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Introduction



Introduction

Background

The Port of Melbourne (PoM) has secured a long-term lease for 29 hectares of land at the 

former Melbourne Market Site (Market Site). The lease, which extends to 2066, aligns with the 

4A;LGJA9F %GN=JFE=FLӐK =PAKLAF? ғҎ-year port lease, established in 2016. A proposed Heavy 

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.

PoM sought stakeholder feedback to review and assess aspects of four concept designs for a 

HV facility, informing the development of two refined concept designs. Consultation was 

undertaken at this early stage to ensure stakeholder views could meaningfully influence the 

design process.

Engagement approach

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

;D=9J =PH=;L9LAGFK >GJ ALK =EHDGQ==KӅ ;GFLJ9;LGJK 9F< KL9C=@GD<=JKӄ .G+ӐK .JA;AF? -J<=J

Engagement Protocol (POEP), sets out a clear engagement process. Together, the SEF and the 

POEP provide a quality assured and predictable engagement approach, building stakeholder 

confidence. 

For this engagement, PoM committed to provide stakeholders with an Involve level of 

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

commitment entails the promise that:

Ʉ5= OADD OGJC OAL@ QGM LG =FKMJ= L@9L QGMJ ;GF;=JFK 9F< 9KHAJ9LAGFK 9J= J=>D=;L=< AF L@=

9DL=JF9LAN=K <=N=DGH=< 9F< HJGNA<= >==<:9;C GF @GO QGMJ AFHML AF>DM=F;=< L@= <=;AKAGFȷɅ

Engagement overview

The engagement program ran in September and October 2025. PoM held two stakeholder 

workshops facilitated by Insync. A total of 25 stakeholder organisations were invited to 

participate in the workshops, and representatives from 13 attended the workshops. 

At the first workshop, participants were invited to review four concept designs and respond to 

the following lines of enquiry: 

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

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

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

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

At the second workshop, participants were asked to review two refined concept designs 

developed by GHD and provide feedback on the following lines of enquiry: 

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

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)?

This report summarises what PoM heard during the two workshops and outlines how 

stakeholder feedback will inform the ongoing design development.
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Engagement overview
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9 September 2025

PoM sent an invitation email to 25 
stakeholder organisations to 

participate.

29 September 2025

Workshop 1 held with 12 
stakeholder organisations. 
Feedback collected on four 
concept designs, parking 

configurations, gated access, and 
parking time limits. 

30 September to 14 October 
2025

GHD developed two refined 
concept designs informed by 

feedback collected at Workshop 1.

30 September 2025

PoM sent a reminder email to 
stakeholders to attend Workshop 
2, advising that non-attendance 

will be taken to represent 
satisfaction with the extent of their 

participation.

11 December 2025

.G+ K@9J=< ӑ5@9L O= @=9J<Ӓ
report with stakeholders and 
confirmed design outcomes. 

October to December 2025

GHD further developed a "day 
one" design informed by feedback 

collected at both workshops.

17 October 2025 

PoM invited all participants to 
complete a post-engagement 

evaluation survey either via hard 
copy at Workshop 2 or online link 

following the workshop.

14 October 2025 

Workshop 2 held with seven 
stakeholder organisations. 

Feedback collected on two refined 
concept designs, driver facilities, 

and technology options.
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What we heard overview
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Workshop 1
29 September 2025

ÅRepresentatives from 12 stakeholder organisations attended the 
first workshop. 

ÅParticipants agreed the designs should maximise parking 
capacity and optimise for A-double bays, including reducing or 
removing semi bays. 

ÅSome preferred two ingress and egress points. They supported a 
future-proof layout that could accommodate changes in demand, 
vehicle size and engine type.

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

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

ÅOverall, participants did not identify one preferred design. 
Instead, they developed a set of guiding principles and ideas to 
inform the development of refined concept designs.

Workshop 2 
14 October 2025

ÅRepresentatives from seven stakeholder organisations attended 
the second workshop.

