhood disadvantage, maternal education, 
and other individual-level factors known to be associated with child development [2].  
 

 Do you have ideas for infrastructure related solutions to address disadvantage in your 
region, or exceptional examples of what’s working well that could be duplicated in 
other areas?  
 

Co-located services in community ‘hubs’ (e.g. schools, libraries with other services located on-site) 
provide a convenient place for families to access services and socialise with other families. These 
have been identified in our qualitative work as being important infrastructure solutions for young 
families [3]. 
 
There is an opportunity to partner with the Healthy Liveable Cities Group at RMIT University to identify 
key infrastructure for good ECD outcomes, better understand ‘how much’ is required, and prioritise 
child liveability indicators needed to reduce inequities. 
 
To better understand inequities in infrastructure delivery, we recommend the use of the Australian 
Urban Observatory (AUO), developed by and housed in the Healthy Liveable Cities Group at RMIT 
University, to support urban planning and decision-making about equitable infrastructure provision. 
The AUO is a digital infrastructure designed to disseminate policy-focused social, economic, and 
environmental spatial indicators measuring critical liveability issues and infrastructure delivery across 
cities and regional towns. The AUO allows users to select infrastructure of interest, map residents’ 
access to health-promoting infrastructure, and identify areas where future delivery is needed.  
 
 

 Please provide business plans, service plans, program evaluations or other evidence to 
support your submission.  
 

For a full report of our preliminary findings, please see: 
https://cur.org.au/cms/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/bvlf-urban95-challenge-final-report_submitted-22-
10-19-min.pdf 
 
Below is an example of mapping of childcare access undertaken for Bendigo, Victoria. This map was 
created using a unique dataset that links individual children’s access to childcare meeting quality 
standards within 1600m of their home (along the road network). Averages at the Statistical Area 1 

https://cur.org.au/cms/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/bvlf-urban95-challenge-final-report_submitted-22-10-19-min.pdf
https://cur.org.au/cms/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/bvlf-urban95-challenge-final-report_submitted-22-10-19-min.pdf
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(SA1) level were mapped for Australia’s largest 21 cities and regional towns. As shown below, children 
living on the outskirts of Bendigo have poorer access to childcare that meets basic quality standards. 
Similar patterns are evident in other regional towns (e.g. Ballarat) and in Melbourne’s peri-urban 
growth areas. 
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