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Executive Summary 
 

On 16 September 2013, the Premier of Victoria and Minister for Planning announced the 
commencement of community engagement for the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area project. 
The engagement process ran for 10 weeks, concluding on 22 November 2013. The process was 
managed by Places Victoria in partnership with the City of Melbourne, City of Port Phillip, 
Department of Transport Planning and Local Infrastructure and the Capire Consulting Group. 

Two key documents were released for consultation: 

 Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Draft Vision; and 
 Interim Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Design Guidelines. 

Members of the community were invited to participate in the community engagement process via a 
comprehensive program of major and minor consultation events held in different locations 
throughout Port Melbourne, South Melbourne and Docklands. 

The following observations were gained from the community engagement process. 

There is a very high level of support for the Fishermans 
Bend vision, with some specific areas of concern…  

General 
 The process was well attended with over 600 people making submissions, attending workshops or 

completing the online survey. 
 

 Most participants in the community engagement process – including Fishermans Bend land 
owners and the development industry -  expressed very high levels of support for the Fishermans 
Bend project generally, particularly the vision to: 

o Expand Melbourne’s CBD through a mix of high density development types, land uses and 
activities;  

o Provide capacity to increase Melbourne’s productivity, competitiveness and employment; 
o Provide opportunities for increased population and housing growth in a strategic location 

close to jobs, services and infrastructure; and 
o Provide an opportunity for Melbourne to lead the way in sustainable, world class urban 

renewal which enhances the city’s livability and attractiveness.  

 There was generally very high support for the 10 Strategic Directions and 10 Key Moves proposed 
in the Draft Vision. Refer to the graph below.  
 

 The majority of participants indicated ‘some support’ for the Draft Vision overall, reflecting 
support for the project but also specific areas of concern. These are summarised below. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Stakeholders accept the merits of high density development 
at Fishermans Bend but have polarised views about how it 
should be achieved…. 

Urban Form 
 The majority of participants support the vision for high density development but note the 

importance of development being sensitive to interfaces with established residential areas and 
public spaces. 
 

 There is a clear discrepancy between general community aspirations for high densities to be 
delivered through mid-rise building typologies (e.g. 4-18 storeys), and developer aspirations for 
more flexible height limits (e.g. unlimited or generous height limits, with the opportunity for 
height bonuses in return for infrastructure and public realm outcomes). 
 

 The majority of participants agree that more evidence and justification is required to support the 
height limits proposed for Fishermans Bend, including: 

o Objective analysis of development feasibility, particularly the minimum height at which 
development becomes feasible in different parts of Fishermans Bend; 

o Clear design guidelines which protect the amenity of adjacent properties and provide 
guidance for development in areas of building height transition; and 

o Further analysis of the optimal ratio between building heights and street widths, to deliver 
human scale and generally inviting, comfortable environments. 
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Both the community and development industry are highly 
skeptical of government’s commitment to the 
infrastructure and land use proposals in the Draft Vision…  

Delivery 
 There is general skepticism amongst the community and development industry that the project 

partners - particularly the State Government - will deliver the Key Moves contemplated by the 
Draft Vision, particularly the government’s capacity to deliver proposed public transport 
infrastructure, schools and larger open space areas that require land acquisition.  
 

 Similar to the above, the development industry is concerned about the level of certainty attached 
to the Fishermans Bend project generally. This includes: 

o Certainty that infrastructure and open space will be delivered in a timely manner– which 
affects product planning, marketing and sales potential; 

o Certainty that proposed land uses will be facilitated (e.g. that commercial development is 
delivered in proposed commercial hubs and that low value residential development does not 
crowd out other land uses);  

o Certainty that development applications will be processed within reasonable timeframes; 
and 

o Certainty that more detailed planning will be done to clarify ‘the type of development that is 
likely to go up next door’, as this is also critical for successful sales and marketing.  

 
 All stakeholders agree that a clear project funding strategy is required. However, there is some 

divergence between community views that ‘developers’ should pay for the majority of 
infrastructure, and development industry concerns about the impact of development 
contributions on overall feasibility. 
 

 There is strong consensus that regardless of the funding model chosen, the State Government 
should fund at least some of the required infrastructure, particularly public transport and social 
infrastructure. 
 

 The City of Melbourne, City of Port Phillip and the development industry have called for a clear 
governance structure to be implemented as soon as possible, preferably a partnership that 
coordinates infrastructure funding and delivery, as well as strategic and statutory planning for 
Fishermans Bend.  
 

 There is strong support for the provision of affordable housing throughout the Fishermans Bend 
as a means to achieving diverse and sustainable communities, with the development industry 
keen to explore height bonuses in return for affordable housing or other public good outcomes. 

 

Early transport infrastructure investment and attention to 
freight and congestion issues are seen as critical success 
factors… 
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Transport and linkages 
 The proposed Collins Street tram extension is strongly supported by the majority of the 

community and development industry. The transport and urban development benefits of a ‘main 
street’ and direct connection to the CBD are well understood. 
 

 Many Yarra’s Edge residents and berth-holders of the Marina are opposed to the Collins Street 
Tram extension bridge over the Yarra River, fearing that the bridge will negatively affect their 
amenity, views and local open space (Point Park) and their ability to navigate their boats under it. 
Melbourne City Council asked for a further review of design options to ensure the bridge does not 
impede access from Port Phillip Bay to the existing Marina Yarra's Edge for existing berth holders 
and upstream maritime traffic. Amenity concerns have also been expressed by Fishermans Bend 
land owners along the proposed alignment through the Lorimer precinct.   

 
 The is strong consensus that public transport plus bike and walking infrastructure must be 

delivered early if the project objectives are to be met, particularly if car parking rates are to be 
kept low.  
 

 There is concern that potential traffic congestion and freight movements have not been 
sufficiently addressed, particularly the influence of Port of Melbourne traffic, industrial traffic and 
the precinct’s inherent accessibility constraints (like Docklands, Fishermans Bend is effectively a 
cul-de-sac and is therefore vulnerable to acute traffic congestion issues). 
 

 Almost all participants cite the need for the Fishermans Bend to be a safe, walkable environment 
with fine grain development patterns, dense transport networks and a high quality public realm. 
This feedback was often (rightly or wrongly) contrasted to the experience of Docklands or 
Southbank.  

 

People want a vibrant mix of businesses and a clear 
economic development strategy, including a plan for 
managing existing industries… 

Economic and Employment 
 There is strong consensus that Fishermans Bend must be a place where people live and work, 

particularly given its strategic location next to the CBD.  There is also concern that without 
adequate planning controls, residential development will crowd out commercial development and 
lead to a wasted opportunity for productivity and employment growth.  
 

 Participants want a diverse mix of businesses at Fishermans Bend, particularly creative industries, 
small business and retailing. Councils, peak industry bodies and other professionals cite the need 
to: 

o Retain existing high value businesses, particularly the creative industry cluster which is 
already emerging in Fishermans Bend; and 

o Facilitate catalyst projects such as a university, entrepreneurial hub, tourism or research and 
development projects which stimulate investment and economic development. 
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 Land owners, business owners and industry cite the need for a clear plan to manage existing 
businesses in the Fishermans Bend, including: 

o Management of the interface between existing industry and new development; and 
o Development of a business facilitation strategy for affected industries that need to move out 

of Fishermans Bend. 
 

 A few participants requested the Fishermans Bend boundary be amended to include some 
isolated commercial/industrial areas immediately outside. 

 

Community infrastructure must be provided if developers 
are to deliver family friendly housing and bring families 
back to the central city…  

Community 
 The participant’s state there is an urgent need for more schools in the Port and South Melbourne 

catchments, and whilst the proposed primary school in Ferrars Street is seen as positive, it will 
largely accommodate the existing demand only. The community is seeking certainty about the 
timing of subsequent schools, and guarantees that land will be set aside for future schools. 
 

 The community cite the delivery of community infrastructure as key to achieving a livable 
community and avoiding the “mistakes of Docklands”. Developers require schools and other 
family infrastructure to be in place if they are to deliver family oriented product in line with the 
vision. 

 
 All parties want to see a mix of land uses and activities, development at a human scale, and 

diverse neighborhoods with distinct character at Fishermans Bend. A number of industry 
stakeholders cite the need for more detailed precinct planning and design guidelines to better 
define the role, function and character of each Fishermans Bend neighbourhood.  
 

 The need for new models of delivering community infrastructure and open space in high density 
settings is seen as a priority, particularly given constraints on land acquisition and funding.   
 

Open Space and Amenity 
 The Port Melbourne Football Club is highly valued and its viability to remain at North Port oval 

over the longer term needs to be assured. 
 There is broad community concern around the creation of new open space (active and passive) for 

new residents. There was also an aligned need to upgrade and enhance the existing sporting 
facilities (i.e. JL Murphy Reserve) whilst protecting the existing parks (i.e. Westgate Park) 

The community want government to plan for climate 
change and ensure best practice environmental outcomes, 
however developers are wary of overloading costs… 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Environment and Sustainability 
 Numerous submissions cited the need to plan for climate change and sea level rise. 

 
 Decontaminating the land at Fishermans Bend will be costly and complex. The development 

industry in particular are calling on the State Government to mitigate the risk and make the 
development process more efficient through data sharing and streamlined processes. 
 

 There is broad stakeholder support for best practice sustainability features in infrastructure and 
built form, although the development industry caution against inflating the cost of projects 
though unrealistic standards.  

 

Submitters want Fishermans Bend’s unique identity and 
sense of place to be protected and enhanced through 
diversity, affordability and heritage conservation… 

 
Neighbourhood 
 Fishermans Bend has numerous heritage buildings and features which need to be integrated into 

the development to achieve a unique sense of place and identity. Further detailed heritage 
assessments are required to identify and protect these features, and there needs to be greater 
recognition of Aboriginal heritage in all aspects of the project. 
 

Current Planning Applicants 
 Some of the current developers with applications pending a decision by the Minister for Planning 

(including many with land in the Montague Precinct) made a submission. They all question the 
maximum heights as described in Key Move 10 as they appear arbitrary and not based on any 
apparent criteria. They request flexibility in heights rather than imposed maximum heights. This is 
driven by their belief that four to 18 story development in this area is not financially feasible.  
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Recommendations 
 

Places Victoria recommends that the Minister for Planning: 

 Formally respond to the Fishermans Bend community engagement process and submissions 
received by releasing a public report on the process in early 2014.  
 

 When the Fisherman Bend community engagement report is released, provide direction on the 
following important matters: 

 
o Which government agency will lead the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area project; 

 
o When the next phase of planning for Fishermans Bend will be publicly released, noting that 

the Draft Vision committed to releasing a Fishermans Bend Strategic Framework Plan in 
summer 2014; and 
 

o What additional community engagement and consultation phases will be carried out, 
including whether or not the Fishermans Bend Strategic Framework Plan will be formally 
exhibited and accompanied by the regular Panel hearing process. 

 
 Define a process for responding specifically to Fishermans Bend land owners and their 

representatives who have commenced development application processes and who have 
concerns with the Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines; 
 

 Ensure that the key themes raised during the community engagement process are considered and 
responded to in the next phase of planning for Fishermans Bend (e.g. the Fishermans Bend 
Strategic Framework Plan); 
 

 Note and agree to the recommendations contained in Places Victoria’s Final Report on the 
Fishermans Bend project, particularly recommendations relating to the critical themes that 
emerged during the community engagement process.  
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1.0 Introduction and purpose 
The redevelopment of Fishermans Bend is one of Australia’s largest urban renewal projects. 

The Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area project (Fishermans Bend) includes approximately 250 
hectares of land on the doorstep of Melbourne’s CBD, providing opportunities for Melburnians to 
live close to existing jobs, services, public spaces and transport connections. 

In 40 years, Fishermans Bend is projected to be home to more than 80,000 residents and  
a workplace for 40,000 people. In the next 10 years, the Fishermans Bend is expected to deliver 
almost $2 billion of private investment and create 13,500 construction jobs, boosting Melbourne's 
economic growth and securing jobs and investment for decades to come. 

The Minister for Planning has declared the Fishermans Bend a site  
of state significance and rezoned it as part of an expanded Capital City Zone. The rezoning expands 
the previous Capital City Zone by more than 50 per cent. 

The project area is divided into four precincts: Lorimer, Montague, Wirraway and Sandridge.  
Fishermans Bend is located north of Williamstown Road, east of Todd Road and City Link, west of 
City Road, south of the West Gate Freeway and is bounded by Lorimer Street to  
the north-east. 

In July 2012 Places Victoria was requested to deliver the State Government’s vision for Fishermans 
Bend.  

1.1 Community engagement overview 
On 16 September 2013, the Premier of Victoria and Minister for Planning announced the 
commencement of community engagement for the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area project. 
The engagement process ran for 10 weeks, concluding on 22 November 2013. The process was 
managed by Places Victoria in partnership with the City of Melbourne, City of Port Phillip, 
Department of Transport Planning and Local Infrastructure and the Capire Consulting Group. 

Two key documents were released for consultation: 

 Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Draft Vision; and 
 Interim Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Design Guidelines. 

Members of the community were invited to participate in the community engagement process via a 
comprehensive program of major and minor consultation events held in different locations 
throughout Port Melbourne, South Melbourne and Docklands. These included: 

 A series of four major community engagement events held in different locations throughout Port 
Melbourne, South Melbourne and Docklands; 

 A series of smaller ‘pop up’ events held in places of frequent community congregation, such as 
schools and shopping centres;   

 A permanent Fishermans Bend project kiosk established and staffed at Places Victoria’s offices on 
Collins Street, Docklands; 

 Completion of the Fishermans Bend project survey, either online or in hard copy; and 
 Registration of interest in the Fishermans Bend project via the Fishermans Bend online portal. 

All members of the community were invited to make a submission to the Fishermans Bend project. 
The project received an outstanding level of engagement, with more than 600 submissions received 
and around 600 people also attending the various consultation events and activities. The following 
table summarises the engagement activities and responses in more detail.  
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Community Engagement 
Activity 

Fishermans Bend Community Engagement Response 

Fishermans Bend Website  Page views: 11,839  

Unique views: 9,438  

Average time on page: 4.03 minutes 

Community engagement forum 
attendees 

Major community engagement events: 290    

Pop up community engagement events: 300 

Letter drop – unaddressed  Unaddressed letters to residents and businesses: 48,405 

(Letter was sent to addresses in Melbourne, Port Melbourne, South 
Melbourne, Docklands, Southbank and South Wharf) 

Letter drop – absentee 
landowners 

City of Port Phillip: 4,976 

City of Melbourne (Lorimer precinct only): 90 

Letter drop – targeted  168 letters sent to City of Port Phillip key stakeholders 

Phone calls to Places Victoria 325 

Surveys completed 286 

 

Submissions received 386 

Media releases Two – launch of the documents and  a community engagement release  

Media coverage 79 articles/radio/television media pieces from the launch date through 
to the close of community consultation 

Advertising A total of 10 colour ads appeared on the following dates: 

Herald Sun: Saturday, 5 October 

The Age: Saturday, 5 October 

Weekly Review City: Thursday, 3 and 10 October  

Caulfield Port Phillip Leader: Tuesday, 1 and 8 October 

Melbourne Leader: Monday, 30 September and 7 October 

Docklands News: Wednesday, 2 October 

Weekly Review Bayside: Wednesday, 2 October 

Briefings and industry 
presentations 

More than 20 

Emails and other misc requests Not quantified 

Workshop participants  300+ 

 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area - Community Engagement - Report 
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1.2 Report structure 
 

This report is structured as follows: 

Section 2 summarises the key themes raised during the community engagement program and 
compares the views of different stakeholder groups. The comparison provides a snapshot of key 
areas of agreement and disagreement. The key themes presented are: 

 Urban Form, including building height and density; 
 Transport, including the proposed Collins Street extension; 
 Economic development and employment, including business growth and transition; 
 Implementation and delivery, including project governance, funding and commitment;  
 Environment and sustainability, including built form and infrastructure standards; 
 Community building, including community infrastructure and diversity;  
 Open space and public realm; and 
 Urban Design, including character, diversity and heritage.  

Section 3 provides a more detailed summary of the views of key stakeholder groups, including: 

 The general public; 
 Informed community groups; 
 Peak industry bodies, including planning and development industry bodies as well as 

development; and 
 Fishermans Bend land owners and/or their professional representatives. 

Section 4 presents the quantitative findings of the Fishermans Bend community engagement survey, 
including the stated level of support for each Strategic Direction and Key Move presented in the 
Draft Vision, as well as overall level of support for the Fishermans Bend project. 

Section 5 (Appendices) presents the following reports and submissions in full:  

 Capire Consulting Group report on the major community engagement forums. 
 City of Melbourne submission  
 City of Port Phillip submission 
 Urban Development Institute of Australia submission 
 Property Council of Australia submission 
 Housing Industry Association submission 
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2.0 Key Themes and Issues 
 

This section of the report summarises the key themes and issues raised during the community 
engagement program and compares the views of different stakeholder groups. The comparison 
provides a snapshot of key areas of agreement and disagreement. The key themes presented are: 

 Urban form, including building height and density; 
 Transport, including the proposed Collins Street extension, traffic and car parking; 
 Economic development and employment, including  business growth and transition; 
 Implementation and delivery, including project governance, funding and commitment;  
 Environment and sustainability, including built form and infrastructure standards; 
 Community building, including community infrastructure and diversity;  
 Open space and public realm; and 
 Neighbourhood character, including affordability, diversity and heritage. 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Urban form       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Building height and density        Agree     Disagree 

    Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies - other Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Retain building heights proposed in Draft 
Vision 
 
 

    -     

Distribute building heights more evenly 
across the Fishermans Bend 
 
 

-   - -     

Four to  eight story development is not 
financially feasible at the Fishermans 
Bend 
 
 

- -   -  - - - 

Buildings should not exceed 25 storeys to 
maintain human scale and amenity 
 
 

    -  - - - 

Proposed height limits are arbitrary and 
require evidence and justification 
 
 

    -  - - - 

More flexible building heights will 
facilitate more private sector delivery of 
infrastructure  
 
 

- -   -   - - 

Density should be regulated through plot 
ratios, not maximum building heights 
 
 

- - -  -   - - 

Height limits should be preferred - not 
maximum – and include provision for 
height bonuses in return for 
infrastructure 
 

- -   -    - 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary  
 
Theme:  Transport       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Public transport links to Fishermans Bend      Agree     Disagree 

    Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 General public Informed 

community groups 
Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies - other Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

A connection between the CBD and 
Fishermans Bend is important but should 
be delivered via a solution that doesn’t 
affect resident amenity and boating 
activity (e.g. different alignment, tunnel 
or operable bridge) 

        - 

The proposed Collins Street extension is 
a vital element of the Fishermans Bend 
Draft Vision 

 (YE residents) -   -    - 

Light rail links to Domain and South Yarra 
are vitally important 
 

 -  - - -   - 

Light rail services to Fishermans Bend 
should be provided via a spur off the 
existing 109 route as a priority 

 -   - -   - 

Water transport services between 
Fishermans Bend, Docklands and the CBD 
need to be considered in more detail  

         

Williamstown Road should be used as a 
public transport corridor 
 

 - - - - -   - 

The proposed metro stations and metro 
rail service are a vital element of the 
Fishermans Bend Draft Vision 

        - 

Public transport connections to 
Fishermans Bend are vital and should be 
provided as early as possible  

        - 

The proposed metro rail extension 
should be brought forward to relive the 
need for the Collins Street light rail 
extension and its amenity / waterways 
impacts 

 - - - - - - - - 

Further detail is required on the 
development implications of land 
reservations for long term metro 
stations, including permissible shorter 
term uses 

- -  - -  - - - 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Transport       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Traffic and car parking         Agree     Disagree 

    Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies - other Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Private vehicle use should be 
appropriately reduced in Fishermans 
Bend, including by restricted car parking 
rates  

    - -   - 

Low car parking rates must be supported 
by early investment in alternative 
transport modes, particularly public 
transport, walking and cycling 
infrastructure 

        - 

Adequate car parking provision is critical 
because most people will still use their 
cars 

 -  - -    - 

Car parking should be provided in 
strategically located, shared parking 
facilities / transport hubs to reduce the 
need for provision in individual buildings.  

   - - -   - 

On-street car parking should be limited 
to preserve space for public realm, 
pedestrian and cycling activities and 
infrastructure 

 - - - - -   - 

Potential traffic volumes in Fishermans 
Bend have not been considered in 
sufficient detail and traffic congestion is 
likely to be a significant issue 

    -    - 

The impact of freight traffic, particularly 
from the Port of Melbourne and existing 
Fishermans Bend industrial uses, needs 
to be considered in more detail and 
mitigation strategies developed 

   -     - 

Proposed boulevards are a key 
component of Fishermans Bend and 
central Melbourne 

        - 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Transport       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Active transport and strategic linkages       Agree     Disagree 

    Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies - other Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Good linkages to transport hubs and 
destinations to the east and west of 
Fishermans Bend are just as important as 
CBD connections 
 

    - -   - 

Fishermans Bend is difficult to get to and 
connections must be considered 
thoroughly or access and movement will 
be compromised and congestion will be 
an issue 

    -    - 

Safe cycle paths to key destinations and 
cycling facilities must be a transport 
priority for Fishermans Bend 
 
 

  - - - -   - 

Fishermans Bend must be a safe, highly 
walkable pedestrian environment 
 
 
 

        - 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Economic Development and employment     Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Various             Agree     Disagree 

      Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies - other Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Fishermans Bend must be a place where 
people live and work 
 

        - 

It is vital to encourage a diverse mix of 
businesses, particularly creative 
industries, small business and service 
retailing  

     -   - 

Catalyst economic development projects 
are important, such as the development 
of an entrepreneurial hub, university, or 
research and development hub 

  - - - -   - 

The existing role and function of Bay 
Street needs to be supported 
 

 - - - - - - - - 

Employment areas need to be diverse, 
fine grain, with lots of small retailing,  
small business and tourism opportunities  

  - - - - - - - 

A clear plan for the management of 
existing businesses is required, including 
strategies to retain existing creative 
industries and high value jobs 

        - 

A clear facilitation strategy is required 
for businesses that need to transition out 
of Fishermans Bend, including 
identification of alternative locations 

         

The interfaces between existing 
industries and new development needs  
to be carefully managed, particularly to 
maintain opportunities for continued 
industry operation as well as 
development 

-        - 

Retail providers are competing with 
residential developers and therefore 
require planning flexibility and the 
capacity to develop air rights  

- - (Superma
rket providers) 

-      

 



Fishermans Bend - Final Report - Key Supporting Documents

TRIM: 13/74633    Page 19 

 

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Implementation and delivery       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Various             Agree     Disagree 

      Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General Public Informed 
Community Groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies – other   
i.e. University of 
Melbourne, OVGA, 
POMC 

Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Provide planning certainty, particularly 
around land use and open space 
 

        - 

Establish a panel or MAC to further 
consider the next steps 
 

-    -  - - - 

Provide for further detailed planning in 
the process 
 

  
(Note 1) 

   -     

Have a credible rollout plan, with details 
around early delivery of critical 
infrastructure. (including  overseas 
comparisons) 

 
(Note 1) 

  
      (Note 1)  

       

Provide leadership and clear governance 
structure  
 

         - 

Develop and implement a funding 
strategy 
 

   
(Note 2) 

 
( Note 2) 

  
( Note 2) 

   

Affordable housing must be part of the 
plan 
 

         - 

 
Note 1 - disagreement that the State can deliver – i.e. no confidence that all elements can be delivered.  
Note 2 - disagreement that developers cover all the costs – must be spread across all the community/state/council. 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Environment and sustainability      Legend:    Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Various             Agree     Disagree 

      Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 

Peak bodies – other   
i.e. APA, Citipower,  

Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Have a plan to manage sea level rise  / 
climate change 
 

    -     

Have a contaminated land management 
strategy  
 

    -    - 

Develop and implement a sustainable 
infrastructure plan for: stormwater 
(integrated urban water management), 
heating/cooling, noise, power, wind and 
waste 
 

        - 

Move sensitive land uses away from gas 
pipelines 
 

 - - -  - - - - 

Require Green roofs and community 
gardens 
 

   - -    - 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
Theme:  Community building       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Various            Agree     Disagree 

     Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development UDIA, 
HIA, Property 
Council, AILA 

Peak bodies  other 
includes Sports 
peaks, Health 
peaks, National 
Trust etc  

Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Need more schools (e.g. early years, 
primary, secondary etc) 
 

        - 

Deliver community infrastructure early 
 
 

         

Need more sports infrastructure 
 
 

  - -  -   - 

Need more community engagement to 
build community ownership/community 
development 

  - -  -    

Need places for community to 
meet/gather (e.g. meeting rooms, 
neighbourhood houses, mens sheds, high 
quality public realm etc) 

  - -  -   - 

Need more health facilities (1) 
 
 

  - -  -   - 

 
Need spaces for 
arts/culture/performing/music 

  - -  -   - 

 

Notes  
(1) Includes submission from Alfred Health who believe that additional hospital capacity should be consolidated on the existing Alfred Hospital site, they do not support a new hospital in Fishermans Bend. Alfred Health suggest there will be a 

need for other health facilities such as an additional Community Health Centre and that a population of 80,000 would require services of up to 200 general practitioners 
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Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
Theme:  Open space and public realm     Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Various           Agree     Disagree 

    Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups  

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development 
UDIA,  AILA, 
Property Council, 
HIA 

Peak bodies – 
includes Sport peak 
bodies, National 
Trust, Health peaks, 
Port of Melbourne 
etc 

Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Need open space strategy 
 
 

         

Need more open space 
 
 

         

Need more sports fields (e.g. for soccer, 
football, cricket etc) 
 

  - -  -    

Protect existing parks (e.g. JL Murphy 
reserve, Westgate Park, Point park) (1) 
 

  - -      

Allow the public to have more access to  
the Port Melbourne Football Ground and 
also ensure viability of the Football club 
(2) 

 
 

 - -  - -  - 

Support 8% open space contribution 
 
 

-    -     

 
Notes  

(1) The issue of loss of valuable green space at Point Park was strongly mentioned by the many residents living in Docklands who are opposed to the extension of the Collins Street bridge. 
(2) There were many submissions from supporters of the Port Melbourne Football Club who were strongly opposed to removing gates to the ground as this would restrict the ability of the club to sell tickets on match days and would severely 

impact on the club’s viability. The other issue for the club is ensuring that the oval needs to be maintained at a very high standard. There are also some community members who believe the ground is an important community resource and 
that it could be shared for wider community benefit. Everyone agreed that the club is an extremely important part of the community and Port Melbourne’s history   

 



Fishermans Bend - Final Report - Key Supporting Documents

TRIM: 13/74633    Page 23 

 

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area – Submission Review – Key Issue Summary 
 
Theme:  Neighbourhood character       Legend:   Strongly agree       Strongly disagree 
Key Issue:  Various             Agree     Disagree 

      Some agreement   Some disagreement    
 

Contention Stakeholder level of agreement with contention 
 
 
 

 General public Informed 
community groups 

Fishermans Bend 
land owners or 
professional 
representatives 

Peak bodies – 
planning and 
development UDIA, 
HIA, Property 
Council, AILA 

Peak bodies  other 
includes Sports 
peaks, Health 
peaks, National 
Trust etc  

Current planning 
permit applicants 

City of Melbourne City of Port Phillip City of Hobsons Bay 

Ensure that there is a diversity of 
dwelling types; including a large 
proportion of 3 bedroom family 
dwellings  
 

    -     

Include a requirement for 20% of housing 
stock to be affordable/social housing  
 

*1    -     

Ensure that development creates a fine 
grain, human scale and visually 
interesting built form 

        - 

Ensure that built form doesn’t create 
wind tunnels 
 

   - -    - 

Provide tree lined streets for shade and 
visual amenity 
 

  -       

Ensure that buildings can provide for a 
mix of land uses and businesses 
 

        - 

Ensure that the lessons of Docklands and 
Southbank are applied 
 

        - 

 
*Note 1: Submissions supported concept of affordability but did not specify a percentage. 
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3.0 Key stakeholder groups 
 

This section of the report summarises the views of key stakeholder groups, including: 

 The general public; 
 Informed community groups; 
 Peak bodies, including those associated with the planning and development industry as well as 

other industries; and 
 Fishermans Bend land owners and/or their professional representatives. 

