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Please refer to attached Submission as well as summary of Ministerial Applications
from 2014-2017 to which I refer in my submission. Minister for Planning, Members
of the Fisherman’s Bend Framework Planning Review Panel Planning Panels Victoria
1 Spring Street Melbourne, Victoria, 3000 PROPOSED PLANNING SCHEME
AMENDMENT GC81 SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF 9a/ 339 WILLIAMSTOWN ROAD,
PORT MELBOURNE Dear Minister and Panel Members INTRODUCTION Please find
my submission for consideration by the planning panel for the Proposed Fishermans
Bend Framework and GC81 Planning Scheme Amendment. Firstly, I applaud the
vision held in the framework and agree Fishermans Bend can and should be the
greatest demonstration of Urban Renewal seen, yet today it treads a thin line of
becoming a huge white elephant. I know the Proposed Framework has been drafted
with best intentions, but does so without understanding or consideration of
economics. Unfortunately, I am confident I can demonstrate that the Proposed
Framework in its current form will likely stop Fishermans Bend in its tracks. I too
share the desire to make the Fisherman’s Bend precinct everything it can possibly be,
yet the reality is a planning scheme which is not economically viable is not worth the
paper it is written on. The Proposed Framework may be the long-term vision for the
precinct, but is too much too soon and could perhaps be something to aim to
transition to over a period of 10 or 20 years. Proof of my sharing and wanting to be
part of ‘the vision’ can be seen in that I purchased a site in Fishermans Bend in
October 2013, just one month after the release of the Fishermans Bend Draft Vision
in September 2013. While I am somewhat safe having already secured a permit for
my site and being close to commencing construction on site, I am anxious this dream
for Urban Renewal might well fall in a hole and I will be one of just a handful of
mixed use projects to be built in the next 10 years sitting in a sea of industrial uses
with little transformation. Stimulation, not stifling is required. I am not an
economist, but I don’t believe you need to be because the statistics are quite clear.
As an Architect we are commonly considered the canaries in the coal-mine for the
construction industry so we are first to see when the industry has run out of oxygen
and I can assure the Planning Panel that within Victoria these canaries are currently
running out of air fast. The proposed framework, needs to be considered not as a
standalone document, but in association with other recent changes to investor
stamp duty concessions for off the plan purchases, changes to foreign investment
policy both locally and internationally, changes to lending requirements by the banks
for both developers and purchasers, including investors, which all slash away at
project viability until we have what we have now, which is death by a thousand cuts.
The pipeline of cash flowing into Victoria has certainly ........refer attachments
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Minister for Planning,
Members of the Fisherman’s Bend Framework Planning Review Panel
Planning Panels Victoria