ÅParticipants liked that the refined concept designs increased 
capacity for A-double bays. They suggested simplifying the 
designs to reduce cognitive load and improve safety for tired 
drivers, recommending one-way bay entry and navigation paths.

ÅParticipants agreed driver facilities should meet basic needs 
without encouraging long stays. Facility must-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. 

ÅParticipants thought the technology should provide real-time 
information to drivers (e.g., congestion, bay availability, wait 
times, turnaround times, and major incidents), and would prefer 
to monitor compliance through licence plate recognition rather 
than a booking system.



Workshop 1

Overview, activities, 
and what we heard 



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.

PoM opened the workshop by welcoming participants and giving an Acknowledgement of 

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

content of the engagement:

Å PoM introduced itself, GHD, and Insync, and explained the roles of each 

organisation.

Å Insync provided an overview of the engagement process, how the workshops fit into 

the broader engagement program, and how feedback would be used by PoM.

Å Insync then explained .G+ӐK engagement commitments under the POEP, the SEF, 

and its promise to Involve stakeholders in accordance with the IAP2 Spectrum of 

Public Participation (see Figure 1). Insync also outlined the lines of enquiry for the 

first workshop. 

Å PoM delivered a presentation on the project background and technical aspects of 

the concept designs to support participants to make informed and meaningful 

contributions. Please refer to Appendix A for the workshop slides and Appendix E for 

the concept designs.

Insync then facilitated two activities to seek feedback on the concept designs. Details of 

these activities are included overleaf. 

All slides and material are commercial-in-confidence. © Insync Surveys Pty Ltd.  All rights reserved8   |

Figure 1 Ɏ .G+ɃK engagement commitment to stakeholders



Workshop 1 activities

Activity one

In the first activity, participants considered the line of enquiry: 

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

cons for each design?

Participants worked in small groups across four tables, each with a worksheet showing a 

concept design and space for feedback. PoM and 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.

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 

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 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?

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

periods?

In this activity, participants worked in the same four groups but did not rotate. Groups 

discussed each line of enquiry and table hosts recorded feedback onto worksheets. 

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 were then invited by the Insync facilitator to share any additional feedback.

Questions on notice

PoM and GHD representatives answered some questions during the session. PoM took 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 

Appendix D.  

Outcomes

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 what PoM and GHD heard in the first workshop is included on the following 

page of this report. 
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The table below summarises the feedback received from participants at Workshop 1. 

What we heard

Table 1 Ɏ Summary of participant feedback received at Workshop 1

Topic Participant feedback

Capacity and 
parkingconfigurations

ÅMany participants supported optimising design to maximise large vehicle spaces; suggestions included increasing A-double baysand reducingor 
eliminating semi baysto create more A-double bays.

Ingress/egress Å Participants expressed mixed preferences about entry and exit configurations. 

Å Some preferred multiple entries and exits but would prioritise maximising A-double bays.

Gated access Å Participants generally supportedlimiting access to Port users and heavy vehiclesand believe controls should be simple.

ÅMany, though not all, wouldprefer gated access to the fuel stop.

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

Å Some noted thatgated access could providePoMwith useful data about site usage.

Parking time limits Å Some participants indicated that short time limits would maximise the number of vehicles the site can service.

Å Some further suggested thatlimits should vary by time (peak/off-peak), purpose (rest, holding, marshalling), and/oruser (metro vs country drivers).

Å They agreed time limits couldpotentially provide for overnight stays and both one-hour and eight-hour rest breaks.

Å They supported financial compliance mechanisms including penalties for overstaying and higher costs for longer stays.

Å Participants acknowledged the challenge of balancing short and long-term parking.

Pedestrians Å Participants agreed the concept design should clearly mark pedestrian access and have safety at the forefront of design thinking.

Dangerous goods Å Participants suggested the design could consider dangerous goods but did not reach a consensus.

