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Introduction

Background Engagement overview

The Port of Melbourne (PoM) has secured a kvagn lease for 29 hectares of land at the The engagement program ran in September and October 2025. PoM held two stakeholder
former Melbourne Market Site (Market Site). The lease, which extends to 2066, aligns with the workshops facilitated by Insync. A total of 25 stakeholder organisations were invited to
4A; LGIA9F %GN = Jed poR leab& estailighéd inRFLE. A préposed Heavy participate in the workshops, and representatives from 13 attended the workshops.

Vehicle (HV) Facility occupies approximately 1.8 hectares of the site, with primary access to be

constructed via a western court bowl from Footscray Road. At the first workshop, participants were invited to review four concept designs and respond to

the following lines of enquiry:
PoM S(_)ggh.t stakgholder feedback to review and. assess aspects gf four concept_de5|gns for a 1. Looking at the concept designs, what does your experience suggest are the pros and cons
HV facility, informing the development of two refined concept designs. Consultation was of each design?
undertaken at this early stage to ensure stakeholder views could meaningfully influence the

design process. Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred parking configurations for various HV

models?
Engagement approach 3. Do you have preferences regarding gated access that may improve access to the site?

The PoM Stakeholder Engagement Framework (SEF) describes the way PoM engages and seté

 D=9J =PH=; LOLAGFK >GJ ALK =EHDGQ==KIJ ; GFL Ape befohdworkdhdp, phitciBahits Wz Bsked fo feliew b Tefiéd contepradslgrs -~ 7 <
Engagement Protocol (POEP), sets out a clear engagement process. Together, the SEF and th%leveloped by GHD and provide feedback on the following lines of enquiry:
POEP provide a quality assured and predictable engagement approach, building stakeholder

Should there be time limits on parking? If so, what is the rationale for particular periods?

1. Looking at the concept designs, what does your experience suggest are the pros and cons

confidence. !
of each design?

For this engagement, PoM committed to provide stakeholders withlanolvelevel of 2. What are the must haves versus nice to have options for driver facilities located at Market

participation under the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) Spectrum. This Site?

commitment entails the promise that: 3. From your experiences, what technology could PoM consider exploring in the future (e.g.,

5= OADD OGJC OAL@ QGM LG =FKMJ= L@9L QGMJCONERIabookingsyem)? 9 K HAJ9LAGFK 9J= J=>D=:L=< A
9DL=JFO9LAN=K <=N=DGH=< 9F< HJGNA<= >==<! 9 )jGepGieum@SiSs Gt Bdm nedratiltihg tHe fvd Wdvkshops and outli®show =3 A KA

stakeholder feedback will inform the ongoing design development.

°
IN:
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Engagement overview
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9 September 2025 29 September 2025 30 September to 14 October 30 September 2025
2025
PoM sent an invitation email to 25 Workshop 1 held with 12 PoM sent a reminder email to
stakeholder organisations to stakeholder organisations. GHD developed two refined stakeholders to attend Workshop W
participate. Feedbackcollected on four concept designs informed by 2, advising that norattendance
concept designs, parking feedback collected at Workshop. 1 will be taken to represent
configurations, gated access, and satisfaction with the extent of their
parking time limits. participation.
ya ya &)
S < a¥s
11 December 2025 October to December 2025 17 October 2025 14 October 2025
.G+ K@9J=< a45@9L O= D wurherAleveloped a "day PoMinvited all participants to Workshop 2 held with seven
report with stakeholders and one" design informed by feedback complete a postengagement stakeholder organisations.
confirmed design outcomes. collected at both workshops. evaluation survey either via hard Feedback collected on two refined
copy at Workshop 2 or online link concept designs, driver facilities,
following the workshop. and technology options.
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What we heard overview

Workshop 1

Workshop 2
14 October 2025

29 September 2025

A Representatives from 12 stakeholder organisations attended the
first workshop.

A Participants agreed the designs should maximise parking
capacity and optimise for Alouble bays, including reducing or
removing semi bays.

A Some preferred two ingress and egress pointheysupported a
future-proof layout that could accommodate changes in demand,
vehicle size and engine type.

A Most supported gated access to the fuel stop with simple
controls, favouring licence plate recognition.

A Participants supported variable parking time limits enforced
through financial penalties to balance driver turnover with rest
needs.

A Overall, participants did not identify one preferred design.

A Representatives from seven stakeholder organisations attende
the second workshop.

A Participants liked that the refined concept designs increased
capacity for Adouble bays. They suggested simplifying the
designs to reduce cognitive load and improve safety for tired
drivers, recommending onavay bay entry and navigation paths.