12 December 2017

1 Spring Street
Melbourne, Victoria, 3000
PROPOSED PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT GC81
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF 9a/ 339 WILLIAMSTOWN ROAD, PORT MELBOURNE
Dear Minister and Panel Members
INTRODUCTION
Please find my submission for consideration by the planning panel for the Proposed Fishermans Bend Framework and
GC81 Planning Scheme Amendment.
Firstly, I applaud the vision held in the framework and agree Fishermans Bend can and should be the greatest
demonstration of Urban Renewal seen, yet today it treads a thin line of becoming a huge white elephant.
I know the Proposed Framework has been drafted with best intentions, but does so without understanding or consideration
of economics.
Unfortunately, I am confident I can demonstrate that the Proposed Framework in its current form will likely stop
Fishermans Bend in its tracks.
I too share the desire to make the Fisherman’s Bend precinct everything it can possibly be, yet the reality is a planning
scheme which is not economically viable is not worth the paper it is written on. The Proposed Framework may be the longterm vision for the precinct, but is too much too soon and could perhaps be something to aim to transition to over a period
of 10 or 20 years.
Proof of my sharing and wanting to be part of ‘the vision’ can be seen in that I purchased a site in Fishermans Bend in
October 2013, just one month after the release of the Fishermans Bend Draft Vision in September 2013. While I am
somewhat safe having already secured a permit for my site and being close to commencing construction on site, I am
anxious this dream for Urban Renewal might well fall in a hole and I will be one of just a handful of mixed use projects to
be built in the next 10 years sitting in a sea of industrial uses with little transformation. Stimulation, not stifling is required.
I am not an economist, but I don’t believe you need to be because the statistics are quite clear. As an Architect we are
commonly considered the canaries in the coal-mine for the construction industry so we are first to see when the industry
has run out of oxygen and I can assure the Planning Panel that within Victoria these canaries are currently running out of
air fast.
The proposed framework, needs to be considered not as a standalone document, but in association with other recent
changes to investor stamp duty concessions for off the plan purchases, changes to foreign investment policy both locally
and internationally, changes to lending requirements by the banks for both developers and purchasers, including investors,
which all slash away at project viability until we have what we have now, which is death by a thousand cuts. The pipeline
of cash flowing into Victoria has certainly now been diverted elsewhere with investors certainly no longer interested in
Victoria. Sales rates have slowed, approvals are low, yields are down, and Fishermans Bend which looked to be the one
good thing we might have left is about to be killed off as well.
The impact of current planning changes and built form controls within the Capital City Zone of the Hoddle Grid will soon be
hitting home as approvals for significant developments have slowed almost to a standstill and investment confidence
diminishes even further. While construction within the CBD currently appears to be at an all-time high, this is just a legacy
of permits from long ago, with the honeymoon definitely over in the CBD and development, along with development
approvals fast drying up as about to be demonstrated.
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The statistics below examine applications and approvals for the previous 4 years and are taken from the Minister’s
Application Register.
I believe the following data to be correct as at 1 December 2017. (Specific application information forms separate attachment)
SUMMARY OF MINISTERIAL PERMITS AND APPLICATIONS 2014 - 2017
2014 – there were 35 Capital City Zone applications for substantial commercial or residential buildings within the Capital
City Zone of which 3 were in Fishermans Bend. 2 of the 3 applications in Fisherman’s Bend weren’t approved and overall
there were 7 refusals. There are 25 approvals to start of December from 2014 applications (71% approval)
2015 – saw 43 similarly scaled applications with 17 of those in Fishermans Bend. 4 applications were refused or
withdrawn. 2 years on more than 1/3 of those applications are indicated on the ministerial register as still sitting at appeal
or on hold. There are 19 approvals to date from 2015 applications (44% approval)
2016 – saw the introduction of Capital City Zone new built form controls and suddenly there were 11 applications within
CCZ with 3 applications in Fisherman’s Bend. 2 of the 3 Fishermans Bend applications are on hold. 3 of the 11
applications for substantial building are indicated as being on hold becoming victims to the interim form controls. There
are 4 approvals to December 2017 from the 2016 applications (36% approval)
2017 to current – 15 applications up to December 2017 of which only 1 application appears to have been permitted,
however that is the relodgement of a 2015 application which had been previously refused with 8 of the 15 applications this
year located in Fishermans Bend without any permits issued thus far in that precinct for applications this year and 4 of
those 8 going to appeal. There is 1 approval to date from 2017 applications (less than 10% approved to date)
4 approvals for a whole year of applications for 2016 and only a single approval for 2017 to date is hardly going to sustain
the Victorian construction industry in the coming years.
Review of City of Port Phillip’s database showing Fishermans Bend applications shows 43 applications in Fishermans
Bend to date. Their website is somewhat out of date and there are at least three other applications I am aware of, yet of
those 46 applications we have seen 20 approvals to date. Many of the remaining 26 have been placed indefinitely on hold.
With just 4 of those 20 approvals on site to date, it is a far stretch to call Fishermans Bend a success story in any
language, in fact very few of the 20 have even made it to the marketing and presales stage of apartment development yet.
If this pattern of development rings true for other municipalities as I have reason to believe it does (see below), then it is not
just the Capital City Zone that is in trouble, all of Victoria is in serious trouble as I suspect is the case, because I am
experiencing similar outcomes elsewhere.
The Urban Growth Corridors of our suburbs such as Malvern Road, Dandenong Road, once the home of ‘bricks and mortar’ development, typically being 6- 30 units
over 2 or 3 residential lots and typically 2 or 3 storeys. The mandated 50% site cover including basements has quickly caused that development which forms much of
Victorian multi-res projects to dry up.

Should further restraint, as proposed in this framework, be placed on Fishermans Bend then that is pretty much all of
Melbourne rendered undevelopable, so at this rate it won’t be long before the construction unions come knocking on
Spring Street’s door as the building industry collapses.
•

While I hold little hope of actually convincing the panel just how serious and dire a position Victoria is in at the
moment, I would urge the Panel to look at the economic future of Victoria and the impact the said controls are
having on Victoria and the panel to not only suggest that these form controls go out the window but the interim
form controls be abandoned as well.