Future proofing Å.9JLA;AH9FLK 9?J==< L@9LӅ A<=9DDQӅ 9DD 9KH=;LK G> L@= <=KA?F K@GMD< 9AE LG := ӑ>MLMJ=-HJGG>ӒӇ KM??=KLAGFK AF;DM<=< AF;J=9KAF? N=hicle sizes, rising demand 
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 1. The 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.

PoM opened 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:

Å PoM presented responses to all questions received at the first workshop. .G+ӐK 

responses to all questions are included in Appendix C. 

Å GHD presented the refined concept designs. Please refer to Appendix B for the 

workshop slides and Appendix F for the refined concept designs.

Å In keeping with .G+ӐK engagement promise, GHD explained how feedback from the 

first workshop had or had not informed the designs. This information is presented in 

Figure 2. 

Insync then facilitated two activities to seek feedback on the concept designs. Details of 

these activities are included overleaf. 
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Figure 2 Ɏ How participant feedback was used to refine the concept designs



Workshop 2 activities

Activity one

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 and 

cons for each design?

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

designs and a worksheet for feedback. PoM and Insync representatives hosted the tables, 

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.

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

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)?

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 

given 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. 

Outcomes

2@= OGJCK@GH <A< FGL A<=FLA>Q GF= HJ=>=JJ=< <=KA?Fӄ 'FKL=9<Ӆ H9JLA;AH9FLKӐ >==<:9;C 9F<

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 

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

Topic Participant feedback

Cognitive load ÅMany participants agreed that drivers often arrive tired, so minimising the number of decisions they need to make would improve safety. 

Å Some reflected that drivers may find it confusing to follow one set of behavioural norms inside the Port and another at the HV facility. 

Capacity and parking 
configurations

ÅMost participants liked the increased number of A-double spaces in both refined concept designs. 

Å Some said they would support sacrificing a small amount of capacity to reduce complexity. Exact preferences regarding the trade-off between the two 
remain unclear. 

ÅMany participants agreed that allowing bays to be entered from both directions could increase altercations. 

Å 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 ÅMost participants agreed that navigating the site should be as simple as possible. 

ÅMany agreed that two-way navigation paths could increase the likelihood of collisions or mix-ups. 

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

Å Some suggested swept paths in the southwest corner could be improved if parking bays were reconfigured. 

Pedestrians ÅMost participants preferred that pedestrian access be as simple as possible. 

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

Å Some noted that final entry and exit options would depend on the design of the fuel stop. 

What we heard regarding pros and cons
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Table 2 Ɏ Summary of participant feedback received on pros and cons



All slides and material are commercial-in-confidence. © Insync Surveys Pty Ltd.  All rights reserved15   |

What we heard regarding driver facilities

Priority Facility Preferred location

Must-have Toilets Either fuel stop or HV facility

Must-have Bins Both fuel stop and HV facility

Must-have Water Both fuel stop and HV facility

Must-have Air Fuel stop

Must-have Lighting for safety HV facility

Must-have Secure fencing HV facility

Must-have Passive surveillance (including cameras) HV facility

Must-have Undercover area No consensus

Must-have Prayer room No consensus

Must-have
Gated access between fuel stop and HV 
facility

Between fuel stop and HV 
facility

No consensus Food and beverage Fuel stop

Nice-to-have Showers Either fuel stop or HV facility

Nice-to-have Smoking area Either fuel stop or HV facility

A summary of feedback received on driver facilities is provided in Table 3. Additional 

feedback received during group discussions included the following:

Å Most participants agreed that driver facilities should provide necessities but should 

not encourage drivers to stay longer than needed. 

Å Some expressed that driver facilities should not come at the expense of capacity.

Å Some participants thought that a prayer room was important for safety, because 

drivers who need to pray would do so regardless of whether a space is provided.

Å Some participants thought that effective passive surveillance would eliminate the 

need for PoM staff on site at the facility.

Table 3 Ɏ Summary of participant feedback received on driver facilities



The table below summarises the feedback received on technology options.

Topic Participant feedback

Real-time data ÅMost participants agreed that PoM could consider technology that provides drivers with real-time information, such as:

o congestion

o number of free bays

o which bays are free

o estimated wait time

o truck turnaround time, and

o major incidents.