A Participants agreed driver facilities should meet basic needs
without encouraging long staysFacilitymust-haves included
toilets, bins, air and water, an undercover area, a prayer room,
lighting, secure fencing, passive surveillance, and gated access
between the fuel stop and the HV facility.

A Participants thought the technology should provide regiime
information to drivers (e.g., congestion, bay availability, wait
times, turnaround times, and major incidents), and woujitefer
to monitor compliance through licence plate recognition rather

Instead, they developed a set of guiding principles and ideas to
inform the development of refined concept designs.
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Workshop 1 overview

Representatives from 12 stakeholder organisations attended the first workshop on 29 .
September 2025. GHD attended to listen to feedback and Insync facilitated the session. Engagement commitment

PoM is committed to providing stakeholders an ‘Involve’ level of participation for this engagement in

PoMopened the workshop by welcoming participants and giving an Acknowledgement of accordance with the IAP2 Quality Assurance Standard.

Country. Participants then received short presentations outlining the purpose, form, and

content of the engagement: IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation

Increasing impact on the decision

A PoMintroduced itself, GHD, and Insync, and explained the roles of each
Organlsatlon Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower

PoM will keep you informed PoM will keep you informed PoM will work with you to PoM will look to you for PoM will decide what you
listen to and acknowledge ensure that your concems advice and innovation in implement
concerns and aspirations, and aspirations are formulating solutions and
and provide feedback on reflected in the altematives incorporate your advice and
how public input influenced and provide feedback on recommendations into the

the decision. how public input influenced decisions to the maximum
the decision. extent possible.

A Insync provided an overview of the engagement process, how the workshops fit intg
the broader engagement program, and how feedback would be usedPbi

Promise to
stakeholders

A Insync then explained G +ehdg@gement commitments under the POEP, the SEF, t oo fr 1 e
and its promise tdnvolvestakeholders in accordance with the IAP2 Spectrum of
Public Participation (see Figure 1). Insync also outlined the lines of enquiry for the
first workshop. Fortettiehoume 7

A PoMdelivered a presentation on the project background and technical aspects of  Figure 1. G +eBdagement commitment to stakeholders
the concept designs to support participants to make informed and meaningful
contributions. Please refer té\ppendix Aor the workshop slides and\ppendix Eor
the concept designs.

Insync then facilitated two activities to seek feedback on the concept designs. Details of
these activities are included overleaf.

8 | Allslides and material are commercii-confidence. © Insync Surveys Pty Ltd. All rights reserved




Workshop 1 activities

Activity one 4. Should there be time limits on parking? If so, what is the rationale for particular

: . - : : : periods?
In the first activity, participants considered the line of enquiry:

_ ) _ In this activity, participants worked in the same four groups but did not rotate. Groups
1. Looking at the concept designs, what does your experience suggest are the pros and is.ssed each line of enquiry and table hosts recorded feedback onto worksheets.

cons for each design? Afterwards, participants reconvened as the plenary group. Table hosts presented the

feedback given by each group, and GHD summarised what it heard during the activity.

Participants worked in small groups across four tables, each with a worksheet showing a o s - o
Participants were then invited by the Insync facilitator to share any additional feedback.

concept design and space for feedbadkoMand Insync representatives hosted the tables,
recording feedback and facilitating the discussion. The groups rotated every 20 minutes to
review each design and build on the feedback from the previous group. GHD
representatives moved between groups, listening and clarifying participant feedback. PoMand GHD representatives answered some questions during the sesBioNtook any
unresolved questions on notice and committed to provide responses to all participants by
the end of the engagement period. The questions on notice and responses are included in

Questions on notice

After completing all rotations, participants reconvened as the plenary group. Table hosts
presented the feedback for each concept design, and GHD summarised what it heard

Appendix D
during the activity. Participants were then invited by the Insync facilitator to share any
additional feedback. Outcomes
Activity two The workshop did not identify one preferred design. Instead, participants developed a set

of guiding principles and ideas to inform the development of refined concept designs. A
summary of whatPoMand GHDheard in the first workshop is included on the following
page of this report.

After a short break, participants responded to the following three lines of enquiry:

2. Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred HV parking configurations for
various HV models?

3. Do you have preferences regarding gated access that may improve accessibility to the
site?
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What we heard

The table below summarises the feedback received from participants at Workshop 1.