The summaries are structured as follows: 

 Key opportunities raised; 
 Key issues raised; 
 Major areas of agreement/divergence; and 
 Further work suggested.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3.1 General public 
 

Key Opportunities 
There is an opportunity to acknowledge and retain the industrial history and character of Fishermans 
Bend including existing fine grain buildings. Some individuals expressed a desire for new 
developments to integrate heritage aspects into their design. There was also some support for the 
retention of existing industrial structures and for their redevelopment to facilitate new appropriate 
uses. 

The need for additional schools was strongly communicated, and was perhaps the most frequently 
mentioned type of community infrastructure. Currently there is only one school that services the 
area, and projected population growth will require additional schools. 

Many participants also cited the need for hospital and medical facilities in the area and sporting 
facilities including indoor courts and other facilities, as well as active recreation opportunities in 
parks.  

A number of participants also called for the inclusion of affordable and diverse housing. Some 
participants also called for the inclusion of social housing.  

Additional parks and open green spaces were highly supported as well as the enhancement of the 
existing facilities.  

There were some suggestions from participants to link the area to tourism as an employment 
generator.  

There was a calling for flexible multi-use community spaces that can be used to support a variety of 
events and gatherings. Entertainment venues (such as music venues, small restaurants and cafes) 
were also desired close the Yarra River.  

Key Issues 
The extension of the Collins Street tram via bridge connection over the Yarra River was strongly 
opposed. Reasons cited include the loss of green space at Point Park, noise levels, impact on 
property prices and the restriction of boat access to the Yarra (impact on Marina at Yarra’s Edge).  
Some individuals proposed that existing bridges should be upgraded to support tram access or that 
alternative routes should be investigated. 

Individuals associated with Port Melbourne Football Club strongly opposed any changes to the 
ground and its proposed use as open space. Individuals expressed that the oval has recently been 
upgraded to meet VFL league standards and the proposed changes would no longer see the ground 
fit for competition. The ground’s surface has also had past problems in regards to quality and 
maintenance. Additional foot traffic would further exacerbate this problem. The club has a long 
established history in the community and opposition to any changes were strong. Some individuals 
stated that current green spaces in the area are underutilised, and that their improvement should be 
a priority before the Port Melbourne Football Ground. 

There were concerns about the projected 80,000 increase in population and the inability for current 
infrastructure to cope with this additional demand, particularly given the current lack of community 
infrastructure and already congested roads (the crowded Westgate Bridge was cited several times).  
Individuals expressed the desire for key infrastructure to be implemented first, before development 
and population growth. 
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High densities and tall buildings were generally not supported by individual participants.  

Major areas of agreement/divergence 
Agreement Divergence 

Public Transport, cycling and walking were all 
generally supported, despite the positioning 

and route of the light rail connection 
representing a point of contention. 

 

 
Opinions on density and scale were disputed.  

Tower developments were generally 
unsupported.  European cities like Paris and 
London were positively cited as models for 

development. 
 

 
There was agreement that individuals do not 

want Fishermans Bend to be the next 
Docklands (or Southbank), given Docklands’ 

lack of community infrastructure, lack of street 
life and windswept streets. 

 

 
Opinions on design were also divergent, with 

some individuals seeking a modern look, whilst 
others wanted the heritage and history of the 

area to be retained in the architecture. 
 

 

Suggested further work 
 Consider alternative light rail route 
 Increased school provision 
 Improve underutilised open/green spaces 
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3.2 Informed community groups 
 

Key Opportunities 
There is an opportunity to acknowledge and retain the pre-European and industrial history and 
character of Fishermans Bend including existing fine grain buildings. Some community groups 
expressed a desire for new developments to integrate heritage aspects into their design. There was 
also strong support for the retention and adaptive reuse of existing industrial structures. 

The need for additional schools was strongly communicated. Currently there is only one school that 
services the area and it is near capacity. Projected population growth will require additional schools. 

The overwhelming majority of submissions identified the provision of new open space – passive and 
active – as critical to the success of the area and to ensure that it did not negatively impact on 
existing open space which serves existing communities and is at capacity. 

A large number of submissions highlighted the early delivery of public transport infrastructure in the 
Fishermans Bend as the key opportunity to set the pattern for lower car ownership and a connected 
place that is people friendly. 

A number of participants also called for the mandatory targets of 20 per cent for the provision of 
affordable and social housing. Coupled with this target was the request that 30 per cent of 
affordable/social housing be provided by registered housing associations.  

Some see an opportunity to create a new business precinct based around creative industries of Sth 
Melbourne. 

 
Key Issues 
Open space 

The vast majority of participants stated that existing open space is at or over capacity and should not 
be used to meet the requirements of new development. 

New passive and active open space areas should continue the generous provision and thoughtful 
layout of 19th and early 20th century Melbourne which contributes so much to present day livability. 

Some participants felt that open space should be funded through the development contribution. 

Housing/built form 

All submission called for diversity in housing stock – including family size dwellings. 

Submissions opposed the podium/tower model as a solution for intensive development with many 
preferring mid-rise eight storey development as a better means of achieving development intensity, 
diversity and a family friendly place. Submissions suggested that we look to Europe rather than Hong 
Kong for inspiration. 
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Some submissions called for a more subtle approach to the towers, with towers ‘sprinkled’ throughout 
to give diversity and emphasis to key areas rather than large swaths of tower/podium in more than 
half the area. 

Submissions called for strong and detailed planning controls to deliver the land use and business mix, 
infrastructure and built form outcomes of the Draft Vision. 

Infrastructure/Community facilities 

The majority of submissions supported the extension of the Collins Street tram via bridge connection 
over the Yarra River and down Plummer Street as an immediate project to prove that this will be a 
public transport rich area.   

It was consistent through all submissions that existing infrastructure is at capacity and that new 
infrastructure is required to service the area with key transport and community infrastructure 
identified and provided early in the life of the development.  

There was strong concern about existing vehicle and freight traffic impacts on the area and the impact 
of the Webb Dock expansion. It was felt that unless freight traffic was removed from the area 
boulevards as community focal points as envisaged in the Draft Vision would never be realised.  

There was strong consensus in submissions that developers should fund infrastructure and community 
facilities.  

Economy/business 

There were concerns expressed that existing and future service industry would be priced out meaning 
that the area missed out on local access to jobs and services. 

There was a need to assess existing businesses and develop a strategy to retain compatible businesses. 

Environment/Sustainability 

Submissions consistently expressed concerns that sea level rises, flooding and soil contamination will 
negatively impact on redevelopment of the area and in particular built form at street level. 

  

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Major areas of agreement/divergence 
Agreement Divergence 

Public Transport, cycling and walking were all 
strongly supported. Collins Street tram 

extension was seen as the key priority project 
that will set the tone for the whole 

development. 
 

 
Opinions on density and scale were disputed.  

The provision and extent of tower 
developments were not supported.  More 

midrise development along the lines of 
European cities like Paris and London were 
positively cited as models for development. 

 
 

There was agreement that individuals do not 
want Fishermans Bend to be the next 

Docklands (or Southbank), given Docklands’ 
lack of community infrastructure, lack of street 

life and windswept streets. 
 

Consistent disappointed with the lack of 
community input into the development of the 

Draft Vision. 
 

There was agreement that DCPs should fund 
significant amounts of infrastructure. 

There was diversity in opinion as to whether 
the DCP should fund the entire infrastructure 

or only the local infrastructure. 

It was consistent across submissions that 
infrastructure commitment and delivery of key 

catalyst infrastructure needs to occur. 

There was consistent skepticism about the 
delivery on the Vision and in particular the 

provision of community and transport 
infrastructure. 

 

Suggested further work 
 Community engagement on next steps of the implementation – strategic framework plan – 

precincts plans  
 Develop an open space and community infrastructure needs assessment based on population 

forecasts 
 Detailed open space planning and site acquisition 
 Planning for the provision of schools to serve a population of 80,000  
 Detailed heritage assessment of the area 
 Develop detailed planning controls to provide certainty of built form, land use, and business mix 

and building height. 
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3.3 Peak bodies 
 

Key Opportunities 
Industry generally welcomed the redevelopment of Fishermans Bend, given the locational 
advantages of being adjacent to CBD, and made suggestions about the best opportunities for staging 
development. However all participants cautioned that the devil was in the detail in terms of staging, 
implementation and the provision of key infrastructure. 

Key Issues 
 There were common concerns from peak bodies about the lack of detail in regard to governance, 

government intervention and controls to facilitate implementation of the strategic plan; 
 Timely provision of infrastructure and who will pay for it, how will  developer contributions work 

and are there alternative forms of infrastructure funding; 
 There were concerns about contamination issues, how the extent of contamination would be 

identified and who would pay for remediation; 
 The importance of understanding key learnings from Docklands was a common theme; 
 The Draft Vision was considered to be inwardly focused and Fishermans Bend was not integrated 

well with surrounding established areas such as Williamstown Road and existing retail and 
community facilities in Port Melbourne and South Melbourne; 

 There are opportunities for innovative partnerships between private developers and social 
housing providers. Planning system and statutory support required to facilitate affordable 
housing; 

 Issues of development readiness, particularly in the Montague precinct were identified; 
 Accommodation of families; 
 The viability of high density development and the ability to maximise development opportunities 

and return was a key issue; 
 The locational impact of the Westgate Bridge; 
  The timing and provision of additional public transport to Fishermans Bend was a key issue; 
 Carparking provision and the location and extent of carparking was a key issue, and the response 

differed between peak bodies; 
 Overshadowing of open space; 
 Clearly structured hierarchy of streets; 
 Street activation; 
 AILA and MGS on behalf of the UDIA prepared alternative concept designs and design studies; 
 Alternative development scenarios were prepared by Spade Consultants on behalf of the UDIA.; 

and 
 The ability for existing industry and business to operate and also to transition from the precinct 

was raised i.e. How can similar industries be clustered and enticed to the area? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area - Community Engagement - Report 

 

TRIM: 13/74633    Page 31 
 

 

Areas of agreement/divergence 
Agreement Divergence 

Vision for Fishermans Bend, but there could be 
some improvement. How it will be 
implemented needs further work. 

 
 

 
The development scenarios for Montague in 

terms of density, height and scale. 
Prescriptive approach to dwelling mix and car 
parking ratios will impact on apartment prices. 

Development outcomes will not be viable 
unless land can be secured at a low cost per 

square metre. Height is an important factor in 
producing sufficient yield to offset construction 

costs for medium – high rise development. 
 

Key learnings from Docklands need to be taken 
on board. 

 

Development readiness, land assembly and 
staging 

Approaches to scale. 

Extension of Collins St tram, but challenges in 
terms of spanning the freeway and the Yarra 

corridors. 

Invest early in multiple fixed route public 
transport services. 

 

Suggested further work 
 Consider alternative light rail routes 
 Detail about developer contributions, development readiness and staging/sequencing 
 Timing and provision of key social and transport infrastructure 
 Statutory implementation of vision and guidelines 
 Design Guidelines 
 Employment strategy to create employment at Fishermans Bend 
 Sustainability strategies and implementation  
 Contamination and remediation 
 Impacts of flooding 
 Funding models 
 Governance models for development of precinct 
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4.0 Fishermans Bend Survey Results 
 

This section of the report presents the quantitative findings of the Fishermans Bend community 
engagement survey, including the stated level of support for each Strategic Direction and Key Move 
presented in the Draft Vision, as well as overall level of support for the Fishermans Bend project. 

The qualitative inputs provided through the surveys have been treated as submissions and 
summarised in the previous section. 

In total, 286 surveys were completed during the community engagement period.  

 

Overall level of support for the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Draft Vision  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Overall level of support for the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Strategic 
Directions  
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Overall level of support for the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Key Moves  
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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5.0 Appendices 
 

The following reports and submissions are provided as appendices:  

A. Capire Consulting Group report on the major community engagement forums 
B. City of Melbourne submission  
C. City of Port Phillip submission 
D. Urban Development Institute of Australia submission 
E. Property Council of Australia submission 
F. Housing Industry Association submission 
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Fishermans Bend - Final Report - Key Supporting Documents



DECEMBER 2013 - CONFIDENTIAL 

v
o

l
u

m
e

 2

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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1. OVERVIEW 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide the City of Melbourne's comments on the Fishermans Bend 
Urban Renewal Area (FBURA) Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines. The Draft Vision was 
prepared by Places Victoria with the advice and guidance of the City of Melbourne, the City of Port 
Phillip, the Department of Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure (DTPLI) and the Office of the 
Victorian Government Architect.  

The Draft Vision effectively captures many of the aspirations for the FBURA that the City of 
Melbourne has considered since July 2012 when the Minister for Planning requested Places Victoria 
to prepare a Strategic Framework Plan for the FBURA to guide future development patterns, 
determine infrastructure needs and establish a development contributions framework to fund 
infrastructure investment. 

The City of Melbourne is generally supportive of the Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines. In 
particular of the aspirations for transport and community infrastructure to support the economic growth 
of Melbourne’s Central City, for the necessary funding and delivery of community services and 
facilities and transport infrastructure to precede and shape the growth of the area.  

We recommend that the following major changes are incorporated into the Strategic Framework Plan 
for release in summer, 2014: 

 More defined aspirations and targets for the environmental sustainability objectives. 
 Reinstatement/realignment/additional bridge and further investigation of the Yarra River 

bridge design options and delivery that considers the maritime role of the docklands/river. 
 Additional detail on the Lorimer precinct to provide greater clarity on the built form and public 

realm proposal contained in the Draft Vision and Design Guidelines. 
 Incorporate Howe Parade alignment green link to Westgate Park. 
 Elevate the importance of creating “Healthy Cities” into the overall Strategic Directions.  

The Interim Design Guidelines were prepared by the Department of Transport, Planning and Local 
Infrastructure (DTPLI). We have included a number of detailed recommendations in our comments 
below. Generally these request more specific guidance on achieving the desired urban design 
outcomes for Fishermans Bend as outlined in the Draft Vision. 

Comments have also been included to ensure that development in Fishermans Bend contributes to 
achieving the adopted policies of the City of Melbourne.  
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2. COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT VISION 
We understand that following public consultation the Minister will request that the Draft Vision is 
consolidated into a Strategic Framework Plan and that this and the Interim Design Guidelines will be 
translated into Melbourne and Port Phillip Planning Schemes’ controls. The City of Melbourne 
response is therefore focused on recommendations for changes to the Draft Vision proposal that 
should be incorporated into the Strategic Framework Plan. 

The City of Melbourne is generally supportive of the Draft Vision. Our comments below focus on the 
key elements that are supported in the Draft Vision, significant changes that need to be considered 
and other, more minor changes that we feel should be addressed to facilitate a broader understanding 
and implementation of the Draft Vision. 

a City of Melbourne support for the Draft Vision 
The City of Melbourne particularly supports the following elements of the Draft Vision: 

1. Acknowledgement of the need for the timely delivery of infrastructure to support economic 
growth and the health and wellbeing of new communities. This is required to create a 
successful place. 

2. Central city growth centred on the Yarra River – see also part b. below. 
3. Support for a tram link across the river connecting the Hoddle grid and the FBURA (down 

Plummer Street). This will be critical to attract investment in private development that creates 
jobs in the city. Without high frequency, direct public transport services into the existing CBD, 
the FBURA could develop as a predominantly residential suburb which will be difficult to 
convert to commercial uses. This would compromise Melbourne’s position as a nationally 
significant economic hub and reduce our global competitiveness.  

4. The proposal for a metro rail line to the FBURA with early identification of the alignment, 
reserves required to ensure that can be delivered in the medium term. 

5. Aspiration for family-friendly living and the creation of new liveable neighbourhoods that are 
supported by the services and facilities they need, and where residents are connected to 
each other via a network of great streets and a well-designed park and open space network. 

b Major Recommended Changes  

More defined aspirations and clearer targets for the environmental sustainability objectives. 

The aspiration in Strategic Direction 8 that smart environmental solutions are essential to creating 
sustainable communities is supported but requires more clarity of the objectives and timeline for 
delivery of these outcomes. Considering significant governance, financial and regulatory barriers to 
the implementation of precinct scale solutions, we would recommend that the steps to be taken to 
progress precinct-scale planning in the FBURA be included in the Strategic Framework Plan. 

More emphasis on the Yarra River as a defining characteristic of the central city 

Further emphasis is needed on the Yarra River as an important defining characteristic of Melbourne’s 
central city that should be celebrated, embraced and confirmed through decisions around the central 
city expansion. 
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To emphasise this, we recommend adding an additional paragraph to P30/31 as follows: 

‘The Yarra River and Victoria Harbour will increasingly play a central role in defining the city 
centre. This will continue to expand to include recreational and public water transport, along 
with other activities both on the water and along its edges. This activity should be 
strengthened and encouraged as Fishermans Bend grows as a place.’ 

In addition, the potential ferry shuttle shown in Key Move 4 (p41) could be added to Figure 7. 

Further investigation of design options ensuring that the Collins Street Extension Yarra River 
Bridge does not impede access from Port Phillip Bay to the existing Marina Yarra’s Edge for 
existing berth holders and upstream maritime traffic. 

The proposed bridge crossing and alignment connecting Collins Street extension to FBURA and 
Plummer Street is supported by the City of Melbourne. This will be a critical connection to the existing 
CBD for public transport, pedestrians and cyclists. Early instalment of a bridge will ensure the growth 
of jobs and businesses that will only be attracted to the FBURA if good access to existing businesses 
and services in the Hoddle Grid and Docklands is available. It will also enable the new community to 
establish with good access to the services and facilities in the Docklands.  

There is however significant local concern, mainly coming from Yarra’s Edge residents and those with 
boats at the marina with the alignment and role of the proposed bridge crossing. We understand that 
there are three key issues with the bridge, which are: 

 The bridge will constrain or block passage for the majority of boats at the Marina Yarra’s Edge 
which have air drafts exceeding 4m. Current existing minimum bridge clearances further to 
the east are 3.18m at the Webb Bridge (pedestrian) and 2.89m Charles Grimes Bridge (road) 
at high tide. 

 the bridge will take precious park space away at Point Park; and 
 views and amenity will be compromised by the bridge. 

Whilst it is understandable that the proposed new crossing raises these issues in the emerging 
Yarra’s Edge community this needs to be balanced with the broader city-shaping objectives of the 
Fishermans Bend urban renewal area. These include an extension of the future city centre, new 
populations of 80,000 residents and 40,000 workers, the need for Lorimer (and other precincts) need 
to be developed with excellent public transport access and convenient and effective walking and 
cycling accessibility to both Docklands and the Hoddle Gird. This will benefit the whole central city 
and the current alignment seems to offer the best opportunity to do so. 

However the detailed alignment, design, role and operation of this bridge connection needs to be 
thoughtfully considered to ensure that a workable solution for a river crossing can be achieved. For 
example, an operable bridge would allow access to the existing marina to yachts within an agreed 
timetable. Additional open space could be delivered to compensate the potential losses in Point Park. 

The City of Melbourne is committee of management and landlord of Marina Yarra’s Edge which has 
149 berths/sea bed leases with tenure until 2030. More detailed technical investigation of the design 
options for this connection is critical to the success of the FBURA and must be a priority in the 
finalisation of the Strategic Framework Plan. We recommend working closely with all key stakeholders 
to progress this issue. 
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Additional detail on the Lorimer precinct to provide greater clarity on the built form and public 
realm proposal contained in the Draft Vision and Design Guidelines. 

Further detailed design and planning work on the vision outlined for the Lorimer precinct is required 
urgently to provide an effective guide for future development. In particular further development of the 
design for the public realm initiatives (including the open space, parks, urban squares and improved 
streetscapes) and the built form proposals included in the Draft Vision. 

We recommend that some of the design and planning thinking that has informed the proposals 
included in the Draft Vision be incorporated into the Strategic Framework Plan. This will enable the 
strategic directions for the Lorimer Precinct to be tested, refined and clarified and made more explicit. 

Incorporate Howe Parade alignment green link to Westgate Park. 

This link will provide pedestrian and cycle connectivity to the Yarra River west of FBURA and the Port 
of Melbourne site. 

Elevate the importance of creating “Healthy Cities” into the overall Strategic Directions.  

The health (physical, mental and emotional) of future communities will determine whether the FBURA 
can be considered a success. This should be further emphasised in the Draft Vision and, 
subsequently, in the Strategic Framework Plan, to ensure that this directly informs decision making on 
future development, infrastructure investment and policy development. “Healthy Cities” is an 
evidence-based, conceptual framework promoted by the World Health Organisation to support 
planning and design decision making. A good example of planning for healthy communities can be 
seen in the Centre for Active Design in New York (http://centerforactivedesign.org/about/). We would 
recommend the inclusion of Healthy City principles and measurables into the Strategic Directions. 

Other Recommended Changes  

The following comments generally focus on providing greater clarity on some of the supported 
aspirations in the Draft Vision. Further explanation of these important concepts will be useful to inform 
the discussion and decision making for the FBURA. 

On page 19. Add additional clarity on what constitutes ‘Smart Environmental Solutions’ as follows: 

 Include: Maximum use of solar resource, particularly in medium rise areas. 
 Include:  precinct-wide resource recovery infrastructure enabling sorting and extraction. 
 Include: Plan for future impacts of sea level rise 

On page 30. The aspiration for expanding the opportunity for ‘family-friendly’ living is welcome and 
supported. The City of Melbourne is committed to providing a vibrant and inclusive city for everyone to 
enjoy, including children. As part of this commitment, Council is seeking to become accredited as a 
UNICEF (United Nations Children’s Fund) Child-Friendly City. Around the world UNICEF’s network of 
850 Child-Friendly Cities listen to the voices, needs, priorities and rights of children to inform how the 
city is run.  

Adding an explanation of what is meant by family-friendly living would clarify the objective. We 
suggest adding a definition on page 21 along the lines of: 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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‘Family friendly living refers to a pleasant urban setting which is, inclusive and safe, built on a 
human scale with places where people gather, connect and contribute to neighbourhood life.  

These places build a sense of belonging for residents and help make the neighbourhood 
safer. Parks, childcare centres, schools, grocery stores, libraries, and cultural, sports and 
community centres in the neighbourhood need to be easy to access and enjoy.  

A suggested measure of success is the 8/80 rule, where family friendly places are assessed 
according to whether  they are comfortable and accessible places for those who are 8 years 
old, or 80 years old. If so, they will likely be successful places for the full age spectrum that 
represents our family-friendly aspirations’ 

On Page 34. Improvements to the public realm are supported but more explicit statements are 
needed on what is meant by ‘streetscape enhancements’ and ‘high quality public realm’. For 
example: 

“Streetscape enhancements: A streetscape refers to the overall character of a street or route. 
While they are public spaces, they usually form part of the movement network and may need 
to address multiple movement networks while fulfilling places roles such as providing places 
for seating, places to meet friends and allow a range of open space roles. Enhancements to 
the streetscape refer to improving the overall character of a street, focusing on its role to 
contribute to the pedestrian experience, while also considering and balancing the need to fulfil 
other roles, such as the needs of public transport. 