Å Participants suggested ways to communicate this information to drivers, including:

o a terminal status board

o mobile apps

o live-feed video accessible remotely, and

o electronic signage visible when travelling inbound on Footscray Road.

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

ÅMost participants agreed that it would be useful if surveillance systems could identify users misusing the site, such as leaving trailers unattended.

Booking system ÅMost participants preferred not to implement a booking system.

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

All slides and material are commercial-in-confidence. © Insync Surveys Pty Ltd.  All rights reserved16   |

What we heard regarding technology options

Table 4 Ɏ Summary of participant feedback received on technology options



Post-engagement 
evaluation



Post-engagement evaluation

After the two workshops, PoM invited the 12 stakeholder organisations to complete an 

engagement evaluation survey. PoM conducted this evaluation for several reasons, 

including:

Å it helps improve the effectiveness of future consultations

Å it reflects best practice engagement, and

Å it is required by regulation.

Insync designed and hosted the survey. Hard-copy surveys were distributed to 

participants at the second workshop, and a link to an online version of the survey was 

distributed to all participants via email on 17th October. 

Eight participants completed the evaluation survey. The results indicate that most 

respondents were satisfied with the engagement process (see Figure 3). A summary of the 

KMJN=QӐK ;GEHDA9F;= OAL@.G+ӐK engagement commitments under the POEP and SEF is 

included on the next page. 
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I had a reasonable opportunity to participate

in the engagement

I had enough time, information, and

opportunities to give feedback

PoM clearly explained what was negotiable,

what was not, and how my feedback could

influence decisions

PoM provided ways to give feedback, ask

questions, and see summaries of stakeholder

input gathered through the engagement

The consultation materials supported me to

make informed and meaningful

contributions

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements (n=8)

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Agree Strongly agree

Figure 3 Ɏ Post-engagement evaluation results



Post-engagement evaluation

The following table sets out how the survey adhered to .G+ӐK commitments under the POEP and .G+ӐK SEF. 
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Survey question POEPrequirements SEF principles

I had a reasonable opportunity to participate in the 
engagement.

On material matters and formal consultation programs, provide a reasonable time period for engagement to 
ensure Port Users are given a reasonable opportunity to participate. For most matters this is expected to be:
Å2OG O==CKӐ FGLA;= HJAGJ LG ;GEE=F;=E=FL G> ;GFKMDL9LAGF OAL@ L@= FGLA;= LG := HJGNA<=< AF 9 >GJE

appropriate to reaching Port Users
Å Four weeks for a formal consultation period.

Genuine, 
Timely

I had enough time, information, and opportunities to 
give feedback.

Port of Melbourne clearly explained what was 
negotiable, what was not, and how my feedback 
could influence decisions.

Consider the level of interest the Port User will have on the matters under the Pricing Order and be clear on 
what we are seeking feedback about and how we will use that feedback (negotiables and nonȤnegotiables).

Accountable, 
Transparent

Port of Melbourne provided ways to give feedback, 
ask questions, and see summaries of stakeholder 
input gathered through the engagement.

Establish mechanisms for feedback to Port User groups. This may include for example direct communications 
and feedback or producing reports to summarise the feedback received.

Accountable

The consultation materials supported me to make 
informed and meaningful contributions.

Å Prepare materials for consultation to provide appropriate information to enable Port Users to make 
informed and meaningful contributions, outlining the purpose, form and content of consultation.

Å 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.

Å Develop communication and consultation material that is clear, accurate, and timely.