Table IySummary of participant feedback received at Workshop 1

Topic Participant feedback

Capacity and A Many participants supported optimising design to maximise large vehicle spaces; suggestions included increadmgple baysand reducingor
parking configurations eliminating semi baydo create more Adouble bays.
Ingress/egress A Participants expressed mixed preferences about entry and exit configurations.

A Some preferred multiple entries and exits but would prioritise maximisinglduble bays.
Gated access A Participants generally supportedimiting access to Port users and heavy vehicksd believe controls should be simple.

A Many, though not all, woulgrefer gated access to the fuel stop.

A Regarding technology, most participants supported registration and licence plate recognition; some opposed MSIC cards btuaysee unsuitable for
some users (e.g. in grain haulage).

A Some noted thatgated access could providBoMwith useful data about site usage.
Parking time limits A Some participants indicated that short time limits would maximise the number of vehicles the site can service.

A Some further suggested thdimits should vary by time (peak/ofpeak), purpose (rest, holding, marshalling), and/aser (metrovs country drivers).
A They agreed time limits coulgotentially provide for overnight stays and both onkour and eighthour rest breaks.
A They supported financial compliance mechanisms including penalties for overstaying and higher costs for longer stays.

A Participants acknowledged the challenge of balancing short and letegm parking.

Pedestrians A Participants agreed the concept design should clearly mark pedestrian access and have safety at the forefront of desigmgthink
Dangerous goods A Participants suggested the design could consider dangerous goods but did not reach a consensus.
Future proofing A.9JLA; AHO9FLK 9?2J==< L@9L/J] A<=9DDQJ] -HJIDIG >9AKH =K M?2K? =GCL ALG@HICle<tides, ARNB<dekaa@ GAMFD -

for heavy vehicle facilities, and potential to accommodate EV charging infrastructure in the future.
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Workshop 2

Overview, activities,
and what we heard




Workshop 2 overview

Prior to Workshop 2, GHD developed two refined concept designs informed by feedback
collected at Workshop 1The second workshop was held on 14 October 2025.
Representatives from seven stakeholder organisations attended the workshop. GHD
attended to present the refined concept designs and to hear participant feedback. Insync
facilitated the session.

How feedback from workshop 1 was used to refine the
concept designs

What we heard What we incorporated (day one design) What we didn’t incorporate

Provision for large vehicles within the HV Facility (A-Double Design vehicle)

Provision for large vehicles within the Western Court Bow! (A-Double

Design vehicle)

Optimise the HV Facility layout to consider the following:

* Maximum number and length of A-Double parking bays

* Drive in drive out arrangement

* Provide the ability for vehicles to do a loop without exiting the HV
Facility

* Minimise the number of turning movements within the HV Facility to
simplify traffic flow within the HV Facility

A PoMpresented responses to all questions received at the first workshopG + A K e e
I’eSpOI’ISGS tO a.” queStIOHS are InC|Uded Append'x C Two ingress and egress points for * Direct access between HV Facility

lc\/l:::\tilr:‘i;fen:l};vel distance and number of 28 Inscess/estess oA Dotiles st Western Courc Bowl = :?:v::;grtls:o":\;l'l‘:zfn?: b
* Ingress/egress for A-Doubles at fuel stop &

A GHD presented the refined concept designs. Please refegppendix Bfor the Sime o entz ek ce Wit moyements to/from Dock tnk
e acility Road (Lease Area 2 scope)
workshop slides andAppendix For the refined concept designs. ProvRe pelesE AR P Wil e NV Fael A0 EuelStop

Physical separation and gated access

PoMopened the workshop by welcoming participants and giving an Acknowledgement of
Country. Insync provided context and background to the purpose of the engagement.
Participants then received two short presentations:

Prioritise large vehicles

* Semi parking bays

* One-way aisles within the HV
Facility

No separation between the HV

i i o i i between the HV Facility and the Fuel Fencing / boom gate separation between HV Facility and Fuel Stop Sl el
A In keeping with. G +ékdlagement promise, GHD explained how feedback from the Ll e
first workshop had or had not informed the designs. This information is presented ir
Figure 2.

Figure 2r¥How participant feedback was used to refine the concept designs

Insync then facilitated two activities to seek feedback on the concept designs. Details of
these activities are included overleaf.
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Workshop 2 activities

Activity one In this activity, participants worked in the same two groups but did not rotate. Groups
discussed each line of enquiry and table hosts recorded feedback onto worksheets.
Afterwards, participants reconvened as one group. Table hosts presented the feedback

d 9iven by each group, and GHD summarised what it heard during the activity. Participants
were then invited by the Insync facilitator to share any additional feedback.