As one of the said 300 stakeholders in Fisherman’s Bend, I am both an Architect for other proposals within Fishermans
Bend and an owner of Lot 9a at the property known as ‘THE BASE’ located at 339 Williamstown Road, and the framework,
as proposed, will adversely impact my site and neighbouring sites in a number of ways.
I believe ‘THE BASE’ will be unreasonably affected by the overlay Development Plan Overlay No. 2 in ways I will now
describe.
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SCHEDULE 2 TO CLAUSE 43.04 DEVELOPMENT PLAN OVERLAY

The subject site is identified as area D in the proposed overlay.

The Development Plan Overlay requires a master plan and approved development plan which must be implemented in
stages.
The Owners Corporation and its committee have previously spent a large amount of time and money investigating if it
might be viable or preferable to sell the entire site in its entirety.
Investigations proved that the site is less valuable as a consolidated site than as the sum of its individual parts.
Recent land sales in the area indicate a land value in the order of $40m for the entire site, where individual sales (for 3% OC entitlement have recently sold
in excess of $1.6m would establish individual values to be in the vicinity of $55m)

The Owners Corporation have had many discussions as to how the site might be reconfigured to beautify or improve
amenity in or around the site. To make any such changes would require 100% consent from ALL owners. Given that some
lots are currently vacant, whilst others are leased for as much as 15 years, from which it became clear that there are many
agendas at play and it is currently not possible to get 100% owners consent for fear that it will prejudice existing leases.
In summary it is concluded that it does not seem possible to reduce cars spaces currently held by existing leases making
the Owners Corporation unable to reconfigure nor move car lots. While most owners agree it is desirable, it is not seen to
be viable, especially as there are currently 20 lots within the existing OC and there are a number of existing
redevelopment permits which will splinter entitlements even further.
The pursuit of this overlay becomes meaningless because the existing plan of subdivision means, without a change to
Owners Corporation legislation, it would seem impossible to reconfigure the existing allotments.
I will also demonstrate that most of the initiatives sought by area D of DPO2 are going to occur naturally without the
requirement for a DPO
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JL Murphy Reserve interface
▪
Maximise opportunities created by new east west connections through the site to JL Murphy Reserve.
This has occurred naturally and can further occur elsewhere on the site as part of future applications. A Development Plan is not
required to facilitate this. Earlier incarnations of the Framework sought a link (shown in a different location) when one already existed
on site and is being implemented.
▪

Maximise opportunities created by direct interface to JL Murphy Reserve, including the delivery of activated frontages.

As outlined above this has been muted with the OC and to date has been shut down by at least one long term landlord who is not
prepared to make any concessions to his car allocations. It is not possible to move the existing car lots without loss of car parking
spaces so appears impossible for at least the next 10 - 15 years.
▪
Investigate opportunity for site consolidation, resolve common access issues and reconfiguration of body corporate titles
including car parking.
As outlined above this has been muted with the OC can has been shut down by at least one long term landlord who is not prepared to
make any concessions to his car allocations. It is not possible to move the existing car lots without loss of car parking spaces.
Site consolidation can and will occur naturally as developers buy up adjoining lots, however consolidation of the entire site is not a
possible
▪

Investigate opportunity for outcomes that provide direct community access.

As outlined above this has been muted with the OC can has been shut down by at least one long term landlord who is not prepared to
make any concessions to his car allocations. It is not possible to move the existing car lots without loss of car parking spaces.
1.

▪

The current opinion within the Owners Corporation is divided concerning direct public access to the park with the
balance of the Owners Corporation unfortunately feeling they need to secure the complex as a compound. There
are a number of lot owners opposed to this idea, however the influence to remove the chainwire fence and install a
post and rail fence to match the balance of the JL Murphy Reserve MUST come from council’s assets department.
Investigate the opportunity to safeguard space for an education and community hub.