High quality public realm: Public realm, which refers to any publicly or perceived public 
streets, pathways, right of ways, parks and open spaces, defines our urban experience. It 
connects buildings to streets to neighbourhoods and creates the everyday social and civic 
spaces of a city. High quality public realm refers to vibrant, accessible, diverse and connected 
places. High quality suggests that the physical environment is designed to enhance the 
overall pedestrian experience, and it supports the overall social, economic and environmental 
aspects of place.” 

On Page 48. Add a statement to clarify what a cycle-friendly street is such as the following at the end 
of second paragraph: 

 ‘This includes designing each street to provide for safe and convenient cycle access to every 
front door.’ 

One page 52. Include a range of typologies to be located within each FBURA neighbourhood. This 
will help define what a ‘diversity of built form outcomes’ is intending to achieve and how to achieve it. 
This should be related to, and tested against, the proposed height controls. 

The following comments include recommendations for additional priority projects to be considered as 
follows to ensure that the key moves can be progressed. 

On page 44. Add a potential project to 

“Work with VicTrack/VicRoads on exploring opportunities to create linear parks or green 
ecological functional space along the train line / major roads using now often vacant / 
underutilised land, without compromising safety issues.” 
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On Page 44. Add a potential project  

“Where possible, explore the opportunity of creating ecologically more sophisticated green 
boulevards and potential high amenity routes, by incorporating a whole range of green 
elements in the same space: eg. grass, bush, trees.” 

 On Page 46. Add a potential project 

 “The green network should demonstrate a wide range of uses, from active recreation to 
ecologically functional urban parks and spaces. Secure key sites early to demonstrate new types 
of open space, such as urban wetlands, to showcase the potential of open space, and as 
demonstration projects, to influence the potential of private green space design”.
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3. THE INTERIM DESIGN GUIDELINES 
The following comments outline detailed recommendations to ensure that the application of the 
Interim Design Guidelines is considered and that they are effectively translated into meaningful 
planning controls. 

Many of the recommended changes below are necessary to deliver on a number of City of Melbourne 
policy objectives. 

Location Comment 

p.4 Recommend outlining exactly what urban context is significant and should be 
considered (e.g. views, solar access to existing parks, any historic buildings or 
established landscapes…). Analysis drawings would be useful to set the site context 
at the start of the document. 
Development applications would then be required to respond to urban design context 
objectives with a concept statement, their own analysis and drawing. 

P4 1.2 Add focus on a public-realm and contextual approach to develop larger sites. 
Add at the end of 1.2 text: “The master plan should promote a strong public-realm 
approach to create a series of routes and spaces that contribute in a meaningful way 
to the larger pedestrian and movement networks.  Resulting development blocks and 
sites should activate these proposed routes and spaces.” 

P4, 1.2 
Note 3 

The site master plan must integrate within its surrounding context. 

Add the following at the end of Note 3: “and must enhance and contribute to existing 
and proposed open spaces, open space network links and movement networks.” 

P 4 1.1 
Note 2 

Natural features located on the existing site and adjoining public land should be 
detailed in the context plan and help inform design of the site. E.g. swales, existing 
vegetation, topography. 

Add sentence to Note 2: “This should include how the site and existing site features 
(such as swales, soil type, existing vegetation, topography, etc) positively inform any 
design proposition.” 

p.5, Note 4 Further guidance is needed on the design of laneways and any ‘Little Streets’ to 
ensure that car park access on new laneways does not undermine the potential of 
lanes as people-oriented spaces, and it is the lanes that can offer so much due to 
their scale. 

Consider adding at the end of the point: “Within Lorimer, car access points should be 
located along proposed little streets.” 
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Location Comment 

p.5, 1.3 
Note 5 

“Active uses” aren’t necessarily an indicator of quality, but rather a fine scale and 
high quality of design. This principle needs to be explored further and perhaps 
illustrated.
Consider adding at end of note: “A fine scale, high quality and considered design to 
enhance the pedestrian experience will be important to demonstrate in the design of 
all public links. Where possible, trees and vertical landscaping should be considered 
to add to the pedestrian experience.” 

P6, 1.5 
Mixed uses should be fine grained, not coarse.  

Add text at end of 1.5 text: “The mix of uses should be fine grained, to create 
synergies between uses, and encourage urban intensity for the proposed medium to 
high densities of Fishermans Bend. 

P6, 1.5 
Note 2 

A more robust and flexible toolkit of building typologies (such as perimeter blocks, 
linear blocks, L-shaped, C-shaped, etc, courtyard housing, whatever is appropriate to 
the geometry of the site, offering narrow floorplates for natural cross ventilation, high 
floor to ceilings for ample natural daylighting, a mix of private and communal 
gardens, courtyards and open spaces. 
Recommend that as part of Note 2, a range of typologies is shown that could form 
the basis for a range of development forms. 

p.7, Figure 
1.6

Where tower and podium is stated as such, it is suggested that the words are re-
stated to suggest frontage buildings (which would be finer grain) and tower. 

Delete the following text: “(by pursuing a podium and tower format)”  

Replace text with: “Low rise street frontages should develop as clusters of singular 
buildings, with distinct frontages.” 

p. 8, 2.1 
Note 3  

For the first point, add at the end of the note: “Car parking will not be allowed on the 
ground floor of any new building. Car parking on levels above ground level need to 
be designed to allow for future conversion, considering future use heights, 
daylighting, cross ventilation, and ownership/management plan to facilitation easy 
conversion.” 

P8, 2.1 
Note 7 

Narrower frontages provide a finer grain approach to high density urbanism that 
creates more desirable, people-focused outcomes. Narrower frontages help promote 
and realise the aspirations, as set out in the Strategic Directions. 

Final dot point - Delete text: “30” and “(20m in Montague)” and replace with “10”. 

Add sentence: “This fine grain approach to ground level frontages applies to all 
ground floor uses. Often, larger desired frontages can be accommodated through a 
narrow frontage with atrium or corridor forms that link to a larger central space (for 
example for supermarkets and other large floorplate uses).” 

P8, 2.1  Recommend adding Note 8:  
Multiple front doors to fine grained ground floor frontages produces a structure that 
has resilience and promotes active streets. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Location Comment 

p. 8, 2.1 
Note 5 

This note needs to provide guidance on what should be done.  E.g. no more than a 
percentage of glazing per frontage with a focus on the use of windows (not glazing) 
and articulation to the ground level design to provide transparency and interest. 

P8 2.1 Note 
6

Allow façade greening but it must be majority evergreen species and maintained in 
good condition at all times. 

Add to note after the work artwork “or façade greening”, and add second sentence: 
“For façade greening, they must be located in suitable growing locations, be of a 
majority evergreen species and maintained in good condition at all times.” 

p.9, Note 
2.3 Note 1 

Encourage greater variation in the parapet line, as is the case in the central city.  

Add after text: “Variation in parapet height should reflect variation in small scale 
frontages and creation of narrow front buildings throughout the precinct to reinforce 
pedestrian scale. Exceptions to this principle may be reflected in specific street 
sections for the various precincts.”

P 9, 2.3 
Note 3 

Laneway height, based on successful City of Melbourne examples, should not be 
three times taller than the laneway width. Therefore the minimum 20m height that is 
over the maximum height of a 6m wide laneway. The guidance needs to change to 
reflect this. 

Recommend deleting text and add: “As a general rule, the building frontages along a 
laneway should not exceed three times the width of the laneway, at which point, a 
meaningful setback is required.”  

P10 2.6 
Note 3 

Towers should be 20m apart, especially for habitable-facing rooms. 

Add: “Such justification includes where visual privacy is maintained, such as where 
habitable rooms do not face habitable rooms and sufficient daylight reaches habitable 
rooms.” 

P11 2.5 De-emphasize tower and podium typology as this does not encourage more 
thoughtful approaches to site specific design and alternative building typologies. 

Remove words “or podium” in text under 2.5 as sentence still is clear in meaning and 
intent without these words. 

P11 2.5 
Note 3 

States that all occupied roof space must be clear of any required setbacks. The 
image depicting required setbacks shows an occupied space within the setback 
which is not necessarily a concern (as long as there is no adverse impact to other 
adjoining or abutting properties).  

If note 3 remains it is recommended that it be amended to advise that non-publically 
accessible green vegetated roofs are exempt from this requirement. 

Please clarify intent of the rule which is understood that spaces above the 20m 
threshold (or otherwise stated) should not interrupt the set-back space ABOVE this 
level. Please clarify or rephrase Note 3 further to more clearly state this. 
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Location Comment 

P11, 2.7, 
and add 
Note 3 

The role of towers is larger than promoting visual variety – they ought to help create 
visual markers, aid legibility and promote sense of place.  

At the end of the sentence, add: “and aid overall neighbourhood and precinct legibility 
while promoting a unique sense of place.”  

Add Note 3: “Consider the view corridors to proposed towers and overall townscape 
to orient towers that contribute to the larger legibility, townscape and sense of place, 
considering the street, neighbourhood and precinct scales.” 

P11, 2.8 
Note 1 

Green roofs are generally better suited to flat surfaces. This note currently 
encourages sculpted roof forms. This could exclude consideration of a green roof. 
Recommend amending note to say slender or fragmented tower forms are generally 
more visually appealing, as are sculptured roof forms or vegetated roofs. 

Add to end of sentence: “and vegetated roofs.” 

P11, 2.8
Add Note 5 

Add additional Note 5 

High buildings work on a large range of scales, including citywide, precinct, 
neighbourhood, street, block, plot and human interaction scales. Due to their greater 
visual dominance, it is even more important that designs successfully address 
integration, massing, layout, expression and honesty, proportion, order, materials, 
detail and style, considering the full range of scales. 

p.11, 2.9 
Consider adding a note/principle about creating contemporary heritage – i.e. some 
architectural and landscape gems that immediately become treasured. 

P.11, add 
2.10

The podium part of the typology prevents no natural cross ventilation and makes the 
block impermeable to sunlight, resulting in no courtyards, laneways or the like. The 
tower also offers little to no natural ventilation as opening a window (if even possible) 
at 50-100m in the sky can have dire consequences. 

Add 2.10: “Building design should provide long term adaptability and consider long-
term costs and uses to create healthy and sustainable uses, especially for residential 
design.” 

Add Note 1: “Buildings should provide cross ventilation and daylight to all habitable 
rooms” 

Add Note 2: “Buildings should consider how ‘lifetime home’ principles can ensure the 
long term suitability of a dwelling can be facilitated over time with minimal changes.” 

Add Note 3: “A range of building typologies can introduce a range of desired housing 
types to provide diversity in each precinct, and create more family-friendly housing.” 

P12, 3.1 
Note 3 

Make guidance stronger, remove the word “generally.” 
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Location Comment 

P 14, 3.3  Add Note 6 

Canopies can be utilised spaces for plants. 

Add Note 4: “Canopies may be used to shade and provide shelter for users below, 
but through a considered design, they could also act as a planting area above to 
create visual interest from upper levels. 

P 14 4.1  Add note 5 

Maximising permeability, infiltration and passive irrigation of all public and private 
landscapes should be encouraged.  Sustainable, simple and robust irrigation systems 
should be installed in all public and private landscaping to maximise vegetation 
health. 

Add Note 5 under 4.1: “Permeability of surfaces, water infiltration and passive 
irrigation is important for public landscapes. Sustainable, simple and robust irrigation 
systems should be installed in all public landscaping to maximise vegetation health. 
Vegetation health should enhance the local urban ecosystem and adaptation to 
climate change.” 

P14, 4.1 
add Note 6 

Proposed open space, whether developer proposed or that is detailed in the draft 
vision document should state that development is not overshadowed. 

Add Note 6: “Solar access to existing and proposed open spaces as well as existing 
low rise residential areas should not be overshadowed by any new building – see 2.2 
Note 1.” 

P14, 4.1 
add Note 7 

Most of the existing open spaces in the precinct currently have an active sports 
focus. Creating larger open spaces that have a passive recreation focus will be 
important also. 

Add Note 7: “Proposed open spaces should consider a wide range of uses, including 
but not limited to active uses, passive uses, biodiversity and ecological uses, etc, and 
promote social inclusion of the anticipated culturally and age diverse future 
population.” 

p.14, Note 
4.2

Introduce a stronger principle around requiring developers to incorporate onsite 
communal outdoor space, and to have it low down where the environment is more 
conducive to spending time. 

Change the word “podiums” to “lower storey rooftops.” 

Consider expanding 4.2 Note 1 by adding the following: “Such communal spaces 
should be provided for easy and convenience access for residents, and in suitable 
microclimate locations. Often this occurs on ground level or near ground level.” 
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Location Comment 

P14, 4.2 Very encouraging seeing the inclusion of rooftop greening in the design guidelines. 
Also recommend including green façades/walls to provide more choice to developers. 
Vegetation should be publically visible where possible to add vibrancy to the public 
realm. 

Add the following after “Private landscaping”: “(which can also include green walls 
and facades)” 

P14, 4.2 
Note 2 

Biodiversity spaces that are green but not habitable should be encouraged. 

Delete “and” and replace with a comma. 

At the end of the sentence, add: “or biodiversity/ecological landscapes.” 

P15, 4.2, 
Note 5 

Add green facades along with walls as these are often cheaper and easier to 
implement and maintain. 

Add after “Any green walls”: “, facades,” 

P15, 4.2 
Add Note 6 

Communal and green spaces that are about ground level should provide deep soil 
conditions to allow for plants and trees to grow and mature in time. 

Add Note 6: “Communal and green spaces that are about ground level should 
provide sufficient deep soil conditions to allow for plants and trees to grow and 
mature in time.” 

P15 4.2, 
Add Note 7 

Maximising permeability, infiltration and passive irrigation of all public and private 
landscapes should be encouraged.  Sustainable, simple and robust irrigation systems 
should be installed in all public and private landscaping to maximise vegetation 
health. 
Add Note 5 under 4.1: “Permeability of surfaces, water infiltration and passive 
irrigation is important for private landscapes. Sustainable, simple and robust irrigation 
systems should be installed in all private landscaping to maximise vegetation health. 
Vegetation health should enhance the local urban ecosystem and adaptation to 
climate change.” 

P15 4.2, 
Add Note 8 

Outdoor area for a break out space for non-res uses if more than 100 people with 
easy access from facilities such as kitchen and toilet (consider impact on residential 
use). 

Add Note 8: “Provide outdoor areas for non-residential uses if such uses encompass 
100 people or more, such as an office. The outdoor space should be in easy access 
from facilities such as a kitchen and toilets.” 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Location Comment 

p.15, Note 
4.3

The scale of details in the building elevation in laneways is also important, particularly 
as pedestrians will experience the built form in a more intimate space and at a slower 
pace.

Change 4.3 text from “separated 100 metres or more” to “separated 60 – 100 metres” 
to reflect public links should occur typically every 30 – 50 metres. 

Under Note 1, remove the word “generally” 

.

P15, 4.3 
add Note 5 

Recommend augmenting note to include that laneway facades should be greened 
where possible and/or street trees provided where space and ground conditions 
allow. 

Add Note 5: “For pedestrian sense of place and relating to human scale, links should 
be designed with greened facades and occasional street trees provided where space, 
light and ground conditions allow.” 

p.16, first 
paragraph 

Recommend further de-emphasising private cars in favour of other travel options. . 

In paragraph, change the word “limit” to “minimise.” 

p.17, Note 
5.4.2

Could visitor parking just be on-street? 

Under 5.6 add Note 3: “The exception to this principle is visitor and accessible 
parking, which can (and in some precincts and areas) should be provided as on-
street car parking.” 

P17, 5.5 
Note 2 

A specific ratio to replace private car parking with on-site car share spaces should be 
defined. 

Note 2 add: “Each on-site and easily accessible car share space can be provided to 
replace 6 private car parking spaces.” 

p.17, note 
5.6 Note 1 

This is a larger issue of car parking, where it is located, how much is provided and 
future adaptability.  
For the first point, add at the end of the note: “Car parking will not be allowed on the 
ground floor of any new building. Car parking on levels above ground level will need 
to be designed to allow for future conversion, considering future use heights, 
daylighting, cross ventilation, and ownership/management plan to facilitation easy 
conversion.” 

For the second point, add: “Appropriately designed screening can include façade 
vegetative greening, where properly maintained.” 

P 19 6.4 
add Note 2 

Add Note 2: “Appropriately treated grey water can be utilised for sub-surface 
landscape irrigation as a back-up for harvested stormwater.” 
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Location Comment 

P20 6.5 
add Note 3 

Add Note 3: “Flats should be designed to allow cross ventilation through design, 
including allowing for dual aspect and allowing for all habitable rooms to have open 
able windows.” 

P20 6.4 
add Note 4 

Add Note 4: “Promote day lighting through the development of shallow office floor 
plates. Day lighting encourages increased productivity, healthy visual connections to 
the outdoors, reduced energy costs and facilitates long-term adaptability and 
conversion to other uses.”  

P20. 6.6 
Add Note 4 

Healthy and well irrigated vegetation close to ventilation inlets and walls aid in cooling 
and should be included. 

Add Note 4: “Healthy and well irrigated vegetation close to ventilation inlets and walls 
aid in cooling, and should be encouraged in appropriate locations.” 

P21 6.9, 
add Note 3 

Add Note 3: “Promote Green Factor approach, or similar, to deliver appropriate 
landscape outcomes for each development site. Each development application must 
demonstrate that their design proposition meets the Green Factor by using the Green 
Factor Score Sheet. The scoring system is designed to encourage larger plants, 
permeable paving, green roofs, vegetated walls, preservation of existing trees, and 
layering of vegetation along streets and other areas visible to the public. Bonuses are 
provided for food cultivation, native and drought-tolerant plants, and rainwater 
harvesting.”
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It is encouraging to see a section dedicated to sustainability and energy efficiency and includes a 
statement about Clause 22.19 (Energy, Water and Waste) of the Melbourne Planning Scheme. 

However, the design guidelines needs to be significantly enhanced if the precinct and individual 
buildings are to achieve the requirements of Clause 22.19 and the overall sustainability related 
objectives and vision for the area.  

The design guidelines in this section need to provide clarity and certainty to the development industry 
on the sustainability design expectations. Many of the current design guidelines, in this regard, are 
vague and are limited to encouragement only. It is suggested further clarity and certainty is provided 
as suggested below: 

Section Comment 

1  Site layout and 
development typology 

Add (potentially) Co –location of underground infrastructure (augment 
and lay new) such as NBN, water reticulation, stormwater, sewerage, 
gas infrastructure and heating/cooling loops through shared services 
trenches.  

2 Height Section 2.2:  

It’s encouraging to see that Section 2.2 provides guidance on 
amenity and Note 4 of Section 1.2 states that layouts should 
maximise northerly orientation for buildings and open spaces. This 
needs to be articulated more in the building design and height section 
(2) and expanded further in section 6.  

It is suggested that more guidance is provided for the high rise 
developments along the northern section of the site to ensure these 
developments are set back and designed in a way that allows solar 
access to low-rise buildings in the southern section of the site. 

Section 2.6 

It is suggested that the following is added as a new note or statement 
to ensure that setbacks assist with achieving sustainability objectives: 

High or tower buildings are also encouraged to be set back from the 
site boundaries to minimise impact on the environmental performance 
and renewable energy generation potential of the proposed building 
and adjoining properties. 

 This addresses the policy statement outlined in Clause 22.25 – last 
sentence. This includes solar access for passive heating and solar 
panels.  
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6 Sustainability and 
energy efficiency 

6.1 Suggest Notes 1 and 2 (3) are moved to 1 Site layout and 
development typology.   

6.3 Add Note Precinct scale/streetscape WSUD measures to be 
mandatory to assist stormwater management. The public realm can 
play a strong role to improving drainage of Fishermen’s Bend – ie 
through pervious pavements and rain gardens, storage, permeable 
tramways etc 

6.5 The daylight and ventilation requirements need to be linked to 
other design features such as building setback/separation, site 
design, building depth and site design. The requirements in 2.6 and 
3.2 need to be significantly enhanced in order to achieve good 
daylight, ventilation, energy efficiency and overall sustainability vision 
and objectives for the site. It’s possible that a natural ventilation 
requirement only applies to buildings of certain height (e.g.10 storey 
or less). 

6.6 – Enhance section to include more guidelines that relate to 
thermal comfort of the buildings and public spaces and design 
features that can be adapted to changing climate (e.g. appropriate 
solar access; enhance external shading section, landscaping 
requirements, insulation, draft proofing lighter external facades, 
reduced glazing areas in west). 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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6.7 Solar access to be considered within the development area and 
surrounding areas (for example towers on the north of City Road will 
impact adjacent buildings). 

Enhance design guidelines related to solar panels that allow buildings 
and precincts to produce renewable energy on site (e.g. solar access 
for solar energy systems). 

o Incorporate roof forms with suitable structure, 
orientation, inclination and solar access. 

o Consider integrating solar panels into the building 
structure such as facades, roof and shading 
structures. 

Daylight and solar access, natural ventilation, building separation and 
building depth requirements in the following design guides/code 
provide a good reference for enhancing the design guidelines for 
Fisherman’s Bend.  

o Moreland Higher Density Design Code 

o NSW Flat Design Code 
(http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/?tabid=158)

Note 1 Change to: Buildings approvals to consider solar access of 
existing buildings 

Add Note 2 Other micro renewable energy solutions should be 
considered (refer Port Phillip’s wind energy study) 

Add Note 3: Provide a statement and/or plan illustrating the 
sustainable design opportunities and constraints (sustainability 
potential) of the site.

This would allow for early and cost effective consideration of 
sustainable design features and infrastructure.  
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6.8 Add Note 2 Consider integrating a sewer heat recovery system 
with cogeneration district heating system to heat high rise residential 
dwellings. 

Add Note 3 Smart grids have the potential to significantly reduce 
energy demand, through improved efficiency, balancing loads, and 
providing demand management/ demand response solutions at peak 
times. These initiatives could reduce peak demand and may result in 
infrastructure upgrade savings. 

Add note: Renewable fuel sources should be prioritised over fossil 
fuels.

6.9 Add to Note: Precinct sustainable development frameworks 
including Green Star and One Planet Living are encouraged 

Requirements of Clause 22.19 of the Melbourne Planning Scheme 
(updated every three years). 

Add 6.10 Precinct infrastructure and building scale infrastructure to 
recover resources is required. For example, waste shoots that allow 
for resource separation. 

 General 

 The following areas also need to be enhanced: 

o Water efficiency, biodiversity and urban ecology, 
sustainable materials 

o Flexible and adaptable building design – including 
climate change adaptation 

o Designing to promote waste avoidance, reuse and 
recycling 

3 Wind and weather 
protection

Add 3.4 Climate change impacts (or flood, inundation and heat) 
managed within the precinct 

Note: Building footprints to consider flood modelling (1d-2d modelling 
already undertaken by City of Port Phillip.  

Note: Tidal water ingress will impact precinct scale water retention 
and reticulation. 
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5 Parking and Access Can this heading be change to ‘mobility and access’ 

Add 5.2 Precinct waste recovery systems to be installed  and utilised 
to maximise extraction and minimise vehicle use 
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4. FURTHER WORK SUPPLEMENTARY TO THE 
STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK PLAN 

a A Lorimer Structure Plan 
A  Lorimer Structure Plan should be prepared to provide more detail for this local precinct. The 
Structure Plan should be developed with comprehensive community engagement that enables the 
draft Vision to be shared, debated and realised through future planning and design control and 
investment decisions.  

b A Design Review Panel 
Considering the scale of change required to transform existing industrial areas into vibrant, liveable 
communities, we recommend that a Design Review Panel be established to advise on planning 
applications of significance.  

c Achieving Affordable Housing 
It will be important to align the provision of affordable housing with the new principles of governance 
and partnership set out in Plan Melbourne. Affordable housing can be achieved through innovative 
approaches across community housing, social housing and public housing sectors. Engagement with 
this sector is vital to achieve affordable housing opportunities in the FBURA. This will be critical to 
achieving the outcomes of Strategic Directions 5 – Diverse Distinctive and Diverse Neighbourhoods 
and 6 – A Great Place for Families. 

d Continuing Community Engagement 
The Community Engagement process that has been initiated by Places Victoria should continue 
through the evolution of planning strategies, policy-making and development decisions for the 
FBURA. 

Aboriginal stakeholder groups need to be consulted and engaged during the entire life-cycle of the 
FBURA implementation. The City of Melbourne can assist in this engagement process and would 
recommend that this is done in a timely way to enable these stakeholders to inform the Strategic 
Framework Plan. This will facilitate the identification of opportunities for advice and partnerships in 
relation to community infrastructure, sustainable design and landscapes, as well as representations of 
past and contemporary indigenous culture through the FBURA to be considered in a meaningful way.  

e Determining Appropriate Governance Models 
We understand that the Strategic Framework Plan will suggest a preferred model of governance. The 
City of Melbourne is keen to have discussions on the preferred governance model for the delivery of 
the FBURA. 

