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Submission to Infrastructure Victoria for 

draft 30-year Infrastructure Strategy 

Summary of submission 

IV reference Submission 
1.2 Respond to a changing climate 
 Rec 10 – Climate consequences for 

infrastructure 

Increasing flood risk warrants an infrastructure 
response to protect homes and essential 
infrastructure, especially in regional cities 

1.4 Stay connected to global markets 
 Rec 24 – Optimise capacity at PoM 

IV should investigate innovative solutions to 
improve land-side access – suggestion included 

 Additional Rec  Construct the planned Strathmerton deviation 
of the Goulbourn Valley Highway (saves 10 km) 

2.1 Integrate land use and infrastructure 
planning 

 Rec 43 – New tram links 

Extend Fishermans Bend tram network via an 
under-river tunnel to Newport to off-set 
problems with MM2 

2.2 Create thriving urban places 
 Rec 39 – Transform cycling and  
 Rec 19 – Personal mobility devices 

Provide secure facilities for e-bikes and e-
scooters at stations 

2.3 Steer changes in travel behaviour 
 Additional Rec 

Improve methodology for assessing economic 
benefit of transport investment proposals 

3.1 Shape the transport network for better 
access 

 Rec 65 – Reconfigure the city loop  

Conduct options assessment before endorsing 
reconfiguration of city loop – alternative option 
suggested 

 Rec 66 – Prepare for Melbourne Metro 
Two 

MM2 does not warrant IV support in its current 
form 

3.2 Plan for growth areas 
 Rec 68 – infrastructure delivery 

Supporting road and public transport links for 
Lockerbie MAC are needed urgently for it to 
serve the North Growth Corridor 

 Rec 69 – expand rail in outer suburbs New lines and line extensions should be 
investigated – suggestions included 
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Confront long-term challenges 

1.2 Respond to a changing climate 

Rec 10 – Strategically review climate consequences for infrastructure 

The increased risk of flooding arising from climate change warrants an infrastructure response to 
protect homes and essential infrastructure, especially in regional centres.  The scope of Rec 10 needs 
to be expanded to address this consequence. 

Many of Victoria’s rural cities are located beside major rivers and already have an elevated risk of 
flooding.  These cities are home to significant populations, provide essential services to their regions 
and contain important transport links.  Cities such as Wangaratta, on the confluence of the Ovens 
and King rivers, is a prime example of such a city.  

Moreover, it is important that owners of essential infrastructure, public and private, monitor and 
respond to flood risk.  This should include transport, health care, telecommunication and food 
distribution.   

1.4 Stay connected to global markets 

Rec 24 – Optimise capacity at Port of Melbourne, actively take steps to manage amenity implications  

The functionality of Webb Dock is limited by its land-side access.  It is only accessible by road, with 
attendant amenity implications, as a heavy rail connection is not feasible.  IV should actively foster 
investigation of innovative solutions to this problem.  See Rec 43 below for one potential option. 

Additional Rec – construct the Strathmerton deviation of the Goulbourn Valley Highway 

 
Figure 1: Planned Strathmerton deviation of Goulbourn Valley Hwy 

This 17 km deviation would reduce by over 10 km the connection between the Goulburn Valley 
Highway and Newell Highway.  Land for this deviation was reserved in the Moira Planning Scheme 
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some 25 years ago.  This would improve transport logistics on this important national route linking 
Melbourne and Brisbane. 

Manage urban change 

2.1 Integrate land use and infrastructure planning 

Rec 43 – Fishermans Bend tram connection 

Consideration should be given to extending the proposed tram network within Fishermans Bend via 
an under-river tunnel to Newport. 

Fish Bend requires the Melbourne Metro Two rail tunnel and stations to achieve its potential.  
Unfortunately, the feasibility of MM2 is tenuous and it: may never happen, may be delayed beyond 
the timeframe for development of Fish Bend, or may not be aligned through Fish Bend (see Rec 66 
below).   

The intent of the suggested premium bus service between Newport and Fish Bend is sound.  
However, the limited level of service that this could provide may not be enough to attract significant 
patronage, especially given traffic conditions on the West Gate bridge. 

A tram connection to Newport may:  

o Encourage employment within Fish Bend by improving access from the west 
o Enable Williamstown and Altona heavy rail services to be replaced with light rail, leading to 

higher service frequencies for these corridors and releasing more train paths for Werribee 
and Geelong trains 

o Allow movement of freight containers on light rail vehicles between Webb Dock and logistics 
centres in the Brooklyn / Laverton area  

  

Figure 2: Option for light rail connection to Newport 
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A tram connection to Newport would be less effective than MM2 in attracting patronage to Fish 
Bend but should be superior to a premium bus service.  It would be far more affordable than a heavy 
rail connection as: it would not require grade separation from other transport modes, it can tolerate 
steeper gradients (shortening the ramps needed to pass under the river), and it has a smaller loading 
gauge (the cross-section of the tunnel would be smaller).  Figure 2 shows one alignment option. 