Inclusive

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

Continuous 
improvement

Table 5 Ɏ Evaluation survey compliance with POEP and SEF
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Workshop #1

Monday 29 September

Market Site 
Heavy Vehicle Facility



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 .
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Port of Melbourne

Introduce PoM, GHD and Insync

24

Workshop host
Responsible for providing 
context and listening to 

your feedback

Design consultants 
Responsible for 

developing the refined 
concept design/s

Independent facilitators 
Responsible for keeping 
this workshop on track 

and on time



Port of Melbourne

2:00pm Welcome and context setting
 

2:10pm Background and overview of concept designs
 

2:25pm Activity: Feedback on pros and cons
 

3:15pm Report back
 

3:30pm Break (15 minutes)
 

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

 

4:40pm Report back
 

4:55pm Wrap up and next steps
 

5:00pm Close 

25

Agenda



Port of Melbourne

Engagement overview

To insert a Footer, select: 'Insert > Header & Footer'
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Review concept designs 

We have asked you to 
review and consider the 
four concept designs in 
preparation for 
Workshop 1 

Workshop 1

We will ask you to 
provide feedback on 
four concept designs

Workshop 2

We will ask you to 
provide feedback on 
two (or one) refined 
concept designs

Close the loop 

We will confirm the 
design outcomes and 
provide feedback on 
how your input has 
influenced our decision 

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



Port of Melbourne
27

Housekeeping

Å 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

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

Å Toilets are located inside

Å Photos will be taken during this session. If you have any 
ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ 
speak to Kellie or Liam



Port of Melbourne

Engagement overview

28

Review concept designs 

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

Workshop 1

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

Workshop 2

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

Close the loop 

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

The purpose of the Market Site Heavy Vehicle Facility Engagement is to:
Review and assess elements of provided concept designs to inform a refined concept design(s)
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tƻa ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ŀƴ ΨLƴǾƻƭǾŜΩ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦparticipation for this engagement in 
accordance with the IAP2 Quality Assurance Standard.

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.

P
ro

m
is

e
 t

o
 

s
ta

k
e

h
o

ld
e

rs

Increasing impact on the decision

Our commitment for this engagement

Empower

PoM will decide what you 

implement.

IAP2 Spectrum of Participation

Engagement commitment
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Lines of enquiry

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

Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred 
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?

30



Port of Melbourne

The parking lot dry dock

31

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

Questions on notice

32

!ƴȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ 
today will addressed at Workshop 2 on 
14 October.

Please use the question cards to record 
your question and return to Liam on the 
Insync facilitation team.



Port of Melbourne

Kellie Wilson, Stakeholder Engagement Lead 
(Regulatory)

Background

33
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The Port of Melbourne has secured a long-
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 50-year 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 Road. 

Background
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2055 Port Development Strategy

Market Site

Port Land improvements

In progress ς 
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 
include rail freight and intermodal activities, freight 
logistics, storage or empty container storage and truck 
parking and refuelling facilities.
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Charles Cornish, Head of Intermodal

Background
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tƻǊǘ .ƻǘŀƴȅ ϧ CǊŜƳŀƴǘƭŜ ¢a!Ωǎ
Item Port Botany Fremantle Port

Facility owner/operator Operated by Transport for NSW, security services subcontracted Fremantle Ports

Size 1.24ha 2.8ha

Truck parking capacity 50 60

Types of vehicles admitted Limited to container vehicles. All heavy vehicles up to B-Double

Restrictions on entry, either 

with personnel or automated 

gates

!ǳǘƻƳŀǘŜŘ ƎŀǘŜǎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŎƪ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ¢a!Σ ǘƘŜ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜΩǎ wCL5 ǘŀƎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘǊȅ 

boom gate to open. In the case that the RFID tag does not trigger the boom gate the 

Traffic Marshalls will open the gates manually

Gate installed in 2023 with number plate recognition

Permitted uses No Dangerous Goods vehicles allowed. Vehicles are only accepted 1 house before 

terminal slot. Vehicles waiting to enter empty container parks cannot currently access the 

TMA. 

Available for ad-hoc use as casual layover for all types of heavy vehicles

¢ƘŜ ¢a! ǿƻǊƪǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ό/a{ύΦ 

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

TMA. 

Electronic booking system Vehicles using the TMA must have a time slot booked with a stevedore. Electronic 

message board in the TMA to alert drivers when they can enter their respective terminals.