This will need to consider development outcomes through the facilitation of changes to planning policy 
and its implementation, investment decisions in new infrastructure and upgrades to existing 
infrastructure, development contributions plan implementation and the relationship to existing capital 
works maintenance and upgrade done to existing assets owned and managed by the City of 
Melbourne and the City of Port Phillip. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Message from the CEO

As the local authority, Council remains strongly committed to the successful and 

innovative redevelopment of the Renewal Area.  To assist in furthering this 

commitment Council has, not only created a dedicated Fishermans Bend Team, but 

realigned the organisation in order to respond to the challenges and maximise the 

benefits of the significant inter-generational opportunity presented by the development 

of the Renewal Area.  This realignment will position Council to successfully embrace 

these challenges and opportunities and ensure that the significant growth potential 

provided by the Renewal Area will create a positive legacy for community of Port 

Phillip. 

Tracey Slatter
CEO
Port Phillip City Council

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Introduction

The City of Port Phillip (CoPP) welcomes the opportunity to make a submission in support of the 

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Draft Vision (Draft Vision) and the Interim Design 

Guidelines, both issued in September 2013.

The Draft Vision represents an incredibly positive opportunity to reshape how Melbournians 

think about urban growth, housing, working and getting around. As the major urban renewal 

project in metropolitan Melbourne, it has the potential to become a truly city shaping,

transformational project.

The Draft Vision has been a process of partnership and collaboration between Place Victoria, 

Department of Transport Planning and Community Development, the City of Melbourne and the

City of Port Phillip.  The result of this process is a Vision that identifies the key elements needed 

to inform the next steps in the journey to make this renewal project a world class, long term 

success.

The City Port Phillip is proud to have been part of the preparation of this Vision.
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Development of Council’s submission

In preparing this submission Council has continued the close partnership with Places Victoria, 

the Department of Transport, Planning and Community Development and the City of Melbourne 

by assisting at the Places Victoria consultation sessions. In addition to the Places Victoria 

sessions, Council held six additional ‘pop up’ information sessions and several interactive 

events to assist in encouraging community interest and participation in the consultation process.  

These events have provided great insight and assistance in informing the preparation of 

Council’s submission. 

The ‘pop up’ sessions were held at:

• Port Melbourne Primary School, Graham Street

• South Melbourne Market, Cecil Street

• Bay Street, Port Melbourne

• The Salford Lads Club Café, Bridge & Fennell Street

• Industri Café, Ferrars Street

• Sandridge Community Centre and Trugo Club, Garden City Reserve

Over 295 community members attended these Council organised sessions. More detail from 

these consultation sessions is provided in Attachment 3.

This submission is made as a continuation of the strong relationship that has developed 

between Council, Places Victoria, City of Melbourne and the Department of Transport, Planning 

and Local Infrastructure, a productive partnership that resulted in the development of the Draft 

Vision.  

In preparing this submission Council continues to look to the future of the Renewal Area and 

has framed this submission with a strong emphasis on the complex range of next steps required 

to deliver the Vision.  Specific comments, suggestions and additions to the Draft Vision and the 

Interim Design Guidelines are contained in Attachments 1 & 2.
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Key Messages on the Vision

The Vision for Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area has broad support across the 

community.

The ten Strategic Directions contained in the Draft Vision are key scene setting aspirations to 

guide the regeneration of the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area.

Council and the community strongly support the overall Vision proposed for the Renewal Area 

as a city shaping project of enormous potential.

As part of Council’s consultation sessions the community were asked to nominate their key 

comments and issues. 

The key comments and issues raised were: 

• Generally supportive of the Draft Vision but sceptical key community and 

transport infrastructure will be delivered

• Deliver the Collins Street tram extension upfront 

• Deliver schools – current lack of primary and secondary in Port and South 

Melbourne

• Deliver community facilities early

• Deliver parks and green links upfront 

• Building heights in the Draft Vision are supported 

• Protect the interface along Williamstown Rd, Boundary Street and City Roads

• Protect existing open spaces

• Provide more sporting fields and larger areas of open space 

• Provide a genuine mix of uses –with a focus on jobs

• Develop at a human scale and texture

• Integrate the industrial history into a new Fishermans Bend

• Prioritise walking and cycling routes

• Manage the interface with the Port Capacity Project

• Plan for existing and future truck and car traffic – traffic is a significant issue 

that needs to be managed; and

• More detailed planning required

The issue of certainty was one that was raised consistently across all the consultation ‘pop ups’.

This concern can be best summed up by the community’s comments on the Draft Vision, which 

can be paraphrased to, “it’s a nice plan, but they’ll never build it’.

As planning continues for the Renewal Area Council is keen to continue the positive 

engagement with the community to enhance community ownership and understanding of the 

project. Ongoing engagement and the understanding of background material that informed the 

Draft Vision could enhance community ownership.
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Whilst the Draft Vision is broadly supported, the critical issues are the next steps and the 

implementation of the Vision to deliver certainty.

The development of a partnership based governance structure, together with a strong 

commitment to the timely provision of infrastructure and clear planning provisions will create

certainty and direction for investment in the precinct, ensuring quality built form and land use

outcomes that grow a strong, connected community.

The Vision can deliver: 

• a vibrant mix of land uses as an extension of the capital city, including 

commercial development at a scale which capitalises on the areas strategic 

location, helping to maintain Melbourne’s competitiveness in the global 

economy.

• maximum benefit from the presence of catalyst transport and community 

infrastructure projects.

• housing choice to support a diverse community, including family households.

• best practice sustainability outcomes and optimal precinct wide utility solutions.

• quality streets and public spaces, optimising liveability in a higher density 

setting that seamlessly integrate the area with the surrounding communities.

In addition to supporting the Strategic Directions Council supports the ten Key Moves. Council 

sees the following of the ten Key Moves as critical to the success of the Renewal Area:

Key Move #2 – Link the city to the bay
If the Fishermans Bend area is to truly be part of an expanded central city the development 

of the new Plummer Street green boulevard, linking back through to Collins Street is 

critical.

The extension of the Collins Street tram into Fishermans Bend is strongly supported as a 

key piece of early delivery, catalyst infrastructure. The early delivery of the tram extension 

project will transform the connectivity of the Renewal Area to the Central City creating a

catalyst for significant employment growth and send a strong and clear signal that this 

Renewal Area will be different and more than a residential area.

Key Move #7 – Create a network of local parks and green spaces
The early identification, reservation and provision of new public open space is critical to 

ensure that the Renewal Area fulfils the Draft Visions Strategic Directions of Distinctive and 

diverse neighbourhoods, A great place for families and A high quality built environment.

The location and provision of new open space areas will be a key driver in setting, not only 

the physical look and feel of Fishermans Bend but also the establishment of the 

neighbourhood character and demographic diversity.

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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With the average dwelling density at 200 dwellings per hectare and an apartment style built 

form, the role of local parks and linear connections to the network of regional green spaces 

will be critical for the development of social networks and healthy lifestyles.

Key Move #9 – Create centres for local communities
The development of a series of primary and secondary centres is critical to the successful 

delivery of the Vision.  These centres will provide the catalyst for the redevelopment and 

the basis for the long term development of diverse and sustainable communities. 

To be successful in the creation of centres for local communities, the development of the 

Strategic Framework Plan and detailed precinct plans must clearly identify, plan for, 

commit to and deliver early, the land use mix, public open space, schools, community and 

transport infrastructure needs set out in the Draft Vision. This will send a clear and positive 

investment signal to the community and the industry about the future direction of 

Fishermans Bend.

Key Move #10 – Create distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods
The proposed height limits for each neighbourhood precinct (Figure 27) strike an

appropriate balance between facilitating a more diverse and intensive urban form whilst 

allowing for an appropriate transition from the established areas of Port and South

Melbourne and back toward the existing central city area.

The height limits proposed in the Draft Vision document are supported and should be 

carried through to the next stage in the Strategic Framework Plan, detailed precinct 

planning and implemented as mandatory planning provisions in the Port Phillip Planning 

Scheme.

The Vision for Fishermans Bend is not a ‘business as usual’ growth area model.

The Draft Vision sets out a new urban form and mix of land uses that does not follow the 

traditional ‘business as usual’ formula for a growth area.

The new urban form proposed breaks from the conventional land use segregation model, 

proposing mixed residential and employment activities within walkable precincts that have 

greater provision for cycling and public transport.  

This new urban form, with its complex mix of land uses, is proposed to be developed in an 

existing industrialised urban area in private ownership.  As there is little publicly owned land 

available to help guide and influence the outcomes, there is an even stronger need for decisive 

leadership and a definitive planning direction from the State to ensure that the Vision is realised. 

Key elements in this leadership are:
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• the early identification and provision of sites for infrastructure and public open 

space, and

• the investigation of innovative delivery and partnerships models with the 

private sector.

Clear guidance, detail and direction on land use mix, infrastructure and economic development 

will be required as part of the next stage of the project. 
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Making it happen – Key next steps

With the Strategic Directions and Key Moves contained in the Draft Vision supported, Council’s

focus is now on the next steps required to successfully implement the Vision.

As noted earlier, the development future envisioned for Fishermans Bend is not one that can be 

achieved through a ‘business as usual’ model to urban growth. 

To achieve the Fishermans Bend Draft Vision the approach needed must:

• recognise the scale of the project area and the significant investment in infrastructure 

required to create the Vision 

• facilitate the Collins Street Tram extension as the first step in the expansion and 

connection of the Renewal Area to the central city 

• establish certainty of building heights through planning provisions

• ensure that the community feels ownership of the project

• provides a significant ongoing role for the City of Port Phillip, including the return of 

Responsible Authority status

• recognise that the area is not a greenfield location or lower scale infill development

• acknowledge that the area contains significant existing industrial and creative industry 

activity, which is a major economic contributor to metropolitan Melbourne

• develop mechanisms to retain and enhance the existing creative industry presence to 

assist in building a sustainable employment base and knowledge based industry niche

for the area

• manage freight traffic around and through the Renewal Area due to the proximity of

Webb Dock and the Westgate Freeway; and

• bring to fruition the vision of a truly integrated mixed use residential and employment 

precinct, rather than a conventional residential “dormitory” suburb, serviced by a basic 

range of shops.    

Whilst there is broad community and industry support for the future set out by the Draft Vision,

there is a degree of concern and scepticism from the community around the delivery of the 

Vision and in particular the timely provision of public infrastructure that is necessary to act as a 

catalyst for driving private investment in the area. 

The traditional limited intervention model for planning and development of the growth precincts 

will not deliver the Vision. We know the many lessons learnt from Docklands and Southbank 

these need to be incorporated into our thinking and applied with vigour.

Council is strongly of the view that the key to making the Vision a reality is the provision 

of certainty.



DECEMBER 2013 - CONFIDENTIAL 

v
o

l
u

m
e

 2

 

City of Port Phillip Submission               11  Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Draft Vision  

Providing certainty - Key priorities 

“Unless commitment is made, there are only promises and hopes; but no 

plans.”

Peter F. Drucker

Delivery on the Vision requires substantial public and private sector investment. This investment 

is required not only from the government and traditional development sector but also from future 

residents and business operators.  All of these players need a high degree of certainty in order 

to make their investment commitments.

Attracting the private investment required to realise the Urban Renewal Vision will not occur 

without clear planning guidance.

Council’s four priorities to provide the certainty required for long term investment and delivery 

of the Vision are:

Certainty of the Vision1.
Certainty of infrastructure provision and delivery 2.
Certainty of a modern and sustainable economy3.
Certainty of governance responsibilities 4.

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Priority 1 - Certainty of the Vision 

The Draft Vision has captured people's imagination and there is now a once in a lifetime central 

city renewal opportunity to plan, create and manage one of the most innovative and inclusive 

new urban precincts in the world.

The Vision needs to quickly move on to next level of implementation through preparation of a

clear Strategic Framework Plan accompanied by detailed precinct plans for each of the 

neighbourhoods.  

Whilst the Renewal Area presents a wealth of opportunities due its inner city location close to 

the Bay, the CBD, Docklands and the culture of Southbank and St Kilda, this location also 

presents significant challenges to the achievement of the Draft Vision derived from the industrial 

nature of the surrounding area and the Renewal Area itself.

To provide confidence that the Draft Vision is achievable, the challenges of the redevelopment 

of the Renewal Area need to be addressed with clarity and certainty.   The challenges to fulfil  

the Draft Vision are:

• Delivery of Amenity - given the significant industrial uses and freight traffic in 

the surrounding area.

• Delivery of community and transport Infrastructure - given the limited public 

land holdings.

• Delivery of the land use mix, social and affordable housing and built form 

outcomes – given the land has been rezoned.

The next steps in the project should address these issues.

Key Issues 

Delivery of amenity

Certainty is needed around the amenity of the area.  The proximity of Webb Dock and the 

Westgate Freeway create uncertainty around future amenity of the Renewal Area. Clear traffic 

modelling and planning is required to show that as the Webb Dock area is expanded and the 

existing freight dominant industrial uses of the area relocate, that there will be a significant 

improvement to the amenity of the area.

• Develop a road freight movement strategy and network given the proximity of Webb 

Dock and the Westgate Freeway to ensure that freight traffic intrusion into the 

Renewal Area is minimised and does not prejudice the delivery of the Vision.
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Social and affordable housing

In greater Melbourne, the threshold income in 2011 required to purchase a median priced 

dwelling was $135,000. This meant that 70 per cent of Melbourne’s households were unable to 

afford to afford to purchase a median priced house. 

In the City of Port Phillip, the threshold income required to purchase a median priced dwelling in 

Port Phillip in 2011 was $269,000.  Despite Port Phillip’s higher median income, this meant that 

86.5 per cent of households could not purchase a median priced house.

In the absence of any clear requirement for the provision of social and affordable housing the 

Renewal Area is likely to be unaffordable to 99% of renters or purchasers with moderate income 

or below. 

The provision of social and affordable housing is critical to support social and cultural diversity.  

Addressing housing affordability and providing access to a range of social tenure housing  is 

needed not only to ensure disadvantaged communities are located close to established support 

services, but also to ensure lower income, ‘key workers’ can be housed.

There is a need to provide mechanisms to ensure the provision of social and affordable housing 

in the Renewal Area.  An absence of social and affordable housing within the area will present a 

fundamental barrier to achieving Strategic Direction #6: ‘Fishermans Bend is a place for all 

people and ages through the creation of diverse, liveable and family friendly communities’.

Built form

The Draft Vision proposes a range of built form outcomes including heights, street interfaces, 

setback and the development of a fine grain, human scale built form and public realm.

Environmental factors including ground conditions, flooding, tidal inundation and sea level rise 

may have a significant impact on the ability to develop parts of the Renewal Area and will 

impact on the built form outcomes, particularly at street level.  The absence of a strong policy 

direction for dealing with these issues may work against street activation and the realisation of 

the fundamental characteristic of the Renewal Area.

Council strongly supports the need for planning scheme provisions to deliver specific built form 

guidance to enable the Renewal Area to achieve the diversity and character outcomes set out in 

the Draft Vision. There is a need to develop Design and Development Overlays that confirm the 

building heights as mandatory, setbacks and street interfaces of the Draft Vision and to guide 

built form to create the different precinct character areas.
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Next steps

Strategic Framework Plan

Develop a Strategic Framework Plan that:

• builds on the Draft Vision

• incorporates the Strategic Directions and Key Moves of the Draft Vision into a range 

of more conventional development and land use themes and mechanisms such as:

 movement network, including an overall road hierarchy, location of new 

streets and street widening 

 a public open space framework and identification of land acquisition 

 public transport routes, nodes and stops 

 building heights and setbacks; and 

• leads to the development of planning scheme provisions that provide strong 

guidance for land use mix and built form outcomes

• addresses how the impacts of climate change – specifically climate adaptation to 

heat waves and flooding/ sea level rise may impact on the ability to realise the 

Vision  

• develops public realm standards for the public realm standards, including road 

cross sections, street infrastructure and finishes, to inform the development 

contributions and assist in creating distinct neighbourhood and precinct character

The Strategic Framework Plan should also form the basis for the development of strong and 

clear Neighbourhood Precinct Plans and detailed planning controls designed to implement the 

Vision.

Neighbourhood Precinct Plans

Develop neighbourhood precinct plans that set out in more detail:

• building heights and setbacks 

• mechanisms to address interface issues

• street layouts, widths and cross sections prioritising walking and cycling

• land use mix, detailed planning for primary and secondary centres (as depicted 

in the Vision) and identification of the location for smaller neighbourhood and 

local centres.

• the location and areas of parks, schools and community facilities

• the identification and reservation of land for the provision of the transport 

network and community infrastructure including;

 Collins/Plummer Street Tram extension

 Public transport;

 Bicycle and walking routes

 New local streets and road widening

 New open spaces
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Delivery of community and transport infrastructure

Infrastructure

Identification and reservation of land for the provision of the transport network and community 

infrastructure including;

• Collins/Plummer Street Tram extension

• Public transport;

• Bicycle and walking routes

• New local streets and road widening 

• New open space

• New community facilities

Timing/Staging

Given the need for significant infrastructure provision over a wide area and lengthy time period 

there may be substantial benefits in adopting a staged approach to the development of the 

neighbourhood precincts. The benefits of staging infrastructure provision and development, 

such as greater certainty and development focus, need to be considered as part of the detailed 

planning for the area.  Directing infrastructure can assist in ensuring that development occurs in 

an efficient and logical manner across the Renewal Area.

In addition to staging of the development of the Renewal Area, consideration also needs to be 

given to broader staging issues and the capacity to deliver infrastructure in the other areas of 

central city expansion.

Delivery of the land use mix, social and affordable housing and built form outcomes

Land use

The current zone provisions and planning framework, whilst providing for a wide range of land 

uses compatible with the Vision, do not provide sufficient direction to achieve the employment 

and commercial development goals of the Vision.

The development applications that are currently under consideration contain predominantly 

residential uses, with only an ancillary, in some cases token, provision of commercial floor 

space for a café or similar minor retail premises.

Council strongly supports the need for planning scheme provisions to deliver specific land use 

outcomes for the Renewal Area set out in the Draft Vision – in particular the need for a strong 

direction on land use locations through the development of detailed Precinct Plans and revised 

planning provisions that provide clear land use directions. 



DECEMBER 2013 - CONFIDENTIAL 

v
o

l
u

m
e

 2

 

City of Port Phillip Submission               16  Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area Draft Vision  

o New community facilities

• the integration of the industrial heritage of the area into the future built form and

character

• the integration of sustainability initiatives across the precincts including, waste 

collection/disposal, third pipe infrastructure, stormwater harvesting and co-

generation opportunities.

Land use mix

Develop more detailed land use planning provisions to facilitate the employment and business 

outcomes and opportunities in the precincts that are set out in the Vision.

There is a real and significant risk that without strong and clear planning provisions that direct 

land use location and mix that the land use vision will not be delivered.

Social, affordable and accessible housing mix

Rather than simply to aspire to  ‘encourage’ the provision of social and affordable housing, the

next step of the development of planning provisions should be framed to deliver a 20% social

and affordable housing mix within the Renewal Area. 

There is a need to develop a Social and Affordable Housing Strategy that delivers on the social 

and affordable housing mix of 20%.

The next steps must ensure that housing provides:

- A mix of types and tenures

- Accessible and ‘visitable’ designs

- Adaptable designs for different lifestyle phases

- Quality living environments, with minimum apartment sizes, natural light and 

ventilation, minimum ceiling heights and adequate storage.

Built form

There is a need to establish detailed planning and design guidelines that build on the themes of 

the Draft Vision and the Interim Design Guidelines, including the industrial heritage, but also 

provide for the development of unique character statements, for each of the precincts. 

The is a need for the preparation of Detailed Design Guidelines  to take into account the 

challenges of potential sea level rise and inundation, particularly the effect raised floor levels 

may have on street interfaces and neighbourhood character.

Introduce into the Port Phillip Planning Scheme a Design and Development Overlay that 

implements the heights of the Draft Vision as mandatory heights and establishes design criteria 

to develop the individual precinct character of the Vision.

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Priority 2 - Certainty of infrastructure provision and delivery

The Draft Vision rightly highlights the critical importance of the early provision of infrastructure, 

such as public transport, community facilities and public spaces as crucial to successful

community and economic development.  This will particularly be the case in the early transition 

and establishment stages of the Renewal Area.  

Community infrastructure is crucial, not only in providing access to services, but in supporting 

an active, healthy and cohesive community. An engaged and well-connected community will be 

achieved through providing places which facilitate social interaction, access to information and 

the building of community relationships.

Council strongly supports the Draft Vision’s principle of early provision of infrastructure, however 

for it to be provided, infrastructure needs to be clearly identified and committed to.  The

infrastructure concepts of the Draft Vision now need to translate into detail in the Strategic 

Framework Plan and clearly identify a clear commitment to the type, scale and locations of the 

infrastructure and community facilities that will be provided in the Renewal Area.  This degree of 

certainty is critical to providing confidence to private investment that will be so critical to the 

development of the Renewal Area.

The Strategic Framework Plan needs to establish quickly and definitively “what” goes 

“where”.

Key Issues 

The fundamental approach to the planning and provision of community infrastructure proposed 

in the Draft Vision is generally supported however particular consideration needs to be given to 

the following matters:

• Acknowledgement that community infrastructure within and close to the Renewal Area 

primarily services existing communities and is operating at capacity.

• Accurately quantify and locate the broad range of community infrastructure and open 

space to be provided in the Renewal Area and develop a program for the early delivery

of the infrastructure.

• Acting on the critical need for a priority to be placed on the early delivery of 

infrastructure to attract private sector investment and a diverse population, including 

families and the older persons.

• The importance of community infrastructure, not only in providing access to services, 

but in supporting the development of strong social networks.



Fishermans Bend - Final Report - Key Supporting Documents
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• Put an emphasis on ‘clustering’ and ‘co-location’ of community infrastructure based on 

related and complementary activities in accordance with Figure 25: Key Move 9 - A

series of new local centres.

• Investigate innovative models for the provision of community infrastructure, including 

vertical and mixed use approaches, and a range of delivery approaches.

• Identify and reserve locations for community and transport infrastructure including :

 the extension of the Collins Street tram network into Fishermans Bend - along 

Plummer Street and Fennell Street (with delivery committed to within the next 

five years).

 Melbourne Metro project (Stage 1) and commencement of construction in the 

short term.

 Melbourne Metro (Stage 2) linking Fishermans Bend into the rail network in the 

short to medium term.

 delivery of tram services along Ingles Street connecting Fishermans Bend to 

Domain (medium term).

 Park Street Tram extension.

 road widening and new local street networks; and

 identification of key community infrastructure – at the primary, secondary and 

neighbourhood levels.

These elements will assist with the critical task of finalising the Development Contributions Plan 

and the development of a very robust business case that projects cash flow from all sources 

and establishes governance and financing mechanisms to borrow against these future revenues 

allowing for infrastructure investment to lead development.

In addition to detail precinct planning, critical ‘next steps’ also include:

• Review and refinement of floor-space allocations and costs for community infrastructure.

• Investigation of incentives / planning requirements to facilitate the delivery of community 

infrastructure as part of private development.

• Design Guidelines / Criteria for public open space contributions (where the land rather 

than cash contributions are made) to achieve the delivery of quality local open spaces.
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Priority 3 - Certainty of a modern and sustainable economy

The Renewal Area and the areas of South Melbourne and Docklands immediately adjoining the 

Renewal Area are currently home to a significant proportion of creative, design and knowledge 

based industries.  These “knowledge industries” provide substantial employment and economic 

benefits to the area and the State. With appropriate encouragement and nurturing these 

industries have the potential to grow to a level to rival the economic contribution of the

traditional manufacturing industries that previously called Fishermans Bend home.

Economic Contribution of Creative Industries 

The Creative Industries in the City of Port Phillip directly account for 12,700 jobs. This is just 

over 15% of total employment in the municipality. This is more than three times metropolitan 

and State levels which account for less than 5%. Even in comparison with the Inner Melbourne

region, where the Creative Industries account for 9% of employment, the City of Port Phillip can 

rightly claim to be a ‘Creative City’ in a national context. The City accounts for nearly 13% of 

Victorian Creative Industry jobs despite accounting for less than 4% of total Victorian 

employment. 

Creative Industry Concentrations 

The spatial distribution of the key Creative Industries in Port Phillip varies by sub-division. The 

concentration of firms from an industry sub-division is a result of a natural process where firms 

maximise competitive advantage by locating in areas which have good access to skilled labour, 

client markets, supplier networks, and other institutional players. 

The sub-division within the Creative Industries is generally:

• Music and Performing Arts 

• Film, Television and Radio 

• Advertising and Marketing 

• Software Development and Interactive Content 

• Writing, Publishing and Print Media 

• Architecture, Design and Visual Arts

There is the opportunity, with increased connectivity back to the central city and 

appropriate planning provisions, to further strengthen the creative industry niche of the 
precinct and leverage existing operations such as Dockland Studios Melbourne.

Other existing industries

As an established and successful industrial precinct the Renewal Area contains a large range of 

other industrial uses.  Whilst many of these industries are in transition due to broader structural 

changes in the economy or may not be an appropriate “fit” into the long term, there are a large 
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number of businesses that could remain in the Renewal Area and continue to provide 

employment for the region.

Overall there is an urgent need to develop a strategic business and investment retention and 

attraction framework for the Renewal Area.   Without such a framework there is the risk that the 

area will become dominated by residential development and many of economic opportunities 

presented by the Renewal Area will be lost to interstate or international locations.

Future opportunities

The renewal of Fishermans Bend provides a once in a generation opportunity to establish a key 

National Employment and Business Cluster in a premier location and as a complementary 

expansion of the central city area.