2.2 Create thriving urban places 

Rec 39 – Transform cycling and Rec 19 – personal mobility devices 

In addition to “invest in train station bicycle parking facilities” specific facilities are need for e-bikes 
and e-scooters.  These devices have the potential to significantly increase access to stations but are 
relatively expensive and require security to match.   

Demand for charging facilities at stations should be investigated. 

2.3 Steer changes in travel behaviour 

Additional Rec – Improve the assessment of the economic benefit of transport investment options. 

Major road projects still use the simplistic criteria of travel time saving, vehicle operating cost and 
crash costs.  This method is not adequate for major city-shaping projects.  For example, the lack of 
road capacity across the Yarra River has caused the metropolitan regions in the north and the east to 
develop as separate economies; a major benefit of the North East Link will be increasing access to 
employment and services between these regions.  A major cost of the project is the need for users 
to own and operate cars, a cost which is not considered in economic assessments, implicitly 
assuming people already have and will be using a car. 

Additional Rec – Trial alternative methods of charging for public transport 

Many institutions that are remote from the rail network are constrained by their inability to satisfy 
car parking demand.  Reportedly, a university in California successfully addressed this problem by 
making an agreement with the local bus company in which students could travel for free on their 
student passes.  Institutions such as Monash University Clayton and Chadstone shopping centre may 
be keen to become involved. 

Harness infrastructure for productivity and growth 

3.1 Shape the transport network for better access 

Further consideration should be given to options for increasing the capacity of the inner-city rail 
network before IV endorses reconfiguration of the City Loop.  Melbourne Metro Two does not 
warrant IV support in its current form. 

Rec 65 – Reconfigure the City Loop  

Reconfiguring the City Loop is a once-only opportunity.  Alternative options to this proposal should 
be identified early as their feasibility (or lack of) would either strengthen the case for this project or 
relieve the urgency to progress it. 

Reconfiguring the loop would be a relatively inexpensive means of providing an extra track pair 
through the inner city.  However, its benefits seem modest, mainly limited to increasing Upfield train 
frequency.   
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It is not clear what, if any, alternatives to loop configuration were considered before this option was 
included in Network Development Plan – Metropolitan Rail, PTV, 2012 (NPD-MR).  Many options 
exist, one is shown in Figure 3:  

- Its delivery time would be flexible as it would cause minimal disruption to other lines 
- Would reduce the current 15 minute travel time between Jewell and Melbourne Central by a 

substantial 10 minutes (these stations are just 4 km apart) 
- Would reduce or remove train traffic over the level crossings under City Link in Arden-

Macaulay 
- At 4.5 km length, may not be greatly different to the loop reconfiguration in cost 

 

Figure 3: Possible realignment of Upfield line 

Rec 66 – Prepare for Melbourne Metro Two 

MM2 does not warrant IV support in its current form and alternative options for achieving its 
objectives should be assessed:  

 The western terminus of MM2 would not provide rail capacity where it is needed 
 the feasibility of its alignment under the CBD is tenuous 
 the high level of interchanging required of users would reduce its attractiveness and may 

congest other services and stations.   
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The extra rail capacity is misplaced 

MM2 would provide extra capacity at the wrong place; while there is an urgent need to provide 
extra capacity at Sunshine it is uncertain whether Newport will ever need augmenting.   

Newport line 

The Newport line should be capable of 24 trains/hr, giving a passenger capacity greater than 
foreseeable demand, even before options such as higher capacity trains are considered:   

 The Werribee line carries just 6 t/h in the peaks, and while the south-west corridor is 
growing strongly, most development is occurring in the catchment of the Wyndham Vale 
line.  In contrast, the Werribee line catchment is approaching full build-out.  

 The Williamstown and Altona lines each carry 3 t/h.  While this is a low frequency it is 
unlikely that patronage on either will warrant a substantial capacity increase.   

 It is unlikely that Geelong trains would operate through MM2.  For these trains to use MM2, 
and thus run through to the Mernda line, the Geelong line would need to be electrified 
(which would require the south Geelong tunnel to be enlarged) and the V/Line trains 
replaced with suburban trains.  This would be a very expensive project with only modest 
economic benefit.  The public appeal may also be poor as suburban trains provide less 
comfort, cannot match the speed of V’Locity trains (160 km/h) and their greater capacity 
would remove any warrant to increase service frequency. 

Sunshine line 

The problems at Sunshine are: 

 The Sunbury and airport lines will use most of the capacity of the Metro Tunnel, effectively 
precluding its use by Wyndham Vale or Melton line trains 

 The Wyndham Vale and Melton lines require electrification in the short-term, suggesting the 
need for at least one additional, electrified track pair between Sunshine and the CBD 

 The Regional Rail Line track pair through Sunshine terminate at Southern Cross station, 
contributing to the pedestrian congestion within the station, the surrounding streets and 
feeder tram services  

A short-term fix may be to electrify the Regional Rail Line track pair through Sunshine for temporary 
use by Wyndham Vale and/or Melton electric trains.  However, the differing performance 
characteristics of V/Line and suburban trains would limit the train capacity of the line, and with 
suburban trains greater capacity, terminating these trains at Southern Cross would exacerbate the 
pedestrian issues.  