In the first activity, participants responded to the following line of enquiry:

1. Looking at the concept designs, what does your experience suggest are the pros an
cons for each design?

Participants worked in groups at two tables, each with a copy of one of the concept Outcomes

designs and a worksheet for feedback. PoM and Insync representatives hosted the tables, @= OGJCK@GH <A< FGL A<=FLA>Q GF= HJ=>=J1]
recording feedback and facilitating the discussion. The groups switched after 20 minutes
to review the other concept design. GHD representatives observed the discussion and
asked questions to confirm feedback.

discussions produced guiding principles and ideas that will inform the next phase of
design development.

A summary of what PoM heard in the second workshop is included on the following pages

After completing both rotations, participants reconvened as one group. Table hosts of this report.

presented the feedback for each concept design, and GHD summarised what it heard
during the activity. Participants were then invited by the Insync facilitator to share any
additional feedback.

Activity two
After a short break, participants responded to the following two lines of enquiry:

2. What are the must haves versus nice to have options for driver facilities located at
Market Site?

3. From your experiences, what technology could PoM consider exploring in the future
(e.g., regarding a booking system)?
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What we heard regarding pros and cons

The table below summarises the feedback received on the pros and cons of the refined concept designs.

Table 2y¥Summary of participant feedback received on pros and cons

Topic Participant feedback
Cognitive load A Many participants agreed that drivers often arrive tired, so minimising the number of decisions they need to make wouldviegatety.
A Some reflected that drivers may find it confusing to follow one set of behavioural norms inside the Port and another amieikity.
Capacity and parking A Most participants liked the increased number ofdouble spaces in both refined concept designs.
configurations A Some said they would support sacrificing a small amount of capacity to reduce complexity. Exact preferences regardingdiefiradetween the two

remain unclear.
Many participants agreed that allowing bays to be entered from both directions could increase altercations.
Some thought it would be helpful if drivers could see which bays were available upon arrival, rather than having to do a lap.

Vehicle movement Most participants agreed that navigating the site should be as simple as possible.

Many agreed that tweway navigation paths could increase the likelihood of collisions or mis.

Some indicated they would prefer a straight route from the court bowl to the fuel stop.

Some suggested swept paths in the southwest corner could be improved if parking bays were reconfigured.
Pedestrians Most participants preferred that pedestrian access be as simple as possible.

Ingress and egress Participants expressed mixed views on entry and exit options.

o To Do Do Io Do Do Do Do

Some noted that final entry and exit options would depend on the design of the fuel stop.
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What we heard regarding driver facilities

A summary of feedback received on driver facilities is provided in Table 3. Additional Table 3rSummary of participant feedback received on driver facilities
feedback received during group discussions included the following: Priority Facility Preferred location
A Most participants agreed that driver facilities should provide necessities but should Musthave Toilets Either fuel stop or HV facility
not encourage drivers to stay longer than needed. Musthave Bins Both fuel stop and HV facility
Some expressed that driver facilities should not come at the expense of capacity. Musthave Water Both fuel stop and HV facility
Some participants thought that a prayer room was important for safety, because Musthave  Air Fuel stop
drivers who need to pray would do so regardless of whether a space is provided. Musthave Lighting for safety HV facility
A Some participants thought that effective passive surveillance would eliminate the ~ Musthave Secure fencing HV facility
need for PoM staff on site at the facility. Musthave Passive surveillance (including cameras) HV facility
Musthave Undercover area No consensus
Musthave Prayer room No consensus
Musthave Gajtgd access between fuel stop and HV Bet_v_veen fuel stop and HV
facility facility
No consensus Food and beverage Fuel stop
Nice-to-have Showers Either fuel stop or HV facility
Niceto-have Smoking area Either fuel stop or HV facility
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What we heard regarding technology options

The table below summarises the feedback received on technology options.

Table 4¥Summary of participant feedback received on technology options

Topic Participant feedback

Reattime data A Most participants agreed that PoM could consider technology that provides drivers with-tiea information, such as:
congestion
number of free bays
which bays are free
estimated wait time
truck turnaround time, and
0 major incidents.
A Participants suggested ways to communicate this information to drivers, including:
o0 aterminal status board
0 mobile apps
o live-feed video accessible remotely, and
0 electronic signage visible when travelling inbound on Footscray Road.

O O O O O

Surveillance and compliance A Many participants supported introducing licence plate recognition on entry and exit.

A Most participants agreed that it would be useful if surveillance systems could identify users misusing the site, such iag teailers unattended.
Booking system A Most participants preferred not to implement a booking system.

Gated access A Some participants thought PoM could explore gated access solutions with manual remote override.