The recent application at 18-22 Salmon Street proposes a primary school as well as offers public benefit facilities such as
a Public Library and a Community Hall back to the community. I don’t know how much more safeguard is expected.
I do also note that the subject site is located within a very limited area earmarked for Secondary School.
(refer image below from pg. 53 of Proposed Fishermans Bend Framework)
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Within that investigation area this site would be the most suitable as a portion of the investigation area (currently owned by
the crown) appears too small to facilitate a Secondary School.
The other portion of the investigation area would require students to cross the main Boulevard of Plummer Street to
access the open space of Murphy Reserve, so this land does not seem appropriate either.
This potentially leaves ‘The Base’ as the only satisfactory Secondary School site, although it might be possible to build on
the eastern end of the JL Murphy reserve and bridge over Plummer Street, although seems unlikely
I request that some method of applying pressure be placed on the Department of Education and Minister for Planning to
be open and transparent in this matter because there are a number of permits for redevelopment currently in place and
redevelopment projects about to start on site making it increasingly difficult for any such investigation to be worthwhile.
2. If the State of Victoria seeks to utilise the site at 339 Williamstown Road as a Secondary School
Educational use then I ask that a compulsory acquisition order be issued sooner rather than later as
once development has started on the site it becomes increasingly difficult to acquire. If they have no
intention of compulsorily acquiring the site then I ask the panel to suggest the complex be removed from
the investigation area and stop adding uncertainty to the already uncertain nature of much of Fishermans
Bend.
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FRAMEWORK CONSIDERATIONS AND GAPS

37.04 ZONES
FLOOR AREA UPLIFT
Much documentation regarding Floor Area Uplift has been produced, however nothing has actually been produced to
quantify the amount of uplift one might expect for achieving certain desired benefits. Other planning schemes such as the
Gold Coast Planning Scheme (sample attached below) typically demonstrate what additional height or plot ratio, number
of apartment bedrooms or additional floor area might be expected or entitled, as well as include a much more elaborate
set of criteria which generate uplift, including orientation of buildings and actual sheer bulk above podium which can also
include thing such as tower footprint width to depth ratio. This part of the Framework is seriously underdeveloped and
incomplete.

Diagram Source – Former Gold Coast Planning Scheme

3. In its current form the FAU is both naïve and vague and requires further consideration before it is a
workable document and as such should be removed from GC81 until resolved.
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Buildings and works - Permit Requirement
A permit must not be granted to construct a building or construct or carry out works where the vehicle access
points and crossovers are located along roads designated as ‘no cross overs permitted’ in the Map 2, except
where a new street or laneway is being created in accordance with that plan, or no other access is possible.
The idiocy and lack of detail and quality control within
the proposed framework is clear in this document (Taken
from Table 2 on page 12 of Clause 37.04)
The site on the south-east corner of Plummer Street and
Salmon Street (a 10,000m2 site) would likely be refused
a crossover to access the site.
This situation is simply unworkable.

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT OVERLAY
It would seem there are many obvious gaps in the mapping for the EAO Map 02.
Such gaps include the current substation located on Plummer Street to the western end of JL Murphy Reserve as well as
the City of Port Phillip stockpiling area at the eastern end of JL Murphy Reserve. Both sites are earmarked as investigation
zones for schools and it is both inconsistent and negligent for said areas to be excluded from the audit process especially
if they might become somewhere we are going to be sending our children.
4. In its current form the EAO maps require further investigation to ensure we don’t end up sending our
kids to a contaminated school. As such the EAO should be removed from GC81 until properly resolved.

21.06 NEIGHBOURHOODS
21.06-8 Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area
Key planning challenges
▪ Managing the transition of Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area from a principally industrial area towards a genuine
mixed use environment which provides for co-location of jobs with new dwellings.
I would suggest that what Fishermans Bend currently needs is a high level of stimulus to kick start the precinct.
Redevelopment is struggling to get underway such that now with this suffocating Proposed Framework we seriously runs
the risk of watching Fishermans Bend fizzle out as a result of its own self ambition. The ‘vision’ is only looking at half of the
picture.
▪ The Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area has an affordable housing target of 6% across the precincts. Delivering
improved housing affordability, choice and diversity in this key area of Melbourne is a key objective.
A vision of delivering 6% affordable housing is an admirable thing, however the issue is that affordable has become
distorted and misconstrued by the Government into Low-Cost Housing to be handed over to crisis housing operators.
My own investigation has indicated that the main recipient of this ‘Low-Cost Housing’ in Port Phillip is a user group
predominantly consisting of early to middle aged males with a history of substance abuse and alcohol issues. This is not
6% affordable housing, this is 6% free social housing, which is a very different thing to that described in Clause 21.06
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I would just like to point out that the expectation is for 6% housing to be handed over free of charge to an approved
association.
Even the planning scheme states
A term used in this planning scheme has its ordinary meaning unless that term is defined: In this planning scheme