The level of change and growth anticipated in the inner region is such that key regional or 

national facilities could establish in the precinct.  Further investigation into the potential for the 

Renewal Area to accommodate centres of excellence for medical research, higher education, 

information technology or other industry specialisations should be undertaken in order to 

maximise the economic potential of the area.

Key Issues 

A need to develop planning provisions and strategic infrastructure framework that delivers:

• Retention and expansion of the existing creative industry mix

• The area needed to implement a phased expansion of the central city 

• Encourages agglomeration of commercial uses in the areas close to the CBD and 

primary centres

• An economically robust and sustainable mix of land uses

• Industry appropriate and affordable commercial spaces

• An attractive place for new economy investment at a range of different scales and 

sectors

To achieve the business and economic growth contained in the Draft Vision consideration 

needs to be given to the preparation of: 

• A business transition, retention and attraction strategy

• A Business Audit, including an Ownership and Business intention Study

• Economic Direction & Business Sector Vision Development 

• Renewal Area Business Prospectus

• The potential for the establishment of a national employment cluster and/or centre for 

excellence.

To maintain and enhance the economic potential of the Renewal Area, investigate the creation 

of a Renewal Area Business Development Committee.

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Priority 4 – Certainty of governance responsibilities

In the next ten years, the Project is expected to deliver almost $2 billion of private investment 

and create 13,500 construction jobs, boosting Melbourne’s economic growth and securing jobs 

and investment for decades to come.

Fishermans Bean Urban Renewal Area - Draft Vision – September 2013. p 5

The early delivery of infrastructure is critical to the transformation of Fishermans Bend from an 

industrial area to a mixed use area and to attract private investment. 

Fishermans Bean Urban Renewal Area - Draft Vision – September 2013. p 67

Now that the Draft Vision has been established and the project is moving into the 

implementation stage a detailed plan for the determination of governance responsibilities needs 

to be developed.  

Just as international investment values a national governance environment of stability and 

certainty, investors in the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area will seek certainty and stability 

in the governance structure.  The roles and responsibilities of the State and Melbourne and Port 

Phillip City Council’s in the governance of the Renewal Area need to be clearly defined and 

established.

In addition to assisting in providing investment certainty, the governance structure needs to 

contribute to the development of the identity, sense of belonging and community spirit.  As the 

level of government closest to the community, Council is best placed to play a key role delivery

many of the governance and community development needs of the Renewal Area.

Governance issues that need to be addressed include:

• responsibility for and preparation of detailed precinct structure planning,

• the development of infrastructure standards, provisions and maintenance, and

• the establishment of a program for the funding and delivery of community and physical 

infrastructure.

Council strongly supports the principal contained in the Draft Vision of the early provision of 

infrastructure and the broad funding principals set out in the Vision.  However, there is an urgent 

need to develop and commit to a more detailed plan for infrastructure funding and delivery. 

In developing funding mechanisms there needs to be a clear recognition of the role that 

traditional State and local government funding sources should provide and how other 

mechanisms such as development contributions can supplement the funding.  In particular 

State revenue streams generated through development of the Renewal Area also need to be 

considered.
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A clear governance model that continues the partnership approach, with a key role for the City 

of Port Phillip and sets out detailed strategic planning, infrastructure funding delivery and 

decision making responsibilities, is critical to the next steps in the development of the 

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area.

Key Issues

Governance structure

The governance structure should continue the strong partnership between the State and Port 

Phillip City Council that has occurred through the first stage of the project. It is critical to 

establish a governance structure that builds on the successful partnership between Places 

Victoria and Port Phillip City Council, formally recognises Council’s role in the Renewal Area 

and maintains the positive momentum that this partnership has developed.

The recent creation of the Metropolitan Planning Authority and the need to move on to detailed 

precinct and infrastructure planning means that this is an opportune time to establish a joint 

‘board’ style, governance structure for the Renewal Area based on the sub-regional partnership 

model proposed in Plan Melbourne.

Membership of this governance structure should include:

• Metropolitan Planning Authority

• Places Victoria

• City of Port Phillip; and

• City of Melbourne

The current governance structure that applies to the Docklands Renewal Area is a useful 

starting point from which to develop the partnership based governance structure for the 

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area.

A formalised partnership arrangement provides Council with a genuine role in planning for the 

future of the Renewal Area and continues to make good use of Council’s local knowledge and 

technical expertise that has made such a valuable contribution to Places Victoria and the State 

Government in the initial stages of planning for the Renewal Area.  

Financial Infrastructure and Delivery Strategy

A Financial Infrastructure and Delivery Strategy that clearly identifies the required infrastructure, 

funding sources and delivery timeframes needs to be prepared.
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The Financial Infrastructure and Delivery Strategy finally adopted must be capable of financing 

and delivering critical infrastructure upfront and delivering other infrastructure in a timely manner 

over the life of the project.  Without this, the Vision for the Renewal Area will not be delivered.

This strategy needs to:

Investigate the creation of a debt facility that funds the upfront delivery of key •

infrastructure.

• Finalise the Development Contributions Plan (DCP) including, inclusions and 

exclusions, revenue collection, expenditure and administration responsibilities.

• Ensure that the component infrastructure of any DCP is consistent with DCP 

conventions and does not expose the DCP to legal challenge.

Direct an equitable share of DCP revenue to local infrastructure, ensuring Council •

does not inherit a significant financial burden or cash flow issue and is able to 

deliver, in a timely manner, quality streetscapes, public spaces and community 

facilities which are critical to the Vision and liveability within a high density setting. 

• Apportion funding responsibilities across all beneficiaries of infrastructure, 

including land owners, developers, future residents / businesses, and State and 

local government.

• Capture an equitable proportion of the land value “uplift” created by the capital 

city rezoning.

Guarantee a funding stream that ensures catalyst transport and ‘pioneer’•

community infrastructure can be delivered early.

Recognise State income generated through the Renewal Process such as:•

 Land tax receipts

 Property transfer Stamp duty

 Other general revenue increases

• Provide the potential for annual State budget submissions and allocations.

• Match revenue collection rights with expenditure obligations.

• Investigate innovative and alternative funding mechanisms.

Precinct planning and development approval 

The governance structure needs to commence the process for the transfer of planning and 

development approval responsibility for the Renewal Area back to the Port Phillip City Council.

As a first step in that transfer of Responsible Authority status for the four storey, lower scale 

interface areas should be returned to Port Phillip City Council following the consultation period.

Responsible Authority status for the balance of development types in the Renewal Area should 

be returned upon the completion of the Strategic Framework Plan.
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ATTACHMENT 1
Improvements, additions and edits to the Draft Vision 

Page No Comment

Maps 
throughout 
Draft Vision

There are inconsistencies in the mapping across the Key Moves.  Issues 
include:

• Different scale between Key Move maps

• Council reserves not being shown, including Elder Smith Reserve 

The Maps should be reconciled to ensure accuracy throughout.

Page 7 Fourth paragraph – name Melbourne City Council and Port Phillip City Council

Page 11 Timeline – the land was rezoned in 2012 not 2013

Page 14 Fourth paragraph light rail routes are 109 and 96

Page 19 Main challenges – dot point 1 should start “Creating new or >>>

Page 19 Main challenges - dot point 8 should include reference to flooding and sea 
level rise and the impact on buildings at street level.

Page 19 Main challenges – dot point 10 should include reference to a diverse and 
affordable range of dwelling types

Page 25 Distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods - first dot point “each with a distinct…”  
should add ‘character” or similar adjective

Page 25 Distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods - second dot point should read “post 
European settlement”

Page 25 Distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods - fourth dot point should being 
“Creating, enhancing or maintaining…”

Page 25 A great place for families – fifth dot point include “accessible”

Page 25 A high quality built environment– second dot point – Should read “A scale and 
orientation of buildings…”

Page 27 Strong partnerships and effective governance – first dot point add reference to 
the Design Guidelines

Page 27 Strong partnerships and effective governance – At the end of the current 
sentence add “.. and shared between the State and local authorities”

Page 30 Potential priority project list should include Collins Street Tram as a key link 
into the Renewal Area around the river.

Page 30 & 31 The map in Figure 7 incorrectly shows the location of the high intensity Capital 
City development areas in Montague and southern Sandridge.  The map 
should accord with the map at Figure 27.

Page 38 Potential priority projects – re-order list with “identify and protect…” as first dot 
point. 

Page 38 Potential priority projects – third dot point should read “A permeable and 
fine…”

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Page 40 Potential priority projects – Add Collins Street Tram extension.

Page 44 Potential priority projects- Add “Identify road widths and develop appropriate 
cross sections to reserve land to develop the boulevards”

Page 44 Figure 19- Question why Dynon Road, Alexandra Parade and others distant 
from the Renewal Area are shown on this map

Page 46 Potential priority projects – third dot point  should be moved to Key Move 8 

Page 48 Add new Potential priority project – Develop and freight movement strategy to 
reduce the impact of freight traffic

Page 50 Add a new Potential priority project – Acquire land for new parks and 
community facilities

Page 50 Potential priority projects – Add a new dot point for land use direction –
“Develop a suite of planning provisions that direct commercial and retail activity 
into the Primary and Secondary centres.” 

Page 52 Add new Potential priority project – Develop an Affordable Housing Plan with a 
requirement for 20% of housing stock to be accessible and affordable.

Page 52 Potential priority projects – second dot point – reword “promote housing 
choice” to “provide a range of housing types suitable for a diverse range of 
family types”.
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ATTACHMENT 2
Improvements, additions and edits to the Interim Design Guidelines 

Overall
There are a number of general issues with the design guidelines that require clarification or 

additional information.

Land use 

The Guidelines contain a number of statements around land use issues. These are built form 

guidelines, these statements should be removed or reworded to ensure that they speak to the 

built form requirements designed to provide spaces for particular land uses.

Precinct character

How do these guidelines work towards creating the differing neighbourhood characters set out 

in the Vision?  The guidelines need to include reference to neighbourhood character 

statements; these should be developed as part of the Strategic Framework Plan to assist in 

delivering the Vision.

Master plans

Master plans are referred in the Design Guidelines.  What are the:

• triggers and requirements for master plans,

• status of master plans,

• mechanisms to approve them and give them statutory weight in the planning 

system?

Administration issues

The guidelines need a brief introduction section that: 

• clearly explains the link and relationship to existing State and local policy in the Port 

Phillip Planning Scheme.

• clearly explains the relationship to the Strategic Framework Plan and any relevant 

Precinct Plan 

• provides an explanation for the layout of the guidelines, the thematic issues, the 

development requirements, and the role of the “Note” and a range of definitions for 

terms used throughout the document.
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Page, 
Section and 
Note

Comment

Section 1. Site layout and development typology

Page 4 In the last sentence of the thematic issue add ‘permeable” before the words 
‘pedestrian friendly environment,”

Page 4, 1.2 How are “larger, complex or staged development sites” defined/determined?

Page 4, 1.2 Add “movement network” after the words “open spaces”

Page 4, 1.2 Add an additional sentence, “The master plan must be in accordance with the 
Strategic Framework Plan and the relevant precinct plan.”

Page 4, 1.2

Note 1

What is the trigger and process for creating and agreeing to a “master plan’?  

Page 4, 1.2

Note 1

Reword to encourage the outcome. “ Subdivision of large sites is encouraged 
to enhance the permeability of the area. An agreed master plan must be in 
place prior to the creation of any additional lot.”

Page 4, 1.2

Note 2

Move Note 2 down the order to follow on from all the master plan Notes

Page 5, 1.3 Add the word “and permeable’ after “ensure an accessible,” in the second line.

Page 5, 1.3

Note 1

Add the word “community” between “key facilities.” , in the last line

Page 5, 1.3

Note 3

Reword to read, “Links, laneways and street must be transferred to Council at 
time of subdivision.”

Page 5, 1.3

Note 4

After the first sentence insert, “These shared links must be designed and 
constructed to limit vehicle speed to 10kmh.”

Page 5, 1.3

Note 5

At the end of the sentence add, “…and as a minimum be provided with 
surveillance opportunities from adjoining buildings.”

Page 6, 1.4 Reword to read,   “New development must be sited in accordance with 
setbacks, rights of way, proposed road widening or reservations set out in the 
Strategic Framework Plan or the relevant Precinct Plan.”

Page 6, 1.4

Note 1

This Note is not relevant to the design and is a governance issue.  

Delete Note 1.

Page 6, 1.5 There is a strong emphasis on land use in this section.  Reword to read, 
“Development form and layout be designed to allow for a mix of residential and 
employment activities, across a range of hours and encourage the 
establishment of activities which build on the Strategic Framework.”

Page 6, 1.5 This is a land use comment, reword to relate to built form or delete. 
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Note 1

Page 6, 1.5

Note 5

This is a land use comment, reword to relate to built form or delete.

Section 2. Building height and design

Introduction Delete the second and third “should” from the sentence.

Introduction This section should be modified to include reference to noise amenity issues
from in the Renewal Area and surrounding industrial areas.

Section 6.1 and the accompanying Notes should be relocated into this section 
as noise issues relate more closely to building design than sustainability and 
energy efficiency.

Page 8, 2.1 What are “significant public laneways”.  

Page 8, 2.1

Note 1

This note covers all possible land uses, how does this relate to building design 
and height. Delete or reword to read:

“Buildings must be designed to provide a visual connection from and to public 
areas through the use and positioning of windows, doors and balconies to the 
street frontage within the first 20 metres of building height.”, or similar.

Page 8, 2.1

Note 4

At the start of the Note add, “Buildings on corner sites must address each 
street frontage.”

Page 8, 2.1

Note 7

Reword to emphasis the Visions desire to create a finer grain street rhythm 
through the appearance of street frontages of around 10-12 metres.

Page 9, 2.2

Note 1

The overshadowing standard used should be winter solstice.

Page 9, 2.2

Note 2

Reword to reflect height limits specified across the Renewal Area not just 
adjacent to the ‘low rise’ areas.

Page 9, 2.2

Note 3

The wording should be consistent with Note 1, “New buildings must not 
overshadow.” The overshadowing standard used should be winter solstice.

Rewording Requested:

Expand the Note to protect the footpath of key pedestrian streets/links from 
overshadowing in particular:

- Plummer Street, 

- Buckhurst Street and 

- the Montague ‘Highline’.

Page 9, 2.2

New Note

Add a new note that provides more tailored interface provisions responding to 
individual contexts:

- City Road – Podium of 12metres (3 storeys) to correspond to the parapet 
height of heritage buildings. Potential also to reduce upper level setbacks 
to 5 metres.

- Boundary Street – Podium of 10.5 metres (3 storeys) to respect the scale 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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and proximity of residential development to the west. 

- Williamstown Road – Podium of 14 metres (4 Storeys) with 5 metre 
landscape setback at ground level. (Privacy for residential entries)

Page 9, 2.2

Note 6

This Note should be reworded to reflect the height limits proposed throughout
the Renewal Area, particularly the four storey interface areas.

Page 9, 2.3

Figure 2.3

This figure shows a rigid parapet form contrary to Note 1.

Section 4 Public spaces and landscaping

Introduction Not all sites will be required to provide Public Open Space on site.  This 
introduction needs to be clear about the difference between Public Open 
Space and publicly accessible areas on private development such as fore 
courts

Page 14, 4.1

Note 2

After the words, “ a clear open space role..”  add the words “as identified in the 
Strategic Framework Plan or relevant Precinct Plan.”

Page 14, 4.1

Note 3

After the word “overhung” add the words “ or overshadowed”

Page 14, 4.2

Introduction 

Insert additional comment that:  “All landscaping, communal and rooftop 
gardens should be designed in accordance with water sensitive urban design 
principles.

Page 15, 4.3

Introduction 

In the last line after the word “separated” add the word “by”

Page 15, 4.3

Introduction 

Add a new sentence, “These through block links should be inviting to 
pedestrians, feel safe and read clearly as public lane ways.”

Page 15, 4.3

Note 1

Delete the word “generally”

Page 15, 4.3

Note 3

Reword the second sentence to read, “ If intended to function as shared 
spaces these links should be designed with a maximum street design speed of 
10kmh.” 

Page 15, 4.3

New Note

Add a new Note.  “Laneways must achieve high quality urban design 
standards (including finishes, lighting and landscaping) to create spaces that 
are welcoming and make a positive contribution to the public realm network.”

Section 5 Parking and access

Introduction Reword, replace the word “limit” with “minimise”, after the word “usage” add 
“encourage motor vehicle alternatives”

Introduction Include reference to transport mode splits of 80% walk, bike or PT, 20% by 
private car.

Page 16, 5.1 Add a new sentence to the start of the Note, “Clear pedestrian priority should 
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Note 4 be designed into driveway crossovers and access ways”. 

Page 17, 5.3

Note 1

Replace the word “without” with “no”

Page 17, 5.4

Note 1

Delete the words “whatever type”

Page 17, 5.4

Note 2

Include provision for bike parking in the first level basement or similar location.

Page 17, 5.5 Reword to read, “Alternative transport modes to private car usage should be 
actively promoted.”

Page 17, 5.5

Note 3

Reword to delete “higher ceiling heights are encouraged” and replace with “a 
minimum floor to ceiling height of 3.5metres is required for parking areas.”

Section 6 Sustainability and energy efficiency

Page 18, 6.1 Relocate Section 6.1 and accompanying Notes to Section 2 Building design 
and heights and make the changes set out below.

Page 18, 6.1 Add reference to potential amenity impacts from existing industrial land uses of 
the Port of Melbourne and north of the Westgate Freeway.

Page 18, 6.1 

Note 2

Replace the word “adjacent” with “in an area of..”

Page 19, 6.3

Note 1

Add Council as a drainage authority in addition to Melbourne Water.

Page 19, 6.3

New Note

Add a new Note 2.  Green walls and roofs should be watered by storm water 
collected for reuse and or grey water recycling.

Streetscape designs should incorporate local storm water detention and be 
designed to contribute to the passive watering of soft landscape areas, 
particularly trees.

Page 19, 6.4

Note 1

Add an acknowledgement that grey water could be used for sub surface 
irrigation.

Page 20, 6.5

New Note

Add a new Note 3.  All dwellings should have windows that can be opened to 
allow for natural cross flow ventilation.

Page 20, 6.6 Delete the words: “not limited to” and replace with “include”

“but should include” and replace with “and”

Page 21, 6.9 Relocate 6.9 to be the first item in this Section as this is the broader strategic 
sustainability statement.

Page 21, 6.9

Note 2

Add reference to Port Phillip Planning Scheme Clause 22.13.
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ATTACHMENT 3
Results from Community engagement on the Draft Vision and Interim 
Design Guidelines

To assist the community in engaging in the project and help inform Council’s submission, 

Council conducted six ‘pop up’ consultation sessions to engage with the community on the Draft 

Vision and Interim Design Guidelines.

As part of this process the community were invited to leave comments of the Vision.  The 

comments have been grouped under several themes and are reproduced “verbatim” below.

TRANSPORT & ACCESS 

• When is the tram line coming?
• Make the tram the first thing – not cars.
• To be part of the city it needs to have a tram back to the city.
• They’ll never put in the light rail or schools
• Melbourne is trams – build it.
• Accessible transport options – footpaths, crossovers
• Make Montague Street more pedestrian and bike friendly
• Community transport
• Improve the infrastructure for public transport
• Build metro rail and shops above
• Don’t support the bridge / tram line over the Yarra if boats can’t get under it
• Improved motor transport and ample parking
• Free parking for residents (also for foreshore)
• Will the proposed train line be built along with Doncaster rail link, airport link & VFL 

park?
• It would be helpful to show 5 or 10 year stages from 2014 - 2044

COMMUNITY & NEIGHBOURHOOD

• Total plan.. If only!
• Support medium density development
• Create a community!
• Delivering social infrastructure early
• Schools, childcare, parks important
• Aged care and activities
• Emergency services – doctors and support
• Wirraway household size average?
• Leave Port Melbourne as is!
• Caravan park – close to the city 
• Integrated art – delivered early
• Concerned that it will result in overcrowding
• Put infrastructure in first
• About time to do something positive
• Melbourne needs affordable PUBLIC housing - don't be snobs, you are driving 

thousands into homelessness
• What about the noise from the flight path?
• What is going to happen with all the south bound freight traffic along Williamstown Road 

and surrounding streets?
• Keep talking and letting us know what is going on.
• Not more of Southbank or Docklands
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SCHOOLS

• I think we should have more primary schools
• We need schools now, not in 5-10 years
• Planning school facilities for more than children and equipment
• School’s essential
• Build state schools
• They’ll never put in the light rail or schools
• Must have enough schools, medical and aged care from the start 

OPEN SPACE

• North Port Oval – important community 
• Resource / sports grounds - home of important historical football club
• Hands off Port Oval
• No development on PMFC oval
• Port Melbourne Football Oval fence – leave it!
• Don’t touch Port Melbourne oval
• Keep parks (don’t let be given to development)
• Enough sports grounds?!
• Where has Elder Smith Reserve gone on the plans?
• Sports grounds already at capacity – we need a lot more!

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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1. BACKGROUND 

I have been asked by UDIA to comment on the proposed Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal 

Area Draft Vision of September 2013 as it relates to areas within my areas of expertise in Urban 

Design and Architecture. 

  

2. FISHERMANS BEND URBAN RENEWAL AREA DRAFT VISION 

2.1. The recognition of the future role of Melbourne’s inner urban brownfields areas and their 

effective role in accommodating Melbourne’s need for new housing, workplace and 

infrastructure has been a major factor in driving the prosperity and continuing economic 

vitality of the city through the past 20 years. 

2.1.1. A combination of a need to accommodate the changing needs of 21st Century 

workplace most notably to deliver larger campus floor plates for top 200 

company commercial tenants has combined with the adaptive reuse 

opportunities arising in remnant industrial building stock for the design and 

service industries to see inner Melbourne contribute significantly higher densities 

of high value new jobs in this period than capital cities in other states.  

2.1.2. The former industrial areas of Docklands and Southbank have played major 

roles in this renaissance along with the central city.  

2.1.3. The availability of large reasonably priced land parcels close to services and 

facilities has repeatedly been put forward by leading experts in property 

economics as a major reason for Melbourne’s competitiveness.   

2.1.4. The period has also coincided with changing workplace practices, changing 

markets for workplace growth (with a higher emphasis towards the service 

sector and hospitality) and in changing household and career characteristics 

and home ownership and work patterns.  

2.1.5. A significant growth in apartment living popularity has been evident as smaller 

households and in particular a growth in single person households has 

coincided with the emergent retirement of the first cohort of downsizing baby 

boomers, and an emergent role of Melbourne as a centre and university 

education hub for the Asian region.  

2.1.6. Melbourne has also built a range of infrastructure that has supported its 

continued exceptional profile as an events city. These factors and more, outlined 

in multiple studies have seen an emergent demand for apartment living, more 

compact townhouse living and short term accommodation that has underpinned 

the relatively rapid build-out of much of Southbank, the St Kilda Road corridor, 



DECEMBER 2013 - CONFIDENTIAL 

v
o

l
u

m
e

 2

 

 

MGS Architects 

3 

Docklands and the inner urban infill opportunities on former industrial sites along 

the Yarra corridor in particular. 

2.1.7. Successive Governments have understood that the continued prosperity of the 

city is dependent on the continued land supply to accommodate the needs of 

new enterprises and workforces seeking to enjoy proximity to the amenities and 

lifestyle that the central city region offers. To this end growth strategies have 

been identified for areas such as Arden Macaulay, E-Gate, Forrest Hill, 

Cremorne, Josephs Road Footscray and now Fishermans Bend.  

2.1.8. This vision for transformation is welcome and is strongly supported.  

2.1.9. So too is the recognition that Fishermans Bend has the capacity to make a 

substantial contribution to the employment and accommodation needs of the 

city and that these platforms need to be considered as interrelated entities.  

2.1.10. I would endorse the proposition that Fishermans Bend should be able to 

accommodate densities over the broader 250 hectares in the order of 200 

dwellings per hectare though this is contingent in the western ends of the 

precinct on the timely delivery of public and active transport infrastructure and 

community infrastructure.   

2.1.11. Whilst considerably lower than the 300+ densities in Forrest Hill and parts of 

Southbank the proposition is one that accords with an acknowledgement that as 

a series of four neighbourhoods, greater opportunities and alignment for density 

might be afforded in the transit rich areas that best integrate with the adjacent 

central city and Southbank extensions whilst the more remote Wirrawee areas 

might be somewhat more oriented to urban living and have a higher bias to 

family accommodation and services. 

 

3. THE DRAFT VISION  

3.1. Draft Vision 

3.1.1. In my view the Draft Vision is too generic and fails to define a primary platform 

for Fishermans Bend. This vision in its current form could be ascribed to any 

number of mid-tier activity centres.   

3.1.2. I think an underlying ambition could be drawn from its unique location, history, 

interfaces, purpose and capacity. This combination of attributes should 

distinguish Fishermans Bend from Docklands, E-Gate, Southgate and Arden 

Macaulay.  

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3.1.3. As an example of an alternate vision the following could provide a more 

representative example of the type of approach ,  

“To regenerate Fishermans Bend as a world class, distinctive, active transit-

oriented extension of the central city, designed for and to meet the diverse needs 

of 120,000 residents and workers. This extension will be built around distinctive 

and valued local assets. These will be supplemented with new high quality 

facilities and an upgraded and extended network of rail, active transit, park, 

infrastructure that integrate Fishermans Bend with the community of Port Phillip 

and the Central City.” 