16 | Allslides and material are commercia-confidence. © Insync Surveys Pty Ltd. All rights reserved



Post-engagement

evaluation

Post-engagement evaluation survey

Introduction
Ppost-event Survey. It should only take you a couple of minutes,

which complies with Australian legislation, prohibits the Provision of your
Y third party in a way that would allow your responses to be linked to you.

Survey

1. Please indicate the extent to which You agree with €ach of the follnwlng statements on the
1-5scale where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3= neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree
ands= strongly agree.

Ihada reasonable Opportunity to Participate in the engagement

lhadenoughume,m’ovmation,andoppcrtunitleslogiveleedbatk QO o (0) " (@)

PoM clearly explained what was negotiable, what Was not, and how
my feedback coulg influence decisions.

PoM provided ways to give Ieedba:k, ask Questions, and see
Summaries of stakeholder inpyt gathered through the engagement

The consultation Materials supporteq Me to make informeq and
meaningful <ontributions
Page10f3

¥61.39308 520
"hn-lhqlm.muh-
lrynccomay




Post-engagement evaluation

After the two workshops, PoM invited the 12 stakeholder organisations to complete an Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following

engagement evaluation survey. PoM conducted this evaluation for several reasons, statements (n=8)
including:
A it helps improve the effectiveness of future consultations I had a reasonable opportunity to participate

in the engagement
A it reflects best practice engagemenand

A it is required by regulation. | had enough time, information, and
opportunities to give feedback

[N
o1

Insync designed and hosted the survey. Haadpy surveys were distributed to
participants at the second workshop, and a link to an online version of the survey was PoM clearly explained what was negotiable,

distributed to all participants via email on 17th October. what was not, and how my feedback could |88
influence decisions

Eight participants completed the evaluation survey. The results indicate that most PoM provided ways to give feedback, ask
respondents were satisfied with the engagement process (see Figure 3). A summary of the questions, and see summaries of stakeholde
KMJ N=QAK ; GEGH-BR¢agement caninitn@nts under the POEP and SEF is input gathered through the engagement

included on the next page. The consultation materials supported me to

make informed and meaningful 1
contributions

0% 20% 40% 60%  80% 100%

m Strongly disagreem Disagree  Neither agree nor disagreas Agree B Strongly agree

Figure 3rPostengagement evaluation results
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Post-engagement evaluation

The following table sets out how the survey adhered.toG + odri{mitments under the POEP and G + JER.

Table 5vEvaluation survey compliance with POEP and SEF

Survey question POEPRequirements SEF principles
| had a reasonable opportunity to participate in the  On material matters and formal consultation programs, provide a reasonalimee periodfor engagementto  Genuine,
engagement. ensure Port Users are given a reasonable opportunity to participate. For most matters this is expected to b&mely

A20G 0==CKA FGLA; = HJAGJ LG ; GEE=F; =E=FL G> ; GFKMDL9LAGF

| had enough time, information, and opportunities to

B - appropriate to reaching Port Users

A Four weeks for a formal consultation period.

Port of Melbourne clearly explained what was Consider the level of interest the Port User will have on the matters under the Pricing Order and be clear oAccountable,
negotiable, what was not, and how my feedback what we are seeking feedback about and how we will use that feedback (negotiables anghegntiables). Transparent
could influence decisions.

Port of Melbourne provided ways to give feedback, Establish mechanisms for feedback to Port User groups. This may include for example direct communica Accountable
ask questions, and see summaries of stakeholder  and feedback or producing reports to summarise the feedback received.
input gathered through the engagement.

The consultation materials supported me to make A Prepare materials for consultation to provide appropriate information to enable Port Users to make Inclusive
informed and meaningful contributions. informed and meaningful contributions, outlining the purpose, form and content of consultation.
A Tailor key messages and materials to meet the needs of relevant Port User groups and individuals. This
may include publishing technical reports or providing summary information on the matter on which PoM
is consulting.
A Develop communication and consultation material that is clear, accurate, and timely.

What could Port of Melbourne or Insync improve Continuous
when engaging with you/your organisation in the improvement
future?

