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1 Introduction 

1.1 Name and address of expert 

1. Tom Milinkovic, Director, Urban Design & Management, Office 1, Level 1, 114 Evans Street, 
Sunbury, VIC, 3429. 

1.2 Expert’s qualifications and experience 

2. I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) Honours from Swinburne University and an 
Associate Diploma Civil Engineering from Victoria University. I am a Member with the Urban 
Development Institute of Australia (UDIA) and Australian Land Development Engineers 
(ALDE). I am also on the UDWAG Technical Committee. 

3. I have practiced as a civil engineer and project / development manager in the public sector 
(local government and Melbourne Water), private consulting and the development industry 
for over 26 years.  

4. In my role as Director at Urban Design & Management I oversee the delivery of large scale 
residential, commercial and industrial developments with a particular focus on Melbourne’s 
growth areas. This includes preparation of feasibilities and budgets, preparation of 
development programs, overseeing design team, management of development costings, 
appointment and management of consultants, civil contractors and sales teams, negotiating 
and liaising with government authorities. 

1.3 Statement identifying the expert’s areas of expertise to 

make this report 

5. I am an expert in the delivery of residential urban development including infrastructure and 
costings. I have experience and expertise in determining the appropriate type of 
infrastructure and servicing to provide for urban development. 

6. As a consultant I have prepared numerous reports specifying infrastructure and servicing 
requirements and project costs for the development of land. This includes the independent 
peer review of development proposals, and the requirements of Precinct Structure Plans, 
Development Contributions Plans and Infrastructure Contributions Plans. 

1.4 Statement identifying other significant contributors to the 

report 

7. This report was prepared with the assistance of others. The views expressed in this report 
are my own. 

1.5  The identity and qualifications of the person who carried 

out any tests or experiments upon which the expert relied 

upon in making the report 

8. No tests or experiments were relied upon in making this report. 

1.6 Relationship between the expert witness and the client 

9. Urban Design & Management provides planning, urban design and engineering services to 
615 Hume Freeway Pty Ltd on a range of landholdings including 615 Hume Highway, 
Beveridge. 

1.7 Instructions 
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10. On 3 March 2022 I was instructed via email by Melinda Holloway, Principal Urban Designer, 
Urban Design & Management to review the Infrastructure Contributions Plan proposed by 
Mitchell Planning Scheme Amendment C161 (C161mith). I provided this preliminary advice 
a week later. 

11. On 1 April 2022 (and as amended on 11 April 2022) I was provided further instructions to 
prepare a statement of evidence that: 

• considers the infrastructure requirements of the Infrastructure Contributions Plan, 

• considers the associated infrastructure costings as specified in the Infrastructure 
Contributions Plan, 

• considers whether these are appropriate development outcomes or whether more 
effective solutions are available. 

12. I was provided with a copy of Planning Panel Victoria’s ‘Guide to expert evidence’ (April 
2019) and Directions for the Advisory Committee dated 22 March 2022. 

1.8 Statement identifying the role the Expert had in preparing or 

overseeing the exhibited document(s) 

13. I have provided no advice to any party involved in the development of either the Precinct 
Structure Plan or Infrastructure Contributions Plan for Beveridge North West. 

14. Urban Design & Management has provided advice to a range of clients in relation to both of 
these documents and their proposed development outcomes. 

1.9 Facts, matters and assumptions upon which this statement 

proceeds 

15. I have made a number of inspections of the 615 Hume Highway and general surrounds.  

1.10 Reports and documents relied upon 

16.  The documents I have relied upon in the preparation of my evidence are: 

• Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan (November 2021 and VPA tracked 
changes version April 2022). 

• Beveridge North West Infrastructure Contributions Plan (November 2021 and VPA 
tracked changes version April 2022). 

• Beveridge North West PSP – Infrastructure Designs and Costings (Cardno) 
(November 2021). 

• VPA Benchmark Infrastructure and Costs Guide (2019). 

• VPA Part A Submission (April 2022). 

• Beveridge North West PSP C158mith Background Report (revised November 2021). 

1.11 Any questions falling outside the expert’s expertise 

17. No questions have been raised that fall outside my expertise. 

1.12 Summary opinion 

18. It is my view that constructing BR01 as a span bridge with an extended length creates a 
high-cost infrastructure item that is not the most appropriate solution for a constructed 
waterway. 

19. It is my view that a more cost-effective solution can be achieved through the use of culverts 
and that there are no known site constraints that require the solution proposed in the 
Infrastructure Contributions Plan. 
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20. There are no known hydrogeological or environmental reasons that justify needing to 
construct BR-01 as a ‘Super T’ construction and in my view it is not warranted.  

21. I have delivered various projects that include bridges with similar contexts using culverts 
rather than a ‘Super T’ design. This provides a more cost efficient outcome suitable for 
purpose without an overengineered design. It is unclear and seemingly unjustified as to why 
the ‘Super T’ construction is being utilised for BR-01.  

22. In my view a culvert solution should be investigated and utilised if proven appropriate. 

 

1.13 Declaration 

23. I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters of 
significance which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the Panel. 

 

 

 
 

Tim Milinkovic, Director – Urban Design & Management 

 

  



Expert Witness Statement  Beveridge North West Advisory Committee 

 

2 BR-01 discussion 
24. This information is sourced from the Infrastructure Contributions Plan (April 2022) (ICP) 

circulated by the VPA on 11 April as part of the Part A submission. 