3.2. Key Directions 

3.2.1. In general terms the intent of the Directions are reasonable but in my view they 

are too frequently introverted and disconnected in their ambition and require 

review.  

3.2.2. Additionally the nexus between goals is not consistently understood. The 

directions suggest that insufficient learning’s have been drawn from recent 

experience in the development of Docklands and Central City Infill.  

3.2.3. Docklands for example has been highly criticised for its lack of soul and the poor 

relationships of land use to public realm arrangements.  Words such as Siberia 

have been used to not only describe the climate perceptions but more 

particularly the sense of isolation from ‘the action’ and vitality that is seen to 

embody the central city experience. Playgrounds are framed by corporate offices 

and main roads rather than housing and family-oriented activity whilst streets 

and spaces too frequently are not designed to deliver the amenity and character 

that might attract the knowledge workers and level of activity sought by those 

who live and work there.  

3.2.4. For example, little has been demonstrated of what characteristics should 

embody a place that underpin the stickiness and attractiveness of them as 

perceived high quality locations to work, recreate, socialise, network and live for 

the knowledge workers and diverse household profile they are seeking to attract 

to the precinct.  

3.2.4.1. Whilst the vision touches on propositions for new community 

infrastructure it does little to innovate on how these might be 

procured in a more timely dynamic and integrated way in the 

context of the high cost of land, relative scarcity of public land and 

diverse community needs evident in this instance.  
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3.2.4.2. The existing plans e.g. Figure 25 continue to perpetuate suburban 

paradigms of community infrastructure on identified single purpose 

locations.  In other parts of the world and even in examples such 

as Docklands we are seeing the emergence of other typologies 

that integrate public and private development into single place 

solutions where community activities might be embedded in lower 

podium levels and residential or workplace areas above or vice 

versa.   

3.2.4.3. These opportunities are not seriously discussed despite the 

success of recent examples such as the City Library and the Lady 

Gowrie Kindergarten. These more intense programming responses 

for sites not only ensure a greater level of vibrancy and integration 

but also diminish the cumulative land costs as a percentage of 

public infrastructure delivery within the Fishermans Bend precinct. 

Greater focus on partnerships and more intensive land use would 

have direct effects on the affordability of housing and other 

measures and the likely timing of these as a consequence.  

3.2.4.4. Alternatively the community development plan should not simply 

be developed as it would appear to be on the basis of a mapping 

of publically owned land but rather on the potential of land and 

integration of community activities. Figure 25 flags the proposition 

for example of potential development of the former MTC storage 

facility as a Secondary College. Whilst the location near light rail is 

understandable, the proposed land use has it seems dampened 

perceptions of potential scale in this precinct to maximum of 8 

storeys and areas to its south at 4 storeys for the entire block 

between Thistlethwaite and City Roads.  

3.2.4.5. In contrast immediately east of the elevated rail, towers above 

midrise podiums (with the podiums presumably comparable to the 

proposed 8 storeys to the west) are seen as acceptable.  

3.2.4.6. In contrast the Montague Secondary College site, a locally 

individually heritage listed facility has arguably greater 

development potential earmarked for both the school itself and 

environs but consistently 8 levels for the entire block.   
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3.2.4.7. There would appear to be a strong case to say that in the absence 

of existing ownerships there would be a strong case for higher 

intensity development in the eastern end of Montague and also a 

strong case to co-locate a new secondary college with the 

adjacent specialist secondary facility on Montague and Buckhurst 

Streets enabling the sharing of a range of core facilities. Facilities 

would continue to be on a light rail line servicing the Port 

Melbourne, Beacon Cove and new Montague communities 

ensuring the school is accessible by both existing and new 

communities including the burgeoning Southbank corridor.   

3.2.5. In its current form, a review of the directions would see Docklands largely 

complying with one notable exception i.e. a great place for families. This would 

suggest to me the directions are not sufficiently unaligned to the end vision 

sought or if they are, this vision needs review. 

3.2.6. The document has not in my view sufficiently interrogated the implications of its 

Directions and whether they deliver a coherent whole that with the means will 

deliver the outcome that is sought. I am sure this is not the intent but the 

outcome will almost certainly be this. 

3.2.7. Additionally the means are often predicated by assumptions that are neither 

aligned with what I perceive to be the intent of the words as stated nor what 

exists on the ground. For example we see as the means of the Direction-

Distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods, the notion of “Maintaining the existing 

fine grained Street Pattern, particularly in Montague”. 

3.2.7.1. If Montague is the benchmark we see for the most part a street grid 

of blocks approximately 270 metres long and 115 metres 

southeast to northwest. In the 600 metres long block between 

Boundary and Ferrars Streets and Gladstone and Buckhurst 

Streets there are only three interconnecting streets and there are 

none west of Montague and none for over 200 metres between 

Gladstone Place and Kerr Street.   

3.2.7.2. Similarly there are no interconnecting streets other than Montague 

Street connecting City Road to Thistlethwaite Street other than 

Montague Street for nearly a combined 500 metres of street 

frontage.   
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3.2.7.3. In comparison, for a comparable part of Flinders Street between 

Spencer and Market Streets (540 metres approximately) there are 6 

intermediate streets or lanes. Or one every 75 metres on average. 

This would suggest that either there is a misunderstanding of what 

constitutes a fine grain street network, or there is a poor analysis of 

the precinct in question.  

3.2.7.4. Having said this, I agree that in the context of the target household 

and workplace markets and the desire to deliver an active transit 

oriented outcome, a fine grain urban proposition is warranted.  

3.2.7.5. The reality is however that in this previously largely industrial 

context, this network does not exist in any widespread manner in 

the present form of this part of the city and will require the 

cooperation of land owners and redevelopment of properties in 

order to achieve it.   

3.2.7.6. Innovative measures need to be put in place to incentivise these 

strategies or alternatively PAO’s established that deliver them.  

3.2.7.7. The same can be said for the characteristics of streets with the 

typically wide nature of them at 30 metres or in some cases more, 

of a scale that is unusually wide in the context of fine grain, intimate 

urban places sought. It could reasonably be observed that in 

contrast, many of our most popular inner Melbourne lanes and 

residential streets have a substantially more intimate scale. 

Brunswick Street for example is only two thirds this width whilst 

Flinders Lane is only half this. Even Bay Street Port Melbourne is 

narrower by nearly 20%. 

3.2.7.8. I would suggest that these broad streets are very difficult to invest 

with the vitality and characteristics represented in the associated 

photos accompanying the document. Conversely, much can be 

learnt from recent development that has adopted more innovative 

approaches to achieving fine grain urban outcomes and the much 

learnt from the characteristics and typologies that have delivered 

them. In central Melbourne the QV development exemplifies this 

alternate approach and has delivered the intensity, connectedness, 

mixed-use, synergies and character sought in the document.  

Similarly in South Yarra Forrest Hill, the Daly Street extension to 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Yarra Street and the South Yarra Station offered by the developer 

has delivered important new connections and a valuable new 

addition to the pedestrian experience. 

3.2.7.9. In my view the present means and directions are characterised by 

insufficient acceptance of the existing shortcomings and 

challenges of the precincts we have at our disposal and as a result 

have invested the work with insufficient consideration of how to 

both incentivise and deliver these vital new links, places and 

spaces.  

3.2.8. The same can be said regarding the poor alignment of effective place-making 

and infrastructure provision.   

3.2.8.1. The precinct is not uniform in its constraints or opportunities yet the 

document fails to acknowledge this. 

3.2.8.2. Nor does it place sufficient value on the development readiness of 

areas or the additional benefits and liveability that can be delivered 

through effectively extending the edges of the existing settlements 

as a priority and incentivising change at these important abutments 

in lieu of building remote or isolated development.  

3.2.8.3. At present there is arguably more strategic incentive for change in 

remote industrial areas such as west of JL Murphy Reserve within 

Fishermans Bend than there is to redevelop large sections of the 

Montague Precinct notably the area bounded by City Road, 

Buckhurst Street, Ferrars and Boundary Streets fully integrated with 

public transport street and community services infrastructure as 

well as forming a natural extension of the existing fabric of 

Southbank and Yarra’s Edge. Floor space uplift opportunities in 

these remote areas for example are sometimes in the order of 15 

times existing versus in some instances as little as double in the 

Montague area.  

3.2.8.4. There is no doubt for example that the development readiness of 

some areas far exceeds that of others and this should be actively 

promoted by the plan. 

3.2.8.5. Considerable value can be delivered through effectively extending 

the city in lieu of building remote or isolated development in the 

early stages of the development of Fishermans Bend. Lessons 
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from Docklands and conversely lessons from best practice 

examples of international urban renewal such as Rive Gauche in 

Paris would demonstrate the problems of building communities in 

isolation versus extending and hence integrating new workforces 

and communities with a strong culture of existing communities.   

3.2.8.6. Equally we have seen too often, government promises for timely 

infrastructure not met in practice. This has frequently led to 

frustration with development outcomes not aligned with a preferred 

vision, or undermined by a mismatch to the context with which they 

are faced.  

3.2.8.7. In this instance there are great opportunities to work from the 

edges of the site where they connect to established and known 

urban form and communities: 

3.2.8.7.1. The Southbank Interface,  

3.2.8.7.2. The Lorimer and Docklands Interface  

3.2.8.7.3. The Garden City Interface and South Melbourne 

edges. 

3.2.8.8. This has the advantage of leveraging new communities on the 

significant investment that Government and the private sector have 

made already and the significant economic and productivity 

benefits that might also arise. This could and should in my view be 

one of the directions.  

3.2.9. Montague for example has arguably some of the best access to active transport 

choices of any part of inner Melbourne south of the Yarra.   

3.2.9.1. The precinct sits at the nexus of the recently upgraded 109 and 96 

tram services offering some of the best connections to job, 

entertainment and services opportunities in all of Melbourne.  

3.2.9.2. It also sits immediately adjacent to an established network of major 

State entertainment, convention, hotel and hospitality facilities and 

adjoins key bike networks linking to Port Melbourne, St Kilda and 

Albert Park Lake, to the west and south and the Docklands and 

Capital City Trail to the north and east. Southern Cross Station is 

only 800 metres away to the north.  
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3.2.9.3. It sits close to the regional fresh food and hospitality hub of the 

South Melbourne Market and enjoys walkable access to the Bay 

Street and Clarendon/Coventry Activity Centres as well as the CBD. 

3.2.9.4. There is a substantial amount of development opportunity afforded 

by the relative absence of substantial heritage or low rise 

residential interfaces. And there are a substantial number of larger 

development sites and sites that could due to their age be readily 

consolidated.  

3.2.9.5. There is an existing established built form for the adjacent areas of 

between 100 and 150 metres immediately to the east, regrettably 

typically compromised by the high traffic characteristics of City 

Road.   

3.2.9.6. However in the more benign interfaces to the river in examples 

such as Eureka and Freshwater Place, sophisticated urban place 

making has been delivered.  

3.2.9.7. A substantial number of sites within 200 metres of the light rail 

exceed 500 square metre development footprints.  

3.2.9.8. Presently the elevated nature of the St Kilda Line creates a 

significant barrier to east-west movement along the Thistlethwaite 

Street, Douglas Street and Railway Place alignments. More 

significantly scaled development has the opportunity of being able 

to mitigate these barriers and create an integrating connection and 

public terraces at platform level. 

3.2.10. The triangular block bounded by York, Ferrars, and City Road separates the 

larger Montague precinct to City Road’s north from the southern fine grain 

neighbourhoods south of York Street that form part of the historic South 

Melbourne residential area.  

3.2.11. This block could and should be considered as a transitioning site for built form 

between the finer grain low-rise predominantly one and two storey older heritage 

terraces to the south and what could be more significant development to the 

north. 

3.2.12. York Street itself forms part of an important arterial network connecting to the 

CitiLink and Docklands Precincts via City Road.  

3.2.13. Despite this, south of the 109 light rail alignment, an area that aligns with the tall 

recently developed apartment buildings flanking Whiteman and Haig Streets 
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east of the St Kilda light rail alignment South of Buckhurst Street, development 

has been earmarked of typically a maximum of 4 storeys.  

3.2.14. In contrast in the fine grain areas of Bay Street Port Melbourne have allowed set 

back taller form and these larger capacity sites have readily accommodated a 

new residential community. Similarly in the environs of the South Melbourne 

Market between Market and York Streets substantial new development a 

comparable distance from residential neighbourhoods has seen the adoption of 

preferred maximum heights of substantially greater ambition.  

3.2.15. With much of the building stock at the end of its life, with the rail corridor an 

effective two levels above street level and with the low rise buildings in some 

cases almost at the allowed maximums little incentive exists to either invest or 

transform these well located and well physically separated areas to deliver the 

integration, dynamic workplace opportunities and mix of uses sought. Add to 

this, the provision within the documentation that seeks inter-block links every 

100m and what we have is a document that is more likely to stifle development 

in what is arguably the location with the greatest potential to leverage off 

established public and active transport and retail services. 

3.2.16. In my view there is an alternative strategy that should be considered for the 

Montague Precinct that learns from the lessons of other inner urban policy 

developed recently and tested for Southbank and Arden Macaulay and indeed in 

the development of the South Melbourne Central Structure Plan.   

3.2.16.1. There is a strong case in my view to acknowledge that change 

should be actively encouraged in the Montague Precinct.  

3.2.16.2. Equally there is little justification for constraining the scale of the 

area north of City Road to 4 levels. In my review of the existing 

stock, other than for a small number of instances the building stock 

is generally poor and even where heritage exists it is largely 

restricted to facades with interior areas already the subject of 

substantial transformation.  

3.2.16.3. City Road and Montague Street are and will remain dominated by 

traffic for the foreseeable future and the absence of on street 

parking constrains the potential for mixed use and commerce to 

these interfaces. In contrast, the significant opportunities for 

amenity can be derived in the hinterland zone and through the 

development of a network of interconnecting north south links. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3.2.16.4. This could and should in my view be one of the directions.  

3.2.16.4.1. Establish the existing and new light rail corridors as 

zones of higher density development.  

3.2.16.4.2. Under the goal; of Strong partnerships and effective 

governance, I would recommend the inclusion of a 

principle that, Encourages phasing of development in a 

manner that extends the existing city and leverages 

existing facilities and infrastructure. 

3.2.17. Fishermans Bend forms part of an important new necklace of urban renewal 

zones around the central city that form vital potential linkages with adjoining 

inner urban suburbs. Moreover if effectively integrated, they can in their proximity 

also form very strong relationships and synergies with these areas and define 

distinctive and memorable new neighbourhoods that will underpin Melbourne’s 

continuing vitality and competitiveness.  

3.2.18. Our waterways effectively provide a means to link these inner urban areas of 

Forrest Hill, Cremorne, Southbank, Fishermans Bend, Docklands, E-Gate, Arden 

Macaulay and Footscray. Indeed there is already evidence of success as a string 

of pearls. Synergies are frequently evident between our Sporting Cluster to the 

east, and our Cultural Cluster, adjoining Entertainment/Casino, and 

Exhibition/Convention precincts with very significant advantages emerging over 

competitor cities through their purposeful interconnection.  

3.2.19. Whilst the radial connections and linkages to the Central City will continue to be 

important and have with the extension of Collins and Latrobe Streets in particular 

connected Docklands to the CAD, their quality and poor interface resolution has 

demonstrably rendered them less successful than might have been achieved. To 

ensure this doesn’t occur, Fishermans Bend should have a Direction. “To 

integrate Fishermans Bend with surrounding neighbourhoods and the regional 

active transit network.” 

3.2.20. In this context the third objective should be to ensure it is “A place that is easy to 

get to and around”. 

 

4. THE PROPOSED VISION 

4.1. The proposal has at its core a number of primary structural approaches described as 

‘moves’ that seek to underpin the viability of higher density sustainable urban living.  The 

key elements include: 
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4.1.1. An extension of the Collins Street Tram across the Yarra into Yarra’s Edge and 

across the Freeway on the Fennel Street alignment down to and along Plummer 

Street. The distillation of key public transport.  

4.1.2. The extension of the 109 alignment as a high quality lineal park.  

4.1.3. The development of a new lineal park network in Buckhurst, Station and Turner 

Streets, eastern extension and Woolboard Road. 

4.1.4. A series of new primary centres aligned with Ingles Street and Plummer and 

Salmon Streets with three small secondary centres and three precinct parks.  

4.1.5. A proposed underground rail spur extension with new stations aligned with the 

two major centres.  

4.1.6. The extension of the Collins Street Tram is supported although it does raise a 

number of major challenges in spanning the Freeway and Yarra corridors. It is 

unclear why there has not also been further opportunities explored to use the 

obvious surplus capacity in the Williamstown Road and Docklands Boulevard 

corridors to explore stronger links between two adjoining communities of more 

than 100,000. At present the connecting networks continue to perpetuate the 

proposition of a radial system with both tram and train returning to the central 

city.  Whilst these are important I would suggest that other relationships are 

increasingly vital to the optimisation of the productivity and economic benefits of 

the proximity of these two new clusters of major change ringing the CAD. 

4.2. Built form has been configured with the tallest form contained between Graham Street 

and the CitiLink/Bolte Bridge connection to the west, Lorimer Street to the north, 

Woodgate and Fennell Streets to the south east and  Ingles and Boundary Streets and a 

midblock zone to the south west.  

4.3. In a number of instances unrestricted scale has an immediate abutment with 4 level 

developments with intermediate midrise development only evident in Wirraway and in a 

small area in Montague.  

4.4. Lineal parks are positioned in locations where it would be envisaged substantial 

overshadowing would occur such as in the northern example of the Turner Street 

extension.  

4.5. In my view the approach to scale resolution in response to context and objectives is 

confused and opportunities to both optimise development and amenity have not been 

realised.  

4.6. Local precedents that might inform built form responses include:   
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4.6.1. The City of Melbourne has recently undertaken Planning Panel Reviews for both 

Southbank and Arden Macaulay, both areas with substantially similar issues to 

address and both within areas wherein the street network and scale is 

comparable to the morphology in this instance.  

4.6.2. In the Arden Macaulay example Council sought to utilise the street wall approach 

as a means of responding to this wide scale nature of boulevards such as 

Macaulay Road with a one for one ratio applied with upper level setback 

suggested enabling preferred development for an additional 30%.  

4.6.2.1. These scales were it was hoped, likely to enhance the level of 

engagement with the street and facilitate change recognising much 

of the existing building stock was at the end of its life and 

additionally that there was a key goal to use planning tools to 

incentivise change and transformation.  

4.6.3. In Southbank heights of 100-160 metres have typically been supported in the 

areas north of City Road.   

4.6.4. Areas where higher amenity was sought such as in Sturt Street were supported 

with lower 40 metre constraints. 

4.6.5. In South Melbourne Central and along the St Kilda foreshore, design parameters 

were put in place aimed at ensuring important boulevards retained access to 

sunlight at the equinox. 

4.6.6. In this context of very recent decision making, one has to ask why the street wall 

approach has not been adopted in this instance where the major road reserves 

of Plummer, City and Williamstown Roads and Montague and Ingles Streets are 

each in the order of 30 metres in width a dimension comparable to Arden 

Macaulay’s street profiles and where previous land uses are similar.  

4.6.6.1. If a concern exists about overshadowing of adjacent public space 

assets or valued pedestrian corridors this is not evident in the plan. 

In any event a performance standard could address this issue to 

ensure amenity is retained through important times of the day.  

Section 2.2 of the Fishermans Bend Guidelines 2013   Note 1 and 

3 address these concerns as they relate to new development 

abutments to existing parks and neighbourhoods. 

4.6.6.2. If a concern existed regarding heritage interfaces this could be also 

dealt with via other provisions within the planning scheme but 

again this does not appear to be the case if the Montague School 
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precinct was to be a starting point for appraisal of determining 

juxtaposition of heritage with new development form. 

4.6.7. The quality of built form that exists between the No. 96 viaduct, along City Road 

and its extension down to Boundary Street and the northern edge of 

Williamstown Road is generally poor. It does not in my view warrant the 

suggested low 4 storey podium outcome as a means of responding to existing 

character. Indeed the policy would likely result in little change occurring at a 

point where both land use transformation and built form change should be 

actively sought.   

4.6.7.1. In City Road a strong case could be put for the area bounded by 

Boundary Road to the west and Railway Place to the east to have a 

maximum street wall of 30 metres similar to the Arden Macaulay 

Strategy. Beyond the boundary and integrating this new built form 

into the surrounding fabric, between Raglan and Boundary Streets 

transitional development of 4-6 levels could be envisaged. 

4.6.7.2. This street wall principle could also be applied on the major north-

south streets and Williamstown Road. This would accommodate 

development of between 7 and 10 levels dependant on use.  

4.6.7.2.1. A zero setback from the street in the area between 

Boundary Street and Railway Place on the City Road 

interface could be encouraged where ground level 

commercial activity is encouraged.  

4.6.7.2.2. Conversely in the extension of Williamstown Road from 

Ingles Street to Howe Parade, where the road provides 

the interface between new development and the 

largely coherent form of Garden City, a more nuanced 

approach is warranted. This allocation where a primary 

housing role is envisaged may see development and 

underlying basements set back from the street 

allowing for a new secondary tree canopy and 

landscape interface buffer to be provided.   

4.6.7.2.3. This scale of edge applied to the perimeter interfaces 

to the proposed new urban parks and existing urban 

parks would also be appropriate, delivering an 

outcome not dissimilar to that characterising some 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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recent interfaces with Freshwater Place for example 

and that achieved to many new best practice 

international examples. 

  
Freshwater Place   Residential Development Bilbao 

4.6.7.2.4. The area bounded by York Street and City Road could 

be envisaged to incorporate built form of 2-6 storeys 

that could mediate the transition to the residential 

hinterland areas to the south. 

4.6.7.3. The application of the principle of optimising development intensity 

in the areas around key transport nodes adopted for Sandridge 

and Wirraway should also be applied to the hinterland areas south 

of the proposed upgraded 109 transit park zone in Montague 

between Boundary Street and City Road with the exception of the 

area around the Montague School where consideration should be 

given to how major recreational outside areas can be protected 

from unreasonable overshadowing. 

4.6.8. I am generally satisfied that there should be a principle of diminished 

development capacity west of Ingles Street and that other than the issues that I 

raise around street wall heights that the propositions for this area are ample and 

indeed problematic if at least light rail is not introduced at an early stage of the 

Wirraway redevelopment phase. 

4.6.9. The locations of the proposed lineal parks are also problematic when principles 

of building height and design as proposed in the draft guidelines are applied.  

4.6.9.1. The inclusion of new lineal park area on the south side of areas 

where taller built form is proposed would appear to be poorly 

thought through.   

4.6.9.1.1. Examples include the proposed eastern extension of a 

lineal park from Turner Street and similarly along the 
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109 route and Buckhurst Street corridors.  In a number 

of instances these alignments also have significant 

implications for development yield and orderly site 

development to their north.   

4.6.9.1.2. There is sound basis for the development of the 109 

alignment as a high quality lineal park all the way 

through to Clarendon Street.   

4.6.9.1.3. Equally there is sound ground for Buckhurst Street to 

be a high quality pedestrian street. However Buckhurst 

Street like its parallel much wider neighbouring corridor 

is indicated as a lineal park.  

4.6.9.1.4. Of concern are the draft guidelines that seek to ensure 

that proposed public spaces not be overshadowed at 

the equinox between 11:00am and 2:00pm. If applied 

to these new corridors of Buckhurst Street and Turner 

Street eastern extension, this would have significant 

development consequences that would appear 

inconsistent with the stated built form intent.  

4.6.9.2. In the case of Turner Street the better option might be to consider a 

wider pedestrian promenade on the Lorimer Street interface east of 

Rogers Street up to Point Park Crescent and the proposed Collins 

Street Tram Viaduct. With low rise housing occupying much of the 

interface up to Hartley Street on the northern side of Lorimer Street, 

users of this realigned promenade could be guaranteed high 

quality solar access irrespective of the form of development on the 

these large redevelopment sites in the eastern end of the 

Montague Street precinct. The 5 metre wide existing pedestrian 

pavement zone promenade could potentially be doubled or even 

trebled and this would be a better outcome in my view than a much 

wider, constraining overshadowed link through the hinterland of the 

Subaru site and its eastern neighbours. The lack of certainty 

provided by this inter-block link will also diminish the opportunity 

for efficacy and continuity in the short to medium term.  

4.6.9.3. Arguably however right through the document, insufficient 

consideration has been given to the northwest/southeast 
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connecting streets where a higher level of amenity is typically 

available in the public realm when applying higher density 

typologies. In the Turner Street corridor for example little is 

emphasised of the value of integrating Rogers Street, Foundry Way 

and the Yarra’s Edge promenade as key links. Likewise an 

opportunity also exists to extend Hartley Street north into the South 

Wharf Drive and Point Park and to utilise some of the excessive 

Hartley Street road zone for public space. These would optimise 

leverage of the riverfront promenade and deliver high amenity for 

users without compromising optimisation of development of 

adjoining sites. 

4.6.9.4. The document should also have considered further opportunities 

beyond the site boundary for improvement and continuity of ideas. 

An obvious opportunity exists to recalibrate the Docklands 

Boulevard to provide for a wider southern park between Whiteman 

Street and the eastern Clarendon Street interface and to 

reconfigure the Whiteman Street corridor rail interface as a high 

quality lineal park 

4.6.10. Montague Precinct 

4.6.10.1. The Montague precinct has arguably some of the best access to 

active transport choices of any part of inner Melbourne south of the 

Yarra.   