IN:

19 | Allslides and material are commercia-confidence. © Insync Surveys Pty Ltd. All rights reserved



Appendices

Appendix A: Workshop 1 slides

Appendix B: Workshop 2 slides

Appendix C: Worksheets

Appendix D: Questions on notice

Appendix E: Concept designs 1, 2, 3 and 4 (Workshop 1)
Appendix F: Refined concept designs 1 and 2 (Workshop 2)



in.@

Appendix A:
Workshop 1 slides



=
. _zﬁrb -----------
L )
.
5

Market Site o Tl |

Heavy Vehicle Facility

Workshop #1
Monday 29 September

Port of Melbourne

Ve el
s e cem




Acknowledgement of Country

Port of Melbourne would like to acknowledge the  Bunurong,
Wadawurrung and Wurundjeri Peoples of the Kulin Nation as the
Traditional Custodians of the land and waters on which our
business operates.

We recognise and value their unique cultural heritage, customs , spiritual
beliefs and relationship with the land . We pay our respects to their Elders
past, present and emerging , and to all Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander peoples across the communities in which we work

Port of Melbourne
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Introduce PoM, GHD and Insync

Port of Melbourne

o

L~
Mt

Workshop host Design consultants
Responsible for providing Responsible for
context and listening to developing the refined

your feedback concept design/s

Port of Melbourne

Independent facilitators

Responsible for keeping

this workshop on track
and on time

’




Agenda

2:00pm Welcome and context setting

2:10pm Background and overview of concept design
2:25pm Activity: Feedback on pros and cons
3:15pm Report back

3:30pm Break (15 minutes)

3:45pm Activity: Parking configurations, gated acces!
and time limits

4:40pm Report back
4:55pm Wrap up and next steps

5:00pm Close

Port of Melbourne



Engagement overview

The purpose of the Market Site Heavy Vehicle Facility Engagement is to:
Review and assess elements of provided concept desigrfsrim a refined concept design(s)

®
[ 4 [ 4 V|

% N Z Y,
Review concept designs Workshop 1 Workshop 2 Close the loop
We have asked you to We will ask you to We will ask you to We will confirm the
review and consider the provide feedback on provide feedback on design outcomes and
four concept designs in four concept designs two (or one) refined provide feedback on
preparation for concept designs how your input has
Workshop 1 influenced our decision

Port of Melbourne To insert a Footer, select: 'Insert > Header & Footer'




Housekeeping

A Please let us know if you see anything unsafe or if you
need first aid. Be mindful of slips, trips and spills; keep
your bags tucked under the table or your chair

A In the unlikely event of an emergency, please follow
instructions from Kellie and prepare to evacuate via the
nearest and safest emergency exit

A Toilets are located inside

A Photos will be taken during this session. If you have any @ —
02y OSNY & | YRKk2NIJ &2dz R2Yy Qi g
speak to Kellie or Liam

Port of Melbourne



Engagement overview

The purpose of the Market Site Heavy Vehicle Facility Engagement is to:
Review and assess elements of provided concept desigrfsrim a refined concept design(s)

7

Review concept designs

PoM has sent you four
concept designs to
review and consider in
preparation for
Workshop 1

Port of Melbourne

[ P
N

Workshop 1

You will have the
chance to provide
feedback on all four
concept designs

N

Workshop 2

You will have the
chance to provide
feedback on two (or
one) refined concept
designs

W/
Close the loop

PoM will confirm the
design outcomes and
provide feedback on
how your input has
influenced its decision




Engagement commitment
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accordance with the IAP2 Quality Assurance Standard.

IAP2 Spectrum of Participation

Increasing impact on the decision

Promise to
stakeholders

Port of Melbourne

Inform

PoM will keep you informed.

Consult

PoM will keep you informed,

listen to and acknowledge
concerns and aspirations,
and provide feedback on
how public input influenced
the decision.

Involve

PoM will work with you to
ensure that your concerns
and aspirations
are reflected in the
alternatives and provide
feedback on how your input
influenced the decision.

Collaborate

PoM will look to you for
advice and innovation in
formulating solutions and

incorporate your advice and

recommendations into the

decisions to the maximum
extent possible.

Our commitment for this engagement

Empower

PoM will decide what you
implement.




Lines of enquiry

Looking at the concept designs, what does your |
experience suggest are the pros and cons for each S
design? ——x ¥

Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred ‘% m
HV parking configurations for various HV models? |

Do you have preferences regarding gated access
that may improve accessibility to the site?

Should there be time limits on parking? If so, what is
the rationale for particular periods?

Port of Melbourne



Theparkig-tetdry dock

A placeholder for capturing ideas or
Issues that are out of scope or not
the focus of our task at hand, to
follow up on later outside the
workshop.

It keeps our workshop on course
and on time.

Port of Melbourne

31




Questions on notice

lyé ljdzSadAazya GKFEG OFyQu c')'é I-y.éééN;SR
today will addressed at Workshop 2 on Question on notice

14 OCtOber. Participant name:

Please use the question cards to record orgnisation

your guestion and return to Liam on the
Insync facilitation team.