Affordable Housing is not Low-Cost Housing nor is it Social Housing. City of Port Phillip’s own proposed submission to this
panel hearing acknowledges this to be the case.
Adding Low-Cost Housing in the indiscriminate nature with which this policy applies and you lay open the opportunity to
have ex-drug users and possibly others such as sex offenders or perhaps ongoing mental issues located adjacent our
schools. This is not a desirable outcome in anyone’s language.
Having already seen this occur in recent years in South Melbourne, with crisis accommodation built opposite the Galilee
Primary school, it comes with a series of challenges that don’t need to happen if properly considered initially.
To add a low cost housing requirement only into the Proposed Fishermans Bend Framework is unjust and if Council’s
policy is to have developers provide Low-Cost Housing then it needs to be right across the board and in every zone
throughout Port Phillip not just in this precinct alone. A precinct that is already suffering enough and without a well
resolved set of parameters to ensure the safety of our children and others.
In order to show the impact of this policy it needs to be understood that a developer will often work with a margin of 20 30% return. If you suddenly take 6% of that return away and then ask that the 6% still be built (perhaps at a cost of 2% or
3%) then you might have taken as much as 10% off the project yield.
Let’s not forget there is still an expectation that Development Contributions, which you might wrongly assume would be
used to fund said low cost housing, also apply further diminishing return.
Should a developer then go to market with his building and 6% low cost housing which will have an impact on sales figures
further reducing profitability. Then on top of this there is an expectation for even more community benefit to be thrown into
the project and handed over free of charge.
While it is all admirable stuff, it does appear as though the Government with its expectations of Development
Contributions, free community benefit, as well as Free housing is not only triple dipping, but also expects Fishermans
Bend to bail Victoria out of its economic demise and mismanagement.

22.15 FISHERMANS BEND URBAN RENEWAL AREA
22.15-3 Policy
Table 1 Minimum floor area ratio not used for Dwelling
Wirraway
Sandridge
Montague

1.9:1
3.7:1
1.6:1

While this set of ratios is not seen as mandatory it is set to become policy and once it is policy it is hard to find a path of
deviation.
With an FAR of 1.9:1 set aside for commercial in Wirraway and a maximum of 4.1:1 it is difficult to see a financial model
where this will work for any Banks or lenders. Typically development relies on presales. In current Victorian climate more
than 120% of project cost needs to be contracted to secure bank finance.
Let’s examine Wirraway. Quite simplistically put 1000m2 site with 4100m2 development, ignoring uplift.
1900m2 is set aside for commercial. As project is a few years from completion it is albeit impossible to get precommitment for commercial space and chances of sales for unbuilt commercial space are unlikely. It would be possible
once built but as such cannot form part of development funding.
We are left with 2200m2 apartments of which balconies and circulation will account for at least 25% - 30% of yield leaving
1550m2.
This will result in approximately 20 apartments and given any 1000m2 site in Fishermans Bend would have a site value in
excess of $5mil resulting in a per unit cost of $250k or more making it the highest per unit site in Victoria.
Further to that is the proposal that density limitations would limit residential on this 1000m2 site to 13.9, lets call it 14
dwellings, so the per unit cost for our $5m site is now almost $360k per unit, a cost required to be passed on to any
Page 8/12