4.6.10.2. The precinct sits at the nexus of the recently upgraded 109 and 96 

services offering some of the best connections to job, 

entertainment and services opportunities in all of Melbourne.  

4.6.10.3. It also sits immediately adjacent to an established network of major 

State entertainment, convention, fresh food, hotel and hospitality 

facilities and adjoins key bicycle networks linking to Port 

Melbourne, St Kilda and Albert Park Lake, to the west and south 

and the Docklands and Capital City Trail to the north and east. 

Southern Cross Station is only 800 metres away to the north.  

4.6.10.4. There is an existing established built form for the adjacent areas of 

between 100 and 150 metres immediately to the east regrettably 

typically compromised by the high traffic characteristics of City 

Road.   
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4.6.10.5. However in the more benign interfaces to the river in examples 

such as Eureka and Freshwater Place sophisticated urban 

placemaking has been delivered. Presently the elevated nature of 

the St Kilda Line creates a significant barrier to east west 

movement along the Thistlethwaite Street, Douglas Street and 

Railway Place alignments.  

4.6.10.6. The triangular block bounded by York and Ferrars Streets, and City 

Road separates the larger precinct to City Road’s north from the 

southern fine grain neighbourhoods south of York Street that form 

part of the historic South Melbourne residential area.  

4.6.10.7. York Street itself forms part of an important arterial network 

connecting to the CitiLink and Docklands Precincts via City Road.  

4.6.10.8. A substantial number of sites within 200 metres of the light rail 

exceed 500 square metres as a development footprint.  

4.6.10.9. Despite this, south of the 109 light rail alignment (an area that 

aligns with the tall and recently developed apartment buildings 

flanking Whiteman and Haig Streets east of the St Kilda light rail 

alignment), and south of Buckhurst Street, development has been 

earmarked for development of typically a maximum of 4 storeys.  

4.6.10.10. In contrast in the fine grain areas of Bay Street Port Melbourne 

setback taller form has been readily accommodated and similarly 

in the environs of the South Melbourne Market between Market and 

York Street substantial new development a comparable distance 

from residential neighbourhoods has preferred maximum heights 

of substantially greater ambition.  

4.6.10.11. With much of the building stock either at the end of its life, or 

mediocre in quality, and with the rail corridor an effective 2 levels 

above street level and with the low rise buildings in some cases 

almost at the allowed maximums, little incentive exists in the 

current plan to either invest or transform these well located and well 

physically separated areas to deliver the integration, dynamic 

workplace opportunities and mix of uses sought. 

4.6.10.12. In my view there is an alternative strategy that should be 

considered for the Montague Precinct that learns from the lessons 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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of other inner urban policy developed recently and tested for 

Southbank and Arden Macaulay.   

4.6.10.13. There is a strong case in my view to acknowledge that change 

should be actively sought in the Montague Precinct.  

4.6.10.14. Equally there is little justification for constraining the scale of the 

area north of City Road to 4 levels.   

4.6.10.15. The building stock is generally poor. City Road and Montague 

Street are, and will remain dominated by traffic for the foreseeable 

future and the absence of on street parking constrains the potential 

for mixed-use and commerce to prosper in these interfaces. 

4.6.10.16. The significant opportunities for transformation and amenity can be 

derived in the hinterland zone and through the development of a 

network of interconnecting north south. The development 

guidelines that seek these links at 100 metre centres and also seek 

to deliver a diversity of housing in this precinct collectively seek to 

deliver a lot without underpinning the goals with a compelling 

reason for action.  

4.6.10.17. I do support the inclusion of interconnecting streets on the sites 

with very large frontages in the precinct and I would further 

recommend the inclusion of development bonuses for the inclusion 

of the measures sought in the manner so successfully developed 

in locations such as Vancouver to facilitate key goals.   

4.6.10.18. At the moment I am concerned that the Montague Precinct and in 

particular its southern areas is underpinned by a large number of 

expectations but underpinned by very little correlation with the 

necessary development economics required to facilitate the goals. 

4.6.10.19. A further issue that needs to be embraced and learnt from in 

shortcomings in other development is the need to ensure high 

quality amenity is achieved between lower level development 

above the commercial podium levels to ensure these deep blocks 

do not leave occupants reliant on deep and poorly scaled light 

courts that undermine public confidence and long term 

attractiveness of the area as a place to live. 

4.6.10.20. Finally the approach to community infrastructure needs to be more 

imaginatively visioned. Clusters are an obvious response to the 
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relatively constrained public land holdings that exist within the area. 

The benefits of developing hubs that are used over extended hours 

and can leverage underlying core activities to a new level are 

obvious. The Arden Street Oval precinct is an obvious inner city 

example that is already tested and might underpin an approach to 

the Port Melbourne Football Ground precinct. The use of airspace 

to stack program rather than spread it must also be a key goal and 

one likely to raise potential for additional affordable housing, and 

community program that might otherwise be unaffordable within a 

high land cost context. Partnering opportunities should also be 

brought forward through the provision of a seed funding provision 

with Government earmarking the area as one where they will 

provide underpinning financial support for community housing 

agencies to invest in affordable housing given the success of the 

Mariner and Merchant developments in Docklands where support 

was available. Likewise early preparedness to invest in community 

facilities might provide opportunities for integration within 

development creating the activation of streets at podium levels 

sought but rarely achieved in Southbank. 

4.6.11. In the appendix I have sought to append two diagrams 

4.6.11.1. The first identifies a possible additional light rail option something 

akin to the 109 extension to Box Hill that would provide public 

transport services at an early stage for the extended corridor to 

enable development in the interface with Garden City and around 

the key public space assets of Plummer Reserve and the Port 

Melbourne Football Ground linking this growth zone back to 

Southbank and the CBD and the adjacent communities of South 

Melbourne, Middle Park , Albert Park and St Kilda 

4.6.11.2. The second attempts to ac\apture some of the issues and 

opportunities I have identified in my report.  In essence revising 

Figure 27 to acknowledge the Freeway corridor and what I 

consider to be the substantially greater development opportunities 

in the eastern part of the FB study area and towards Docklands 

and on the Lorimer Street corridor to foster and promote extension 
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of the city at an early stage to leverage off existing substantial 

infrastructure investment. 

4.6.11.3. I have also flagged key nodes for intensive diverse Community 

hubs and identified the opportunity to develop at a higher intensity 

around the Port Melbourne Footy Ground in a manner similar to 

that proposed around Arden St oval and also along the 

Williamstown road corridor. 

 

5. DOCUMENTS FORMING THE BASIS OF THE REPORT 

5.1. A number of documents were referred to in the preparation of this report, including: 

- Plan Melbourne 

- Local Planning Schemes City of Port Phillip and Melbourne 

- Urban Design Charter 

- State Planning Policy Framework 

- Safer Design Guidelines for Victoria (Crime Prevention Victoria and the Department of Sustainability and 

Environment, 2005). 

- Guidelines for Higher Density Residential Development (Department of Sustainability and Environment, 

2005). 

- Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines (Growth Areas Authority, 2009). 

- Melbourne 2030 (Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2002). 

- Melbourne 2030: A planning update Melbourne @ 5 million (Department of Planning and Community 

Development, (2008). 

- Activity Centre Design Guidelines (Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2005). 
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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1.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

a) The Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area (FBURA) represents a unique opportunity 
to expand the Melbourne Central Business District and provide accommodation for 
around 80,000 residents in close proximity to high intensity areas of existing 
employment. 

b) The Draft Vision for the FBURA (effectively a Draft Structure Plan) and the Interim 
Design Guidelines provide a level of direction in relation to future development in the 
area. The Draft Vision envisages varying height limits between and within the FBURA’s 
four precincts.     

c) The analysis contained in this report considers a series of development scenarios 
broadly in accordance with the height limits outlined in the Draft Vision. Specifically, 
the analysis calculates the residual land value associated with land in the Montague 
Precinct after the development scenarios have been realised and provides commentary 
on whether the residual land value is likely to provide sufficient incentive for exsiting 
landowners to sell their land to a developer. 

d) The findings of the analysis include:  

 Increasing the sales price of apartments will make most development scenarios 
work however achieving higher prices is unrealistic due to the Montague 
Precinct being a new high density residential precinct exposed to significant 
competition from surrounding areas such as Port Melbourne, Southbank, 
Melbourne CBD and Docklands where there is an established residential 
market, infrastructure and amenity. 

 Apartment prices in the FBURA are likely to be significantly impacted by a 
prescriptive approach to dwelling mix and car parking ratios.   

 The yield obtainable in certain development scenarios is significantly impacted 
by restrictive height limits.  

 Building and construction costs associated with mid and high rise development 
will be the same in the Montague Precinct as they are elsewhere including 
locations where higher sales values, greater building height and more a more 
flexible product mix and parking ratios can be secured. 

 Four level development outcomes are likely to be viable in locations where land 
can be secured at a low cost per square metre (ie as demonstrated in 
Scenarios 1A and 1B) or in locations where a high sales price for apartments 
can be realised. Pursuing the least expensive development outcomes may not 
satisfy the design objectives outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines for the 
FBURA.      

 Unless high prices for apartments can be secured, height becomes an 
important factor in producing a sufficient yield to offset higher construction 
costs for medium to high rise residential development.  

Fishermans Bend Economic Analysis 
Report prepared by Spade Consultants Pty Ltd 

November 2013 

      3

2. BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND DIRECTION 

2.1 A major new urban renewal opportunity  

Since its election in 2010, the State Government has promoted an area of Fishermans 
Bend, south-west of the Melbourne Central Business District as a major urban renewal 
area.  

On 2 July 2012, the Minister for Planning declared an area of approximately 250 
hectares a site of State Significance and rezoned it as part of an expanded Capital City 
Zone. The rezoning expanded the area of the Capital City Zone by more than fifty 
percent.   

2.2 A Vision for the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area   

For the purposes of this economic analysis, it is not necessary to provide a detailed 
overview of the planning process undertaken to date nor is it necessary to provide a 
detailed outline of the proposed planning controls. 

It is sufficient to note that: 

 A Draft Vision for the FBURA was released in September 2013 by Places 
Victoria; 

 Development of the FBURA is conceived as a long term project. By 2050, the 
FBURA is envisaged to accommodate up to 40,000 new jobs and 80,000 
residents; 

 The FBURA is divided into four precincts; Lorimer, Montague, Wirraway and 
Sandridge (refer Figure 1) 

 The Draft Vision is aligned with the draft Metropolitan Strategy (Plan 
Melbourne) and forms a key urban renewal objective along with several other 
inner industrial areas; 

 The Draft Vision promotes 10 strategic directions for the FBURA. These are: 

o The creation of 21st century jobs; 
o The timely provision of infrastructure; 
o A place that is easy to get around; 
o A vibrant mix of uses and activities; 
o Distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods; 
o A great place for families; 
o A high quality built environment; 
o Smart environmental solutions; 
o Environmental constraints addressed; and 
o Strong partnerships and effective governance.   
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Figure 1: Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area (Precincts) 

Source: Places Victoria 

 The Draft Vision also identifies ten ‘key moves’, nominated to give effect to the 
strategic directions. Significant amongst the ‘key moves’ are: 

o The potential extension of the Collins Street tram line over the Yarra River 
to accord with the alignment of Plummer Street, which would then act as 
the key activity spine of the FBURA; 

o The longer term, potential introduction of an underground heavy rail line on 
a similar alignment with two underground stations serving the FBURA; 

o A network of boulevards, open space, pedestrian and cycling connections 
aimed at providing connectivity and amenity; 

o  Several town centres aimed at providing focal points; 

o Community infrastructure including schools; and 

o The creation of distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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 The final point above – distinctive and diverse neighbourhoods – is given some 
degree of guidance through precinct descriptions and proposed height limits. High 
level precinct descriptions are provided at page 52 of the Draft Vision: 

Distinctive neighbourhoods are fundamental to creating a strong sense of place 
for new communities. They will also support a variety of housing stock to help 
realise the vision for a ‘diverse, family-friendly community’ at Fishermans 
Bend. 

Lorimer, much of Sandridge and the northern section of Montague will be 
characterised by well-spaced towers above podiums that prioritise a sense of 
human scale and fine grain street patterns at street level. 

Development within Lorimer will emphasise its connectivity to the Yarra River 
and associated waterfront activities, with the east-west ‘Lorimer Parkway’ 
providing a focal point through a series of high quality public spaces and 
landscaping. 

Sandridge will evolve as the primary commercial and employment hub of 
Fishermans Bend, with employment uses complimented by residential 
apartments, shopping and entertainment. 

The southern neighbourhood of Montague will retain its existing fine grain and 
gritty charm, with the retention of heritage buildings and laneways, and 
complementary new development maintaining an industrial feel. The Buckhurst 
Street ‘green spine’ will become a focal point for locals, with open space and 
community facilities connected by quality pedestrian and cycle links. 

The Wirraway precinct will offer family focused housing, including townhouses 
and mid-rise courtyard and perimeter block development styles. The Plummer 
Street ‘spine’ will become a focal point, complemented by a series of shopping, 
community and civic destinations. 

 The Draft Vision notes that detailed precinct planning will need to be carried out and 
that planning controls and design guidelines will be required to give effect to the 
strategic directions; 

 At page 53 of the Draft Vision, a map provides a series of proposed height limits 
across and within the four precincts. This map is provided at Figure 2. 
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Figure 2: Proposed height limits for each neighbourhood precinct 

  Precinct Parks (Public & Private)

 Possible  Metro station

 Maximum 4 storey buildings 

 Maximum 8 story buildings 

Maximum 18 storey buildings

 Towers above mid rise podiums 

Source: Fishermans Bend Draft Vision (page 53), Place Victoria, September 2013
__________________________________________________________________________ 
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 Concurrent with the Draft Vision (September 2013), Places Victoria released a set of 
Interim Design Guidelines, which are provided as guidance for developers and 
architects, and as a checklist for those assessing planning permit applications. They 
are not intended to be prescriptive or comprehensive. Key points include: 

o A mix of residential and employment uses is sought across the FBURA; 
o Larger sites (over 20 dwellings) are expected to incorporate a diversity of 

residential typologies and dwellings sizes, including an affordable housing 
component. The following precinct targets should be met: 

Precinct  1 Bed Dwellings  3+ Bed Dwellings  
  Montague  max 25%   min 25% 
  Lorimer  max 25%   min 25% 
  Sandridge  max 20%   min 40% 
  Wirraway  max 15%   min 50% 

o Developments should maintain a low, pedestrian scale face to streets with up 
to 20 metres (and not more than 5 storeys) said to achieve this objective; 

o Specific issues may limit height in certain areas particularly in locations 
adjacent to, or proximate to, established residential areas (the proposed height 
limits referred to in the Draft Vision are referred to); 

o A public open space contribution will be set at 8% of site area or 8% of site 
value or a combination thereof as appropriate and at Council’s discretion; 

o The preferred parking ratio should not exceed 0.5 space/dwelling for two 
bedroom dwellings and generally without parking for one bedroom dwellings; 

o Employment parking will be dependent on the nature of the use but for offices 
should not exceed one space per 100 sqm of net floor area; 

 A development contribution has been foreshadowed to provide for infrastructure in the 
FBURA. At this point of time, no details are known in relation to the scale of 
contribution or how it will be applied (for example per hectare or per dwelling/net floor 
area).

2.3 Development interest in the Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area 

Since the rezoning of land within the FBURA to the Capital City Zone, it has been 
reported there has been significant interest from landowners and developers. It is 
understood there has been a number of parcels of land that have changed hands, with 
acquisition prices reflecting expectations about the future development potential of 
land in the FBURA.      

In total, it is understood that between 25 and 30 proposals have been lodged with the 
Department of Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure, most of which aim to seek 
approval for single or multi tower residential or mixed use development outcomes of 
between 20 and 54 storeys.  
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2.4 Reaction to the Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines 

The release of the Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines in September 2013 has 
provided some degree of public clarity about the direction the Victorian Government 
would like to see development take in the FBURA.    

It has been reported that a number of landowners have expressed disappointment in 
the height limits proposed for various areas within the FBURA and have queried 
whether such height limitations will result in viable development outcomes for specific 
landowners and, more broadly, deliver on the State Government’s overall objectives 
for the FBURA.     

2.5 The purpose and nature of this economic analysis 

Following the release of the Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines, Places Victoria 
is seeking submissions from interested parties. The Urban Development Institute of 
Australia (Victoria) (UDIA) has been asked to coordinate a submission responding on 
behalf of specific landowners in the FBURA. To support this submission, the UDIA has 
asked Spade Consultants (the Consultant) to undertake economic analysis examining 
the viability of various forms of residential development within the FBURA.     

Specifically, the Consultant has been asked to: 

 Undertake a viability analysis of 4 storey, 8 storey and 18 storey residential 
development in the FBURA (with a focus on the Montague Precinct), 
specifically; 

o The type of built form product, if any, that would be viable; 
o The depth of the market for such product and, therefore, the likely 

timing of development; 
o The degree to which such product would be aligned with stated 

government objectives and goals for development in the FBURA and 
the Montague Precinct in particular; 

 Assess whether a development outcome comprising 4 levels is likely to provide 
sufficient incentive for existing owners/businesses to relocate to alternative 
locations (including demonstration by way of case study); and 

 Provide some commentary in relation to requirements for a proportion of all 
dwellings to be provided as one or three bedroom configurations. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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3. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 How this analysis approaches the issues 

There is no definitive method to establish the economic viability of specific types of 
development in a given location. Formulas such as those employed in this report 
provide useful indicators as to the broader question of viability but uncertainties in the 
market are impossible to predict with a high degree of accuracy. Accordingly, while 
this report provides a guide as to the kind of development outcomes that may prove 
viable or unviable, we prefer to avoid making definitive statements.   

There is however a need to provide guidance to structure planning and planning 
controls in specific locations and a subsequent requirement to be able to ‘road test’ 
development concepts to gauge their current and future viability.      

Given the strategic importance of residential development in the FBURA, it is useful to 
outline the consultant’s conceptual approach to testing the viability of higher density 
forms of residential development.    

In 2007 the consultant was engaged by the Priority Development Panel (PDP) to 
investigate and report on the key drivers and parameters that guide the financial 
viability of residential development in and around activity areas.  

The resulting report “An analysis of the viability of residential development in activity 
centres (September 2007)” was, we understand, well received by the PDP and widely 
circulated within the planning sections of the then Department of Sustainability and 
Environment, including to the office of the then Planning Minister.

3.2 Setting some high level parameters 

That report (“the September 2007 Report”) was completed following a number of 
interviews and workshops with development practitioners and other stakeholders 
involved in high density residential development. 

The findings of the September 2007 Report remain relevant and include:   

 Many developers approach higher density forms of development from a 
“reverse engineering” position. When a land parcel is identified as a 
potential opportunity they ask, “what will the market bear in this particular 
location?”   

 Determining what the market will bear in a given location is dependent on 
both the general location of the site and by the specific site characteristics. 
Informing the answer will be specific factors such as: 

o The desirability of the location itself; 
o The median house price of the surrounding area; 
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o Physical and man-made factors such as proximity to beach, river or 
parks, entertainment precincts and shops; 

o Proximity to transport including railway stations, tram routes or 
convenient freeway or arterial road access; and 

o The possibility of attractive views.

 An approach recorded by a number of development industry practitioners is 
to consider the median house price of the surrounding area. That is to say, 
that in order for higher density development to be viable the median house 
price of the surrounding area should be materially higher – say 25% - than 
the expected sale price of the average unit or apartment.  

 The explanation provided was relatively simple. If a two bedroom unit or 
apartment is to be put to the market at or around $500,000, the median 
house price of the surrounding area will necessarily be in the vicinity of 
$600,000 or more. Where the new higher density dwelling cannot be put to 
the market at a price materially below that of the surrounding median 
house  
price, the consumer will generally choose the option which provides a land 
based component in their purchase, that is to say a house. In short, a 
house is considered to offer better value for money.  

 Where this ‘rule of thumb’ is not met, the developers stressed the actual 
choice confronted by the home buyer. The choice becomes a decision 
between a new 80 square metre two bedroom apartment with (most likely) 
one car park or, for little or no extra outlay, a 15-20 year old 3 bedroom 
brick veneer freestanding house on perhaps 700 sqm of land. It should also 
be noted that no GST is payable on an existing dwelling. 

 The development industry view was that unless the home buyer has a 
specific reason for choosing the unit or apartment over the house, the 
home buyer will generally prefer the traditional home. 

In established apartment markets such as the Melbourne Central Business District and 
city fringe areas, a comparison with median house prices in nearby areas is less 
relevant. 

Sitting beneath the key principle outlined above, the September 2007 Report noted a 
number of additional points relating to cost and viability. These included:  

 The cost of construction does not alter according to location. The cost of 
construction on an equivalent site is essentially the same in Ringwood or 
Preston as it is in Southbank or Port Melbourne.

 Building regulations and practices dictate that construction costs generally 
begin to change when a building exceeds 4 levels and commercial 
construction rates begin to apply.  
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The reasons are: 

i) Height allowances for construction workers which commence at around 5 
levels; 

ii) The requirement for a tower crane beyond around 6 levels; 

iii) The requirement for a materials hoist beyond around 6 levels; 

o Consequently, an increase in dwelling yield is required to offset the 
additional construction costs.  

o Only a limited number of locations can sustain both the quantity of units or 
apartments delivered through true high rise projects along with the price 
point required to provide a reasonable return. This is generally limited to 
Melbourne’s Central Business District and city fringe locations such as 
Docklands, Southbank and St Kilda Road along with several premium 
suburban locations such as Port Melbourne, St Kilda, Hawthorn and South 
Yarra.

o Unlike the broadhectare land market, the cost of land in higher density 
development diminishes as a percentage of the unit or apartment price 
according to the degree to which a higher than expected dwelling yield is 
obtained from a given property. For example, while the land value per 
dwelling in a high density residential development may represent in the 
range of 5% to 15% of the sales price of apartments, in the broadhectare 
market, land may represent up to 50% of the value of a house and land 
package. 

iv) A change from lightweight to reinforced concrete construction. 

These points are established as ‘rule of thumb’ principles that can be used to 
determine the viability of higher density forms of development in specific locations.  

Importantly, exceptions exist for every rule. Niche developments that do not fit these 
rules can be found in locations around Melbourne, though – again importantly - niche 
developments do not in themselves indicate the presence of a sustainable 
development model across the board.  

That is to say, it is not the first higher density development in a location that may be 
the most difficult to complete, but rather the second, third and fourth developments 
that must test the market for the depth required to establish the sustainability of the 
market in that location. In this regard, factors such as amenity, location and the 
macro-economic outlook will determine the depth of the market. 

This analysis begins with the same philosophical approach but notes some key 
changes or differences in regard to the FBURA.  
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3.3 The FBURA represents a different market to suburban activity centres 

Unlike suburban activity centres, the FBURA represents an extension of an established 
apartment market at Southbank (to the east) and Docklands (to the north). The 
established nature of these markets means that, while there may be limitations to the 
depth of the market for particular dwelling typologies or in specific market segments, 
there is a proven market for high density residential product in the area. 

The FBURA has the following attributes which should act to support a sustainable high 
density residential market: 

 Proximity to the largest concentration of employment in the metropolitan area; 
 Proximity to Melbourne’s key cultural and entertainment precincts; 
 Few interfaces with existing residential areas; 
 Proximity to coastal and river aspects; 
 Attractive views; 
 A willingness by government to deliver key infrastructure critical in establishing 

amenity, educational facilities and connectivity with broader transport 
networks.  

For these reasons, we do not doubt the FBURA represents a viable long term 
opportunity to provide a major high density urban renewal area.       

3.4 Current land use in the FBURA 

Presently, the FBURA is primarily used for industrial purposes with an estimated 
18,000 person working in the area. The industrial profile of these businesses has been 
changing over the past few decades with a decline in traditional manufacturing and 
growth in transport, wholesale trade and technical services. 

The FBURA is in multiple private ownerships with over 1,000 parcels of land ranging in 
size from 13 hectares down to parcels in the order of 500m2 or less. 

3.5 The Montague Precinct  

The focus of this analysis is the Montague Precinct (see Figure 3), expected to be one 
of the earlier precincts promoted for intensive development within the FBURA.   

The Montague Precinct is bounded by the Westgate Freeway, City Road, Boundary St 
and Johnson St. Unlike the Lorimer, Sandridge and Wirraway precincts, it is already 
relatively well serviced by public transport with light rail 109 running through the 
precinct.  

 The Consultant considers that, for the most part, the Montague Precinct performs its 
current role as a light industrial and mixed use/commercial area successfully. There 
appears to be few vacancies and most properties appear to be well presented and 
utilised, particularly in the southern part of the precinct where land parcels are of a 
finer grain. The existing built form is primarily low rise (typically one or two levels). A 
substantial number of buildings within the precinct can be described as utilitarian and 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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the built form is of varying age and quality. Businesses located within the precinct are 
an eclectic mix with a strong representation of automotive and general support 
services.  

Other businesses include offices, equipment hire, publishing houses and other light 
industry and services. In several streets, there are a small number of dwellings.    

Figure 3: Montague Precinct 
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As is evident in Figure 3, land parcels tend to be larger in the northern part of the 
Montague Precinct. In the south, areas generally proximate to Boundary Street and 
City Road, land tends to be more fragmented with a considerable number of land 
parcels less than 1,000 square metres.    

Based on a high level analysis, we estimate the Montague Precinct comprises a gross 
area of around 44 hectares. 

Based on the Draft Vision, and after excluding streets and major thoroughfares, public 
open space, tram routes and land in the Public Use Zone, we estimate a net 
developable area of around 26 hectares. 