Question:

Port of Melbourne




Background

Kellie Wilson, Stakeholder Engagement Lead
(Regulatory)




Background

The Port of Melbourne has secured a leng
term lease for 29ha of land located at the
Former Melbourne Market Site (Market Site).

This lease to 2066, aligns with the existing
Victorian Government 5§ear port lease
established in 2016.

The HV Facility is approx. 1.8ha in size and
Includes primary access via a western court
bowl (to be constructed), from Footscray Roa

Port of Melbourne




2055 Port Development Strategy

Market Site
Port Land improvements

In progress;
Integrating the Port with the former Melbourne
Wholesale Market Site in Dynon

Redevelopment of the former Melbourne Market Site to
support near port freight and logistics functions may
iInclude rail freight and intermodal activities, freight
logistics, storage or empty container storage and truck
parking and refuelling facilities.

Port of Melbourne

In Delivery
. Planned developments
. Potantial developments

Existing Port of
5 Melboume land
I Contaners
Tasmania

Motor vehicles
B i bulk)

B Uiquid bulk
Dry / break bulk
Bragk bulk
Pubiic open spaca
and Port buffers

B Port-related activities

Draft 2065 Port Development Strategy kAl



Background

Charles Cornish, Head of Intermodal
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Port Botan Fremantle Port
Facility owner/operator Operated by Transport for NSW, security services subcontracted Fremantle Ports

Truck parking capacity 50 60
LY CENIAEHIEESE [nlii=ld Ml L imited to container vehicles. All heavy vehicles up to-Bouble

RES N A ! dzi 2 Y GSR 3L GSad 'a GKS GNHzO1 Sy dSNAB Gateinstalled in 2023 with number plate recognition
Wi N EIE ol EINel g el Elt=lel boom gate to open. In the case that the RFID tag does not trigger the boom gate th
gates Traffic Marshalls will open the gates manually

Permitted uses No Dangerous Goods vehicles allowed. Vehicles are only accepted 1 house before Available for achoc use as casual layover for all types of heavy vehicles

terminal slot. Vehicles waiting to enter empty container parks cannot currently acces¢ KS ¢a! @g2NJ] a Ay O2yedzyOlAizy gAGK (K

TMA. Once activated trucks intending to access the affected site(s) will be directed to tt
TMA.

S[Taige]pi[eNelelo] (Ialo RSEI=IN MM Ve hicles using the TMA must have a time slot booked with a stevedore. Electronic No required booking for atioc use. Vehicles directed to the TMA when the CMS is

message board in the TMA to alert drivers when they can enter their respective ternoperational, drivers then wait for their clearance to exit on the messaging signs.

LA TgliERIEE Ko Rifi [« /@l The TMA currently allows trucks to park for up to one hour prior to the booked steveWhen the CMS is in operation, exit of vehicles is managed using messaging sign:
parking slot. ad-hoc use of the facility no strict time limit is set.

Hours of operation 24 hours, 7 days per week 24 hours, 7 days per week

Security systems 24/7 security personnel, security fencing, lighting, CCTV Lighting, no security fencing, CCTV

SRR Qe (= V RSND2 GSNI Wt dzy OKQ | NBIF X ¢2Af SGaxz =Sy Portaloosonsite. Footpath to Ampol truck stop next door (toilets, restaurant, showe
dissatisfaction at quality of facilities.

Colocated fuel outlets No colocated fuel. Closest fuel is the Ampol Diesel Stop, near the entrance to the P Ampol truck stop next to the TMA. There are separate fuel pumps dedicated for h
Terminal 2.2km from the TMA. vehicles entering the TMA.

(OIS SR N I[e] oo CI 1] =Ne] @M NO cost. Operational costs covered by Transport for NSW. No current costs to truck operators or terminals. Costs covered by Fremantle Port

terminals
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TRUCK MARSHALLING AREA ~
EASTERN SUBURRS
MEMORIAL PARK CIMETERY
(]

GATE B16 BUMBORAH POINT ROAD PORT BOTANY 2036
PEDESTRIAN PATH
ROW 3
PEDESTRIAN PATH

%
.
A ROW 2
——— PEDESTRIAN PATH
ROW 1

VARIABLE MESSAGE BOARD

— ’*Nl —— - -
= =TT % B Truck Stop
Cafe

. S—

AUSTRALIAN CUSTOMS SERVICE ,6“
CONTAINER EXAMINATION FACILITY ! #& ® 9
[+
@
>
g
5
BOOM GATE — o5
SECURI;I:;ILBéJTILDING : / e
3 5 ) number plate
SEMI TRAILER readers
ONLY SPOTS
BUMBORAN - ‘& A 4:,(,
PONT ROAD  ENTRY | LUNCH PARKI o . 0 N
GATE | AREA NG | REJECTION ‘%
ENTRY SiGN FOOTPATH “ANE EXIT GATE %,
9%
EVACUATION 4"?@
L)