ARMSBY ARCHITECTS
purchaser, effectively either adding $200k -$250k to every apartment sales price or asking the developer to accept $250k
less profit from each apartment sale. These figures aren’t viable.
Now couple that with an expectation that 6% of these 20 apartments are to be given away for free we now have a cost of
$384k/unit and you still must build 1 unit to give away further increasing the cost per apartment to likely be more than
$400k/unit a long way from the typical $100k - $140k/unit benchmark for the remainder of development sites in Melbourne.
Also of note is that in Port Melbourne sales figures for apartments are now hitting in excess of $12,000/m2. In Fishermans
Bend developments are being sold closer to $9,000/m2 as these are new developments within an industrial precinct. This
is unlikely to change in the foreseeable future and especially with so little development approval being obtained.
So what we have in Fishermans Bend is a proposal to place a development premium in place which will see development
sites have triple the citywide per apartment rate in place. Couple this with yields that are approximately 60% of the sales
figures being realised elsewhere within the same postcode, and then add parking restrictions and development
contributions into the mix and then ask the developer to build and pay for low cost/social housing to be given away for free,
housing which will devalue the expected yield even further as this must be declared in any vendors statement and is
expected to result in a further 10% reduction on apartment asking prices.
That aside let’s just examine that 1000m2 project with a fairly realistic $5m site cost plus likely $12 million construction
(especially given the poor soil conditions and piling requirements) plus holding and ballooning interest will see a project
cost in the order of $18 -19mil.
With developer financial input of 35% into the project the balance of up to $12.35million will be funded by the bank, as long
as the developer can achieve 120% this amount in sales (as required by the banks).
With 1550m2 saleable floor area, even at an extremely optimistic sales figure of $9-$10k/m2 (remember this is a residence
in a predominantly industrial area for the foreseeable future) this results in $8200/m2 resulting in total residential project
sales of around $12,710,000 making it touch and go to achieve finance.
Given the slow start which Fishermans Bend has seen I think it should be given as much stimulus and incentive as
possible. I have to ask if it is a coincidence that the ‘Green Dream’ also happens to be the name for the drug given to your
favourite companion by the vet to send him on his way to the great kennel in the sky.

Diagram Source – Fishermans Bend Urban Design Strategy, Hodyl + Co September 2017

I would also like to bring your attention to the FAR diagrams above contained within the Hodyl + Co Design Strategy.
While it envisages a situation where developers are going to setback say 50% of their site for community benefit parkland
and double their height, I fear the reality will be quite different.
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In Wirraway with its 4.1:1 FAR it needs to be understood that 4 storeys in Fishermans Bend can be build on grade with a
slab on screw piles or similar raft construction. An 8 storey proposal over 50% of the site will suddenly trigger piling to
depths of 50m or more in many locations throughout Wirraway. Piling of this nature will add at least 5% to construction
costs. As a result I would expect to see 4 storeys being loaded over most sites with no public benefit being provided.
5. I urge the panel to consider a model which might implement a sliding scale of FAR which might diminish
over time, effectively giving the precinct a good kickstart and incentive to get it up and moving as here
we are more than 5 years after the rezoning by the former minister and 4 projects are under construction
with only 1 project complete.
6. I also urge the panel to recommend that if it is thought that development is lacking in commercial space
that perhaps a minimum of 10% site area be allocated to non-residential use and that commercial space
be excluded from FAR calculations, providing an incentive to ‘pump’ the amount of the lesser valuable
commercial space while not diminishing the amount of residential space to be provided.
7. I urge the panel to exercise a little discretion other than just accepting the Hodyl + Co report Carte
Blanche and increase the minimum FAR to a level which at least makes it desirable and attractive to go
beyond 4 storeys

The projections in the Hodyl + Co background report err decidedly on the conservative side and are based on the
assumption that all will be developed in a pattern following their model but fails to factor in that some sites will
underdevelop or simply choose not to develop (in Cremorne there are still many existing houses in a precinct that has
been commercial for as long as I can remember, refusing to convert over to commercial) and leaving us with the situation
where Fishermans Bend will likely fall well short of its desired population thereby delivering ineffective community
infrastructure such as trams planned for 80,000 residents but perhaps servicing only 40,000 residents.

SCHEDULE 30 TO CLAUSE 43.02 DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY
BUILT FORM CONTROLS
Building height
It would appear the generous heights being offered are to add insult to injury. When coupled with the maximum FAR
proposed they demonstrate how unworkable the Proposed Framework really is.

Built form requirements table
While it is acknowledged that there is merit in form control it can clearly be demonstrated that such rigid setback
requirements are met with a push back by designers resulting in envelope following forms that refuse to concede another
centimetre.
Mandatory setbacks are not the answer. Any Framework seeking form making and enjoyment of design should consider
mandatory average setbacks instead.
8. I urge the panel to consider adjusting the building setbacks and separation to read for example ‘6m
minimum setback with a 9m average’ or something of this nature. This will stimulate opportunity for
design excellence.