25. The ICP identifies 21 transport projects to be funded by the standard levy and 9 transport 
projects to be funded by the supplementary levy. 

26. The most expensive project to be funded by either levy is BR-01 at a total cost of 
$21,346,872. Table 6 of the ICP includes BR-01 as a supplementary item and states that 
the funding is 100% apportioned to this ICP, not 50% as noted in the VPA Part A 
submission (Section 8.3, page 64). 

27. BR-01 is described as the ‘construction of a single carriageway crossing of the constructed 
waterway on Patterson Road / E14 extension’. This road is identified as an arterial road. All 
other components of the arterial road (RD-04 and intersections) are included in the standard 
levy. 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 1 - Location of BR-01 



Expert Witness Statement  Beveridge North West Advisory Committee 

 

28. There is no further mention of BR-01 in the ICP. 

29. The Infrastructure Designs and Costings (Cardno) (November 2021) provides the costing for 
BR-01. It notes its length at 165m, describes it as ‘secondary, and that the on-structure 
works include a ‘Super T’. 

30. There is no specific design available for BR-01. The VPA (Laurie Mitchell) advised via 
phone on 27 April 2022 that this is because BR-01 utilises a benchmark design that will 
simply be extended. 

31. The benchmark design for a secondary arterial 100m Super T bridge is included in the 
Benchmark Infrastructure Costings Report (April 2019) and is accessible via the VPA 
website. The standard costings for this benchmark design are provided as Item 20 of the 
report. 

32. The bridge is required to cross a constructed waterway, identified as WI-03 in the PSP. The 
PSP includes the waterway in accordance with the Kalkallo Creek Drainage Scheme (DSS 
6550). This waterway was not amended following the recent Melbourne Water review of this 
drainage scheme. The PSP provides a 45m wide corridor for the constructed waterway 
component of WI-03. 

33. There is no additional information provided in the PSP or ICP regarding why the bridge 
needs to be 165m long or why a Super T is required.  

34. I contacted Melbourne Water on the 24th April and was advised there are no environmental 
or hydraulic reasons why BR-01 requires a ‘Super T’ construction. This is supported by the 
VPA Background Report (November 2021) which states ‘Kalkallo Creek and an unnamed 
waterway draining into Kalkallo Creek have been identified within the precinct…The 
unnamed waterway drains from the east of the site to the south of the site. The 100-year 
flood extent and floodway does not cross into this site, indicating no major flood risk…The 
assessment concludes that, overall, there does not appear to be any significant 
hydrogeological constraints which would render the land unsuitable for development’ 
(Section 6.3, page 15). 

35. The VPA advised in its Part A consideration of submissions a further investigation is 
underway of these elements of BR-01. This information is yet to be provided with the VPA 
advising on 27 April 2022 that it was hoped this information would be available for the 
coming conclaves. 

36. I have delivered various projects that include crossings with similar contexts using culverts 
rather than a ‘Super T’ design. This provides a more cost-efficient outcome suitable for 
purpose without an overengineered design. It is unclear and seemingly unjustified as to why 
the ‘Super T’ construction is being utilised for BR-01.  

37. There weren’t any preliminary plans provided with the costing. 

 
38. I am not aware of any environmental reasons that would justify such a long bridge. 

 
39. The Melbourne Water Kalkallo Creek DSS (6550) indicates a constructed waterway beneath 

the proposed bridge crossing, therefore there will be disturbance of the soils. 

 
40. The ICP has proposed a 165Lm Super-T structure bridge. 

 
41. The proposed waterway corridor will be approximately 45m wide. 

 
42. The contours don’t justify the length of bridge proposed. 

 
43. Nina Barich from Incitus has completed stormwater modelling of the area and determined a 

peak 1% AEP flow of approximately 25m3/s (ARR2019).  
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44. This magnitude of flow would typically require box culvert crossings, taking into account 
detail design, similar to the following standard drawings from the Victorian Planning 
Authority Benchmark Infrastructure Report completed by Cardno (V181544, 11 April 2019) : 

 

• Item 27 Box Culvert 1800x3000 Secondary Arterial Interim, Drawing Number 
V181544-CI-DG-2039; 

• Item 29 Box Culvert 2100x2100 Secondary Arterial Interim, Drawing Number 
V181544-CI-DG-2041.  

45. The following standard drawings from the Victorian Planning Authority Benchmark 
Infrastructure Report completed by Cardno (V181544, 11 April 2019) would typically cater 
for flows of magnitude 30-60m3/s assuming a velocity of 1m/s, subject to detail design: 

 

• Item 27 Box Culvert 1800x3000 Secondary Arterial Interim, Drawing Number 
V181544-CI-DG-2039; 

• Item 29 Box Culvert 2100x2100 Secondary Arterial Interim, Drawing Number 
V181544-CI-DG-2041.  

46. The Benchmark Infrastructure Report provides P90 costs for these typical culvert crossings 
in the order of $914,000 for Item 27 and $1,625,000 for Item 29 in 2019 dollars. 

 

 

3 Conclusion 
47. There are no known hydrogeological or environmental reasons that justify needing to 

construct BR-01 as a ‘Super T’ construction and in my view it is not warranted.  

48. I have delivered various projects that include bridges with similar contexts using culverts 
rather than a ‘Super T’ design. This provides a more cost efficient outcome suitable for 
purpose without an overengineered design. It is unclear and seemingly unjustified as to why 
the ‘Super T’ construction is being utilised for BR-01.  

49. In my view a culvert solution should be investigated and utilised if proven appropriate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