ASSEMBLY AREA

Port Botany TMA Fremantle TMA
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Traffic Modelling

A Footscray Road key signalized
Intersections have been modelled
for year 2045 traffic

A Traffic assumption for the HV
Facility being 44 trucks per hour

A Modelling of these intersections
has found that they will perform at
a satisfactory level

Port of Melbourne To insert a Footer, select: 'Insert > Header & Footer'




Overview of
concept designs

Charles Cornish, Head of Intermodal




Port of Melbourne

WGTP - DESIGN BY OTHERS
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PROPOSED ROAD GEOMETRY
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FUELLING AREA

Key Features

A No restriction in access

A Access / egress from fuel stop & court bow!
A Has a single #bound lane in the court bowl
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P WGTP-DESIGNBY OTHERS e e LY |
R - i A .- il B | | Key Features
' Access restricted boom gates to fuel stop
Access / egress from fuel stop & court bowl
Has a single tbound lane in the court bowl

- -
A-DOUBLE RIGHT - OUT =

Sab i

*
: "\%.\ = e
o1 INDICATIVE SERVICE -

24no, PARKING BAYS PROVID D! STATION
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DETAILED DESIGN.
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I el L

.

3 - | B8 Koy Features
‘ 3. B A No vehicle access to fuel stop
; A Access / egress from court bowl

A Exit to service road
A Has two irbound lane in the court bowl

~ DESIGN VEHICLE: 20m AR

DOCKLINKROAD

. ~ -
LIGHT VEHICLE INGRESS / EGRESS ONLY
DESIGN VEHICLE: 12.5m SINGLE UNIT TRUCK
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Key Features
A Access / egress from court bow!

A Single exit only to fuel stop
A Has two irbound lane in the court bowl

BOOM GATE FOR
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STATION
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3
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Activity

Feedback on pros and cons




Lines of enquiry

Looking at the concept designs, what does your ‘
experience suggest are the pros and cons for each S

design?

Port of Melbourne




Instructions

The purpose of this activity is to discuss the concept
designs and provide feedback to GHD who will refine the
concept designs ahead of Workshop 2

You will be split into four groups and asked to discuss the
pros and cons of each concept design

Concept
Each group will have a table host who will support the 4
discussion and record feedback onto the worksheet. You Q&Y
can usepostit notes to add your own ideas to the
worksheet

PoM and GHD will be available to answer guestions

Round 1 will be 15 minutes. Rounds 2, 3 and 4 will be 10
minutes each

Concept
1
(James)

Concept
3
(Kellie)

Concept
2
(Liam)




Report back

Feedback on pros and cons




Short break

Start again in 15 minutes




Agenda

2:00pm Welcome and context setting

2:10pm Background and overview of concept design
2:25pm Activity: Feedback on pros and cons

3:15pm Report back

3:30pm Break (15 minutes)

3:45pm Activity: Parking configurations, gated acces!
and time limits

4:40pm Report back
4:55pm Wrap up and next steps

5:00pm Close

Port of Melbourne



Activity

Parking configurations, gated access and time
limits




Lines of enquiry

=2
Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred E
HV parking configurations for various HV models?  jmm

Do you have preferences regarding gated access
that may improve accessibility to the site?

Should there be time limits on parking? If so, what is
the rationale for particular periods?

Port of Melbourne To insert a Footer, select: 'Insert > Header & Footer'



Instructions

The purpose of this activity is to discuss the concept
designs and provide feedback to GHD who will refine the
concept designs ahead of Workshop 2.

You will be split into three groups. Each group will discuss
all the questions at their table.

Each group will have a table host who will support the
discussion and record feedback onto the worksheet. You
can also add your owdeas to the worksheet usinmpst

It notes. Group 3

(Kellie)
PoM and GHD will be available to answer guestions.

This activity will last for 30 minutes.




Report back

Parking configurations, gated access and time
limits




Wrap up and next
steps

Kellie Wilson, Stakeholder Engagement Lead
(Regulatory)




NEXT STEPS
Tuesday 14 October

2.00pm to 5.00pm








































































































