Table 1 Built Form Requirements
Building separation within a site
If overall building height is greater than 7 23 metres and less than 8 storeys and 30 metres, buildings must be
separated by:
•
18 metres, if there are habitable room windows/balconies in both buildings fronting onto the separation distance.
•
12 metres, if one of the buildings does not include any habitable room windows/balconies fronting onto the
separation distance.
•
6 metres if both buildings do not include any habitable room windows/balconies fronting onto the separation
distance.
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If overall building height is greater than 8 storeys and 30 metres and any part of a building up to 6 storeys and 23
metres in height must be separated by a minimum of:
•
12 metres from another building, if there are habitable room windows/balconies in both buildings fronting onto the
separation distance.
•
9 metres, if one of the buildings does not include any habitable room windows/balconies fronting onto the
separation distance.
•
6 metres, if one of the buildings does not include any habitable room windows/balconies fronting onto the
separation distance.
If overall building height is 20 storeys and 68 metres or less, and any part of a building exceeds 6 storeys and 23
metres in height, it must be separated by a minimum of:
•
20 metres from another building, if there are habitable room windows/balconies in both buildings fronting onto the
separation distance.
•
15 metres, if one of the buildings does not include any habitable room windows/balconies fronting onto the
separation distance.
•
10 metres, if one of the buildings does not include any habitable room windows/balconies fronting onto the
separation distance.
If the overall height is greater than 20 storeys and 68 metres in height, and any part of the building exceeds 6 storeys and
23 metres in height, it must be separated by a minimum of 20 metres.
While these separation controls (which appear incredibly hard to decipher but I’m sure we might eventually understand
them) go to great length to address this situation or that, what they completely overlook is the impact of podium.
The wording would indicate that if you have an 8 storey building and it has a 6 storey podium that the 2 storeys above
must be separated by 12m, however the previous seven storey controls call for a more onerous 18m separation.
The separation controls in their current form are nonsensical and unclear. If the intent is for a set of controls which apply
above podium then they should be clear in their intent and should include controls for when there is a podium and controld
for without a podium if that is required.

9. I urge the panel to reject the proposed Schedule 30 to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay and
in particular its Built Form Requirements Table as it is currently muddled, inconsistent and unclear in its
intent.

FISHERMANS BEND URBAN RENEWAL AREA
45.09 PARKING OVERLAY
Table: Maximum car parking spaces
Dwelling, Retirement Village, Residential Village

0.5 to each dwelling

While I admire the Frameworks aspirations parking rates such as those set out in the framework MIGHT be appropriate in
a fully developed Fishermans Bend complete with heavy transport options and a developed tram network. Until the
Government delivers on promises of alternative transport options then development should enjoy the same entitlements as
elsewhere. While every other planning policy in Victoria seek more and more parking and it is a battle to achieve a
reduction, here we have a proposed framework with no real transport infrastructure and politicians who posture and stall
and constantly change position leaving very little certainty on what, if anything, will actually be delivered and no genuine
commitment to timing such as budget allocation.
A redundancy plan can be considered in order to demonstrate how the space can be transformed or utilised once the
required transport arrives in 10 or perhaps 30 years.
At this point in time I think it is also worth pointing out that with all the transport experts involved in this Framework we are
still stuck in the 19th century concept of trams servicing our city. Trams while fun and a bit of novelty to the city really have
no place in a 21st or 22nd century society. We should be investigating electric buses or perhaps there are even other
options which can still have their own dedicated lanes (probably in the middle of the road) however the notion of needing
separate bridges and all of the tracks and lines required for trams is madness.
10. I urge the panel to consider adjusting the parking overlay to permit 1 car per dwelling and 2 per 3bedroom dwelling as these are likely to contain families with more than 1 car and that a reduction to a
lower rate be implemented once Parliament delivers additional transport options. We need some
pressure back on parliament to ensure the necessary infrastructure is delivered
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CONCLUSION
In summary what the panel has before it is a largely unworkable document which will cause Fishermans Bend to stagnate
and likely die as a result of its own lack of and failure to understand the economic realities of property development.
It is unbalanced and is biased to the point of becoming unworkable.
It needs to be reassessed with economic input and buildability and delivery in mind as it has been prepared by academics
with no understanding nor regards of real world situations around development.
Placing so much regards on the findings of a single Urban Planning prepared by an external consultant without any
evidence of cross checking and verifying or even contesting those findings shows how the Minister for Planning is more
intent on just pushing something out the door prematurely in a hope of trying to secure a few conservative votes in time for
the next election, rather than actually challenging the outcomes in the reports before then drafting the proposed controls.
I certainly hope these proposed controls undergo a large amount of scrutiny and a second round of exhibition before
finding their way into the Victorian Planning Policy
I thank you for your time and hope to receive your consideration on these matters
Yours Sincerely

John Armsby
Registered Architect
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