No required booking for ad-hoc use. Vehicles directed to the TMA when the CMS is 

operational, drivers then wait for their clearance to exit on the messaging signs.

Time limits placed on truck 

parking

The TMA currently allows trucks to park for up to one hour prior to the booked stevedore 

slot.

When the CMS is in operation, exit of vehicles is managed using messaging signs. For 

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 

Facilities for truck drivers ¦ƴŘŜǊŎƻǾŜǊ ΨƭǳƴŎƘΩ ŀǊŜŀΣ ¢ƻƛƭŜǘǎΣ ±ŜƴŘƛƴƎ aŀŎƘƛƴŜΦ !ƴŜŎŘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘǊǳŎƪ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ 

dissatisfaction at quality of facilities.

Portaloos onsite. Footpath to Ampol truck stop next door (toilets, restaurant, showers).

Co-located fuel outlets No co-located fuel. Closest fuel is the Ampol Diesel Stop, near the entrance to the Patrick 

Terminal 2.2km from the TMA. 

Ampol truck stop next to the TMA. There are separate fuel pumps dedicated for heavy 

vehicles entering the TMA. 

Costs to truck operators or 

terminals

No cost. Operational costs covered by Transport for NSW. No current costs to truck operators or terminals. Costs covered by Fremantle Ports.
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Port Botany TMA Fremantle TMA
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Traffic Modelling 

39
To insert a Footer, select: 'Insert > Header & Footer'

Å Footscray Road key signalized 
intersections have been modelled 
for year 2045 traffic

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

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

Dock Link Rd

Appleton Dock Rd

Market 
Gate 

1

Market 
Gate 

2
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Charles Cornish, Head of Intermodal

Overview of 
concept designs
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1
Key Features
ÅNo restriction in access
ÅAccess / egress from fuel stop & court bowl
ÅHas a single in-bound lane in the court bowl
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2
Key Features
ÅAccess restricted ς boom gates to fuel stop
ÅAccess / egress from fuel stop & court bowl
ÅHas a single in-bound lane in the court bowl
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3 Key Features
ÅNo vehicle access to fuel stop
ÅAccess / egress from court bowl
ÅExit to service road
ÅHas two in-bound lane in the court bowl
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4 Key Features
ÅAccess / egress from court bowl
ÅSingle exit only to fuel stop
ÅHas two in-bound lane in the court bowl
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Activity
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Feedback on pros and cons
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Lines of enquiry

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

Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred 
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?

46
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Instructions
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Concept 
1 

(James)

Concept 
2 

(Liam)

Concept 
3 

(Kellie)

Concept 
4 

(Jeremy)

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 

Each group will have a table host who will support the 
discussion and record feedback onto the worksheet. You 
can use post-it notes to add your own ideas to the 
worksheet

PoM and GHD will be available to answer questions 

Round 1 will be 15 minutes. Rounds 2, 3 and 4 will be 10 
minutes each
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Report back
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Feedback on pros and cons
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Short break
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Start again in 15 minutes
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2:00pm Welcome and context setting
 

2:10pm Background and overview of concept designs
 

2:25pm Activity: Feedback on pros and cons
 

3:15pm Report back
 

3:30pm Break (15 minutes)
 

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

 

4:40pm Report back
 

4:55pm Wrap up and next steps
 

5:00pm Close 

50

Agenda
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Parking configurations, gated access and time 
limits
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Lines of enquiry

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

Looking at the concept designs, are there preferred 
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?
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Group 1 
(James)

Group 2 
(Liam)

Group 3 
(Kellie)

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 own ideas to the worksheet using post-
it notes. 

PoM and GHD will be available to answer questions.

This activity will last for 30 minutes. 
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Report back
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Parking configurations, gated access and time 
limits
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Kellie Wilson, Stakeholder Engagement Lead 
(Regulatory)

Wrap up and next 
steps
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NEXT STEPS

Tuesday 14 October

2.00pm to 5.00pm
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