MM2 alignment through the CBD 

There is a substantial risk that the proposed alignment of MM2 through the CBD may not be 
feasible, and even if it were, it would cause major passenger flow issues. 

The proposed alignment of MM2 is shown in Figure 4 (source: NDP-MR).  It shows a 90o curve under 
the CBD; given the proliferation of tall buildings in this area it is not certain that an alignment could 
be found which avoids the foundations of these buildings.  

Even if this alignment proves feasible, concentrating most Werribee and Mernda line passengers at 
Southern Cross and Flagstaff stations would cause high passenger flows and serious congestion: 



7 | P a g e  
 

 Pedestrian congestion already exists at Southern Cross  
 Flagstaff is the least patronised city station, suggesting that only a small proportion of MM2 

passengers would arrive and leave on foot and that most would change to another service 
 Flagstaff is not designed for high interchange flows; it has only 2 escalators operating in the 

counter-peak direction and the feasibility of increasing its capacity appears poor 
 Many Mernda passengers will want to change trains at Parkville to travel to the central part 

of the CBD; having Sunbury line trains leave the CBD with passengers who are only travelling 
one stop is obviously inefficient and may overcrowd these services.  Furthermore, the dwell 
time required by the resulting churn of passengers at Parkville may reduce the throughput of 
trains on both Metro Tunnel and MM2  

 Passengers travelling to the eastern CBD will need to interchange to existing rail services and 
use existing stations, risking congesting these 

 

Figure 4: Proposed MM2 alignment (grey) 

Alternative options for MM2 

Like reconfiguration of the City Loop, many options should exist.  Two suggestions are presented. 

If a scheme such as the realignment of the Upfield line (Figure 3) is developed, additional capacity 
could be provided to the Mernda line by a new link as shown in Figure 5.  This link would be 3 km in 
length and its cost should be small compared to MM2, especially if cut & cover construction is 
permitted.  It could include a station in North Carlton with connection to Lygon St or Nicholson St 
trams. 

Like the Upfield line realignment, this option would offer substantial travel time savings.  The current 
travel time between Merri and Melbourne Central stations is 23 mins AM and 18 mins PM, even 
though the straight-line distance is only 4.5 km; a reduction of about 10 minutes should be possible 
in each direction.   
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Figure 5: Possible connection of Mernda and Upfield lines 

 

3.2 Plan for growth areas 

Rec 68 – infrastructure delivery in growing communities 

This recommendation needs to go further.  Lockerbie Metropolitan Activity Centre needs to be 
developed urgently and IV should recommend the urgent delivery of its supporting road and public 
transport links. 

A critical situation is developing in the north growth corridor as extensive residential development is 
occurring between Craigieburn and Wallan without commensurate services or employment 
opportunities.  Consequently, people living north of Craigieburn need to travel to south of it for just 
about everything.  Compounding this need is a lack of transport capacity: there is only the (already 
congested) Hume Highway and a low frequency, low capacity V/Line rail service.  Bus services are 
limited by not having suitable destinations, except Craigieburn. 

As a MAC, Lockerbie will ultimately contain higher education facilities, employment, entertainment, 
advanced health services including a hospital, as well as retail and other commercial.  Appropriately, 



9 | P a g e  
 

it is planned to have a station with a frequent, high-capacity electric train service and a major bus 
interchange. 

To enable development, Lockerbie MAC needs the following transport infrastructure and services: 

- Construction of Gunns Gully interchange on the Hume Freeway 
- The train station 
- Extension of the Craigieburn electric train service 
- Bus interchange  

When the Metro Tunnel opens, capacity will become available to run more trains on the Craigieburn 
line; IV should recommend that extension of this line to Lockerbie should open on the same day. 

Rec 69 – expand rail access in outer suburbs 

IV should investigate options to provide extra rail lines in outer suburbs.  Two options are suggested: 
extension of the proposed Wollert line to Donnybrook Rd (Figure 6) and a line beside the Melton 
Highway (Figure 7).  

 

Figure 6: Potential extension of proposed Wollert line 

This extension of the Wollert line would give the North Growth Corridor population: 

 additional travel options, especially to locations in the Wollert/Mernda corridor 
 reduce dependence on the Wallan line 
 reduce car dependency 
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The extension would impact environmentally sensitive land and off-sets would be required.   

The extension may become very important if the UGB is expanded in the north. 

The Western Growth Corridor generally follows the Melton railway, however much of it is quite 
distant from any station, existing or proposed, and is relatively transport-poor.  Access to 
Watergardens station congested. 

A branch off the Sunbury line may be feasible as shown in Figure 7 and would enable stations beside 
the Melton Hwy.   

Half of peak services on the Sunbury line commence or terminate at Watergardens; this branch 
could be operated by extending these terminating services.   

 
Figure 7: Potential Melton Hwy line 
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