The net developable area includes around 400 separate parcels of land, though it can 
be assumed a number of these parcels are aggregated in joint ownership. Based on 
cadastral analysis, it is evident the Montague Precinct is the most fragmented in terms 
of land parcels and building form within the FBURA.  

Based on the proposed height limit map at page 53 of the Draft Vision, we have 
estimated1 the net developable area within each of the four proposed height limit 
areas.

These are: 

        Hectares 
- Maximum four storey buildings      7.4 
- Maximum 8 storey buildings    5.9 
- Maximum 18 storey buildings    3.6 
- Towers above mid-rise podiums     9.1
- Total     26.0 

3.6 Key outputs of the analysis 

In this analysis, we are not concerned with whether or not there will be a sustainable 
market for high density residential product in the FBURA. As we have already 
established, we are satisfied a future market will exist.  

Rather, this analysis seeks to establish a series of typical development scenarios 
relevant to a number of hypothetical sites within the Montague precinct. Each basic 
development scenario is informed by the Draft Vision and Interim Design Guidelines.  

For example, development scenarios have generally been modelled on the maximum 
height limits proposed in the Draft Vision for different areas within the Montague 
Precinct.  

Construction and development costs, along with development contributions and other 
charges, developers’ margin and finance charges have been estimated based on our 
experience and knowledge. It is acknowledged that such costs will vary on a case by 

                                                          
1 As the Proposed Height Limit map at page 53 of the Draft Vision does not align to title boundaries, estimates have 
been made in some cases as to where the height limit boundaries fall.  
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case basis and according to the specific goals and objectives of different landowners 
and developers. It is also acknowledged that no decision has yet been made in relation 
to the quantum of Development Contributions. 

Necessary in each development scenario is the application of sales values to the 
finished apartments. Again, there is arguably no ‘right’ figure that can be adopted. We 
have had regard to typical sales values achieved in comparative locations such as 
Southbank and Port Melbourne but it is acknowledged that apartment prices will vary 
based on a variety of factors.       

The viability of the development scenarios depend upon the inputs selected. We note 
that each scenario is particularly sensitive to apartment sales values.  

The key output produced in each development scenario is a residual land value. The 
residual land value effectively becomes an estimate of the value of the land after all 
costs associated with the development scenario are subtracted from the estimated 
gross realisation (the sum total of all sales achieved for the development scenario) of 
the development scenario. 

The residual land value provides a guide as to whether an incentive exists for a 
landowner to sell a site to a prospective developer. If the residual land value provides 
little real incentive for the current owner to sell, there is a question mark over whether 
the development scenario being considered will happen in this form. 

This is particularly exacerbated in situations where the landowner also operates a 
business from the site. In these situations, additional costs associated with the 
relocation of the business, if an acceptable alternative site can be found, also need to 
be taken into account.  

In some cases, for example, the most sensible economic decision for a landowner may 
be to simply retain existing land uses and continue with the present nominal return 
(based on current rental income) until the dynamics of the development equation 
change or until the potential development scenario, effectively the development yield 
and sales prices, can be increased.  

In each case, the residual land value assumes the land is vacant and remediated at 
the commencement of development. Any costs associated with demolition and/or 
remediation would need to be deducted from the residual land value.  

Each development scenario is assumed to be in current dollars in terms of both sales 
achieved and costs. In other words, each development scenario provides a snapshot of 
the potential viability of a different development type at this point of time.  
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4. ESTABLISHING DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

4.1 Introduction 

In establishing development scenarios generally consistent with the Draft Vision, it has 
been necessary to select specific development outcomes. We acknowledge that there 
are multiple scenarios that may apply in each case.  

In this sense, we have selected a number of different development types that accord 
to the different maximum height limits outlined in the Draft Vision.  

The approach to each scenario has been to present a development scenario which 
represents a general fit with the goals and objectives of the Draft vision and Indicative 
Design Guidelines. 

They are presented as three ‘basic’ scenarios: 

- Scenario 1A: a four storey residential apartment development; 

- Scenario 2A: an eight storey residential apartment development; and 

- Scenario 3A: an 18 storey residential apartment development. 

For each basic scenario – 1A, 2A and 3A – we have added at least one variation. For 
example, Scenario 1B provides for additional car parking beyond the nominated car 
parking rates contained in the Interim Design Guidelines and contains a product mix 
containing only two and three bedroom apartments. These variations have been 
completed and assessed for the purposes of demonstrating the way in which 
seemingly minor changes can result in changes to the residual land value. Effectively, 
they represent a method of sensitivity testing the results of the analysis.  

Generally, we have not selected forms of development that represent the lowest end 
of the market in regard to product, fittings and fixtures. Rather, we have tended 
towards the average, though made a deliberate effort to select a variety of models 
that promote economy in construction without necessarily compromising design and 
quality. For example, we have in all instances avoided basement parking and instead 
considered decked parking with acceptable cladding from an aesthetic point of view to 
ensure cost efficiencies are maximised. Similarly, where possible (ie for 4 level 
apartment development) we have assumed lightweight construction techniques are 
utilised to avoid higher construction rates that apply on commercial construction sites. 
This has not however been possible in every instance.  

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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4.2 General Principles 

Unless otherwise stated, we have assumed: 

 Gross dwelling floorspace has been calculated as follows: 
o 1 bedroom, one bathroom (60 m2); 
o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (80 m2); 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (100 m2).  

We note that apartment sizes in inner city locations have been decreasing, 
however for the purposes of this exercise and our modelling, we have taken 
the approach outlined above. It should be noted that the areas outlined are 
gross areas and inclusive of balconies and storage. 

 Car parking is provided above ground; 

 All parking is provided within the site; 

 In the basic scenarios, car parking is provided at the ratios set out in the 
Interim Design Guidelines.  

For commercial reasons, we have some doubt as to whether apartments in the 
FBURA will be marketable at a sufficient volume with the car parking ratios 
ascribed in the Interim Design Guidelines. For sensitivity analysis purposes we 
have provided a variation to each main scenario in which car parking is 
provided at the flat rate of one space per apartment.  

 A DCP equating to $15,000 per apartment regardless of the size of each 
apartment has been adopted. Due to the varying height limits proposed within 
the FBURA (and therefore significant variations in yields) we assume it would 
be regarded as inequitable to apply the DCP on a per hectare basis.  

We note the assumption we have adopted in relation to DCP costs is unlikely to 
represent an equitable arrangement and a development contribution is more 
likely to be configured with regard to the size of individual apartments.  

 Development margins have been set at an appropriate level to ensure sufficient 
developer incentive exists to undertake projects in the FBURA; 

 Construction and other costs are realistic but assumptions will be dependent on 
the approach and individual circumstances of individual developers.   

4.3 Construction Costs 

Construction costs have been sourced from Rider Levett Bucknall’s Riders Digest,
Australia 2013 (Melbourne Edition). Rider Levett Bucknall is a global property and 
construction group.  
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4.4 Sales prices applied to Development Scenarios 

The result of each development scenario analysis is highly sensitive to the sales prices 
adopted for completed dwelling products. The approach taken by the consultant has 
been to review the current asking price for comparative new or near new apartments 
at Southbank (specifically the western end of Southbank, closest to the Montague 
Precinct) and at Port Melbourne (no beach front apartments were included in the 
sample reviewed).  

We have analysed a sample of comparative dwelling product in these areas to 
establish benchmark sales prices for input into the scenario modeling. In the base 
case scenarios we have tended towards a conservative pricing regime given the 
‘stripped back’ nature of elements such as car parking provision and the fact the 
Montague Precinct will represent a relatively new high density housing market. 

For development scenarios which represent an ‘upgrade’, for example, the application 
of more conventional car parking ratios and a more commerical product mix, we have 
tended towards adopting the prevailing average asking price for new and near new 
apartments at Southbank as we believe these are more likely to be indicative of 
pricing in the Montague Precinct than those applicable in Port Melbourne where a 
premium appears to apply due to proximity to the beach and an established 
retail/entertainment strip. 

For reference, the average asking price for apartments in Southbank and Port 
Melbourne given the samples taken and the parameters outlined above are provided 
at Figure 4. 

Figure 4: Average asking price for apartments  
(selected mix – Southbank and Port Melbourne)  

Location  Bedrooms  Bathrooms  Car parks 
Average asking 

price 

Port Melbourne   2  2  1   $ 675,000 

Port Melbourne   1  1  1   $ 500,000 

Southbank  3  2  1   $ 760,000 

Southbank  2  2  1   $ 640,000 

Southbank  1  1  1   $ 440,000 

Southbank  1  1      $ 390,000 

              
 Source: realestate.com.au         

Generally, we have adopted the average Southbank selling price for ‘upgrade’ 
scenarios, while adopting a more conservative approach to ‘basic’ scenarios.   

4.5 Description of Development Scenarios 

 This analysis deals with seven development scenarios.  
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Scenario 1A (4 level basic) provides for a development outcome broadly consistent 
with the goals and objectives outlined in the Draft Vision and Interim Design 
Guidelines for the 4 storey height limit area. Specific assumptions include: 

 a  basic 4 level walk up residential development outcome on a 2,000m2 parcel 
of land; 

 a medium quality, residential development of 62 apartments with car parking 
provided at ground level and 3 levels of apartments above (comprising 1, 2 and 
3 bedroom dwellings); 

 Car parking is assumed at the ratios outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines 
as follows: 

o 1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (0 car park) 
o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (0.5 car park per dwelling) 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 

Scenario 1B (4 level upgrade) provides for a more commercially driven 
development outcome with additional car parking provided and a varied product mix. 
Specific assumptions include: 

 a 4 level basic, walk up residential development outcome on a 2,000m2 parcel 
of land; 

 a medium quality, residential development of 55 apartments with car parking 
provided at ground level and 3 levels of apartments above, comprising 2 and 3 
bedroom dwellings; 

 Car parking is assumed at the following ratios: 

o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 

Scenario 1C (4 level smaller corner lot) provides for an upmarket development 
outcome on a smaller corner lot (conceptually located on or near Boundary St or City 
Road). Specific assumptions include: 

 a 4 level residential development outcome on a 800m2 parcel of land; 

 a higher quality quality, residential development of 18 apartments with car 
parking provided at ground level and 3 levels of apartments above comprising 
only 3 bedroom dwellings; 

 Car parking is assumed at the ratios outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines 
as follows: 

o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 
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 A lift is provided as part of the development; 

Scenario 2A (8 level basic) provides for a development outcome broadly consistent 
with the goals and objectives outlined in the Draft Vision and Interim Design 
Guidelines for the 8 storey height limit area. Specific assumptions include: 

 an 8 level residential development outcome on a 3,000m2 parcel of land; 

 a medium quality, residential development of 133 apartments with car parking, 
services and a retail/office component provided at level 1 and 2 and 6 levels of 
apartments above comprising 1, 2 and 3 bedroom dwellings; 

 Car parking is assumed at the ratios outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines 
as follows: 

o 1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (0 car park per dwelling) 
o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (0.5 car park per dwelling) 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 

 Lifts are provided as part of the development; 

Scenario 2B (9 level upgrade) provides for a more commercially driven 
development outcome with additional car parking provided and a varied product mix. 
Specific assumptions include: 

 a 9 level residential development outcome on a 3,000m2 parcel of land; 

 a medium quality, residential development of 129 apartments with car parking, 
services and a retail/office component provided at levels 1, 2 and 3 with 6 
levels of apartments above comprising 1, 2 and 3 bedroom dwellings; 

 Car parking is assumed at the following ratios: 

o 1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 
o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (2 car parks per dwelling) 

 Lifts are provided as part of the development. 

Scenario 3A (18 level basic) provides for a development outcome broadly 
consistent with the goals and objectives outlined in the Draft Vision and Interim 
Design Guidelines for the 18 storey height limit area. Specific assumptions include: 

 an 18 level residential development outcome on a 3,000m2 parcel of land; 

 a medium quality, residential development of 329 apartments with car parking, 
and services provided at levels 1, 2 and 3 and 15 levels of apartments above 
comprising 1, 2 and 3 bedroom dwellings; 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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 Car parking is assumed at the ratios outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines 
as follows: 

o 1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (0 car park dwelling) 
o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (0.5 car park per dwelling) 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 

 Lifts are provided as part of the development; 

Scenario 3B (20 level upgrade) provides for a more commercially driven 
development outcome with additional car parking provided and a varied product mix. 
Specific assumptions include: 

 a 9 level residential development outcome on a 3,500m2 parcel of land; 

 a medium to higher quality, residential development of 304 apartments with 
car parking, services and a retail/office component provided at levels 1 to 5 
and 15 levels of apartments above comprising 1, 2, and 3 bedroom dwellings; 

 Car parking is assumed at the following ratios: 

o 1 bedroom, 1 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 
o 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1 car park per dwelling) 
o 3 bedroom, 2 bathroom (1.2 car parks per dwelling) 

 Lifts are provided as part of the development. 

4.6 Development Scenario analysis outcomes 

The seven Development Scenarios have been calculated in order to provide a residual 
land value so that it is possible to analyse each in regard to: 

 The key variables likely to impact on the viability of different development 
outcomes; and 

 The likelihood that a landowner will be provided with sufficient incentive to 
dispose of their property in order to facilitate redevelopment; 

Figure 5 provides a summary table of the development scenario analysis.  

Detailed spreadsheets outlining each development scenario analysis are provided at 
Appendix A.   
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Figure 5: Summary table of Development Scenario analyses 

   Scenarios 

   1A  1B  1C  2A  2B  3A  3B 

Description  4 level basic 
4 level 
upgrade 

4 level small 
corner lot 

8 level 
basic 

9 level 
upgrade 

18 level 
basic 

20 level 
upgrade 

Mix                      

     ‐ 1 bedroom  20  0  0  43  34  106  43 

     ‐ 2 bedroom  30  36  0  64  64  159  159 

     ‐ 3 bedroom  12  19  18  26  31  64  102 

     ‐ total dwellings  62  55  18  133  129  329  304 

     ‐ total car parks  21  55  18  71  160  144  332 

     ‐ retail/office (sqm)        1,250  1,000  1,000 

                       

Sales price/dwelling                      

     ‐ 1 bedroom  $375,000  $0  $0  $400,000  $440,000  $425,000  $440,000 

     ‐ 2 bedroom  $500,000  $575,000  $0  $550,000  $640,000  $550,000  $640,000 

     ‐ 3 bedroom  $600,000  $675,000  $800,000  $650,000  $760,000  $675,000  $760,000 

                       

                       

Gross sales realisation  $29,700,000  $33,500,000  $14,400,000  $73,800,00  $83,800,000  $175,700,00  $202,500,000 

                       
Developer's margin 
(included as a % of total 
costs, excluding land)  20%  20%  20%  15%  15%  15%  15% 

                       
Total development cost 
(including developers 
margin but excluding 
land) 

$24,900,000 
 

$27,600,000 
 

$11,200,000 
 

$68,200,00 
 

$76,100,000 
 

$162,000,00 
 

$180,500,000 
 

less                
 ‐ 8% public open space 
contribution 

$382,000 
 

$475,000 
 

$255,000 
 

$448,000 
 

$614,000 
 

$1,100,000 
 

$1,800,000 
 

 ‐ estimated DCP 
contribution  

$930,000 
 

$825,000 
 

$270,000 
 

$2,000,000 
 

$1,940,000 
 

$4,900,000 
 

$4,600,000 
 

 
Final residual land 
value  $3,488,000  $4,600,000  $2,675,000  $3,152,000  $5,146,000  $7,700,000  $15,600,000 
 
Final residual land 
value/sqm 
 

$1,744 
 

$2,300 
 

$3,344 
 

$1,051 
 

$1,715 
 

$2,567 
 

$4,457 
 

Site area (sqm) 
                

2,000  
                          
2,000  

                                  
800  

                       
3,000  

                           
3,000  

                          
3,000  

                             
3,500  

                       
Notional average land 
price per dwelling  $56,000  $84,000  $148,000  $24,000  $40,000  $23,000  $51,000 

                       

Fishermans Bend Economic Analysis 
Report prepared by Spade Consultants Pty Ltd 

November 2013 

      23

5.  DISCUSSION OF DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS 

5.1 The landowner’s perspective 

 Before interpreting the results of the different development scenarios, it is necessary 
to consider the perspective of existing landowners in the Montague Precinct as it is 
their preparedness to sell to a developer that will determine the timing and success or 
otherwise of development in the FBURA. 

 Landowners will generally hold land within the Montague Precinct as investors, or as 
business owners occupying property to run their business. Investors will seek a 
commercial return by way of rental, while some business owners may use it as a 
superannuation or other investment and may not be ready to divest.  

 There is no definitive sales figure that will induce an existing landowner to sell land as 
each circumstance will depend on a range of factors. These include: 

 How long they have owned the property and the original acquisition price; 
 Whether the land owner likes the current location and it suits their business 

needs; 
 The extent to which any capital gain (less capital gains tax implications) offsets 

the loss of existing income flows generated by the property in its current 
state; 

 The cost and hassle associated with replacing one asset with another; 
 Where the landowner also operates a business from the property: 

o costs associated with relocating the business to an alternative site; and 
o business disruption and business risk associated with relocation. 

In short, the price received for land in an area like the Montague Precinct needs to 
amount to a figure that provides a sufficient incentive for landowners to sell after 
taking into account costs associated with replacing one asset with another. For 
example, where an owner decides to relocate it can cost up to $1,000/m2 to construct 
a new office/warehouse excluding land acquisition, design and approval costs.  

Where this does not occur, it is likely that some landowners will simply retain existing 
holdings and wait until the value of the land has increased because of higher 
realisation values for end product or more flexible planning controls provide a greater 
greater yield. This can take years to occur. In addition, it will provide for a 
fragmentation of each precinct where early residents are part of major construction 
zone for a period of ten twenty years. 

It should be noted that in an area or areas identified for urban renewal, where there is 
an expectation that higher density development will be permitted in the future, vacant 
land is generally more valuable than land with improvements. Accordingly, when 
reviewing the residual land value calculated in the development scenarios undertaken 
in this analysis, it is important to note that costs associated with demolition and site 
remediation (if required) need to be subtracted from the residual land value. 

By way of reference, we note that an asking price per square metre in the range of 
$3,500 and $5,000 depending on size, location, views and amenity, applies for land 
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and buildings in inner urban locations of Melbourne that have been identified for urban 
renewal. We have used this price range as an indicator in the development scenario 
analyses to measure the general viability or otherwise of a particular development 
scenario. 

We note that in the Montague Precinct the vast majority of land parcels have 
improvements of some kind meaning that, generally, additional costs will be incurred 
in preparing land for development. This will impact further on residual land values.   

5.2 Demolition and remediation cost impacts 

 As noted, the majority of sites within the Montague Precinct have improvements in the 
form of buildings. While buildings vary in terms of quality, size and scale, in most 
cases they appear to be of masonry construction with concrete floor slabs.  

 Accordingly, demolition and remediation costs will need to be subtracted from the 
residual land value to determine the ‘net residual value’ of land for landowners. 

 In terms of demolition, costs will vary depending on the nature of the building to be 
removed. Demolition costs are in the range of $60/m2 to $80/m2. In the following 
discussion of development scenario outcomes we have provided a residual land value 
before demolition costs are taken into account. 

 For example, if it is assumed that 60% of a site is occupied by an existing single level 
building and a rate of $80/m2 is applied, the following demolition costs would apply:  

 for a 2,000m2 site, demolition costs would account for approximately 
$95,000 (ex GST); 

 for a 3,000m2 site, demolition costs would account for approciamtely 
$145,000 (ex GST); and 

 for a 3,500m2 site, demolition costs would account for approciamtely 
$170,000 (ex GST) 

Assessed against the residual land price/m2, the impact is relatively minor.  

While these costs are provided as a guide, we have not included demolition costs in 
the development scenario analysis due to the varying nature of built form in the 
precinct.   

 Remediation costs are rather more difficult to predict as the circumstances relating to 
individual properties will differ. It is our understanding however, that where 
remediation and/or excavation works are required the impact on the residual land 
value/m2 after remediation may be significant. For example, a 5,000m2 plus site 
within the Montague Precinct that has been brought to our attention is presently 
undergoing remediation works with costs to date understood to be in excess of $1 
million. 

       

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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 In this case, the impact on the residual land value after remediation costs have been 
allowed for, further reduces the residual land value. We have not sought to quantify 
potential remediation costs as the variables involved are unknown and subsequently 
the costs represent to wide a range to provide a meaningful guide.    

Accordingly, we have not included remediation costs in the development scenario  
analysis.    

5.3 Scenario 1A (4 level basic) 

 Scenario 1A provides for a basic 4 level, 62 apartment development on a 2,000 square 
metre site using product mix and car parking ratios outlined in the Interim Design 
Guidelines. 

 The realisation values are lower than the average for similar product nearby in 
Southbank due to the restriction on product mix and the reduced number of car 
parking spaces within the development. 

 A 20% developer’s margin has been applied due to the fact it is a relatively small 
project with a high risk profile. 

 The residual land value is calculated at $1,744 per square metre which is a low price 
from a landowner’s perspective. Moreover, the residual land value does not allow for 
demolition of existing improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this development scenario is unlikely to provide 
sufficient incentive for an existing landowner to sell the site at present or in the 
forseeable future. 

5.4 Scenario 1B (4 level upgrade) 

 Scenario 1B provides for a 4 level, 55 apartment development on a 2,000 square 
metre site using a more commercial product mix and car parking ratios based on 
current local provisions. 

 The realisation values are higher than in Scenario 1A but remain lower than the 
average for similar product nearby in Southbank.  

 A 20% developer’s margin has been applied due to the fact it is a relatively small 
project with a high risk profile. 

 The residual land value is calculated at $2,300 per square metres which is a low price 
from a landowner’s perspective. Moreover, the residual land value does not allow for 
demolition of existing improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this scenario is unlikely to provide sufficient incentive 
for many existing landowners to sell, though depending on individual circumstances or 
location it is possible some sites may be available.  
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5.5 Scenario 1C (4 level small corner lot) 

 Scenario 1C provides for a boutique, high end 4 level, 18 apartment development on a 
800 square metre site corner site.  

It comprises only of 3 bedroom apartments and realisation values are higher due to 
the exclusive nature of the development. Realisition values are typical for similar 
product in the adjoining Southbank area.    

 A 20% developer’s margin has been applied due to the fact it is a relatively small 
project with a high risk profile. 

 The residual land value is calculated at $3,350 per square metre which is typical of 
some local and current selling prices but does does not allow for demolition of existing 
improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this development scenario may work in the current 
environment but sales may be slow due to an unproven and new market in this 
location. It should be noted that this development scenario results in a boutique and 
relatively high end product and provides for a yield that is around one third of that 
achieved in Scenarios 1A and 1B.  

5.6 Scenario 2A (8 level basic) 

 Scenario 2A provides for a basic 8 level, reinforced concrete construction of 133 
apartments on a 3,000 square metre site using the product mix and car parking ratios 
outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines. 

 The realisation values applied are lower than the average for similar product nearby in 
Southbank due to the restriction on product mix and the reduced number of car 
parking spaces within the development. 

 A 15% developer’s margin has been applied on a $74 million gross realisation project 
which is the minimum a developer will require to account for the risk associated with 
this kind of development.  

 The residual land value is calculated at $1,050 per square metre which is well below 
current sale prices in the area. Moreover, the residual land value does not allow for 
demolition of existing improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this development scenario does not represent a 
viable development outcome now and for the forseeable future due to the product 
mix, reduced car parking ratios and the 8 level height limit. The 8 storey height 
control introduces a more costly construction cost regime without producing a 
sufficient uplift in yield and selling price to offset the increased costs of construction.   
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5.7 Scenario 2B (9 level upgrade) 

 Scenario 2B provides for a 9 level, reinforced concrete construction development of 
129 apartments on a 3,000 square metre site using a more nuanced product mix and 
car parking ratios based on current local provisions. 

 The realisation values are higher than in Scenario 2A and are similar to the average 
for similar product nearby in Southbank. 

 A 15% developer’s margin has been applied on a $84 million gross realisation project 
which is the minimum a developer will require to account for the risk associated with 
this kind of development.  

 The residual land value is calculated at $1,700 per square metre and is less than half 
the current sales price in the area. Moreover, the residual land value does not allow 
for demolition of existing improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this scenario is unlikely to provide sufficient incentive 
for landowners to sell now and for the forseeable future due to the product mix, 
reduced car parking ratios and the 9 level height. The 9 storey height control 
introduces a more costly construction cost regime without producing a sufficient uplift 
in yield and selling price to offset the increased costs of construction. 

 Sales prices would however improve if site specific locations become well regarded 
due to improved amenity and/or views which in turn would provide for a more viable 
outcome and improved residual land values. It should be noted however that to 
achieve this outcome in the current environment would require more of an emphasis 
on boutique or high end development outcomes.   

    

5.8 Scenario 3A (18 level basic) 

 Scenario 3A provides for a basic 18 level, reinforced concrete construction 
development of 329 apartments on a 3,000 square metre site using the product mix 
and car parking ratios outlined in the Interim Design Guidelines. 

 The realisation values applied are lower than the average for similar product nearby in 
Southbank due to the restriction in product mix and the reduced number of car 
parking spaces within the development. 

 A 15% developer’s margin has been applied on a $176 million gross realisation project 
which is what a developer will require to account for the risk associated with this kind 
of development. 

 The residual land value is calculated at $2,550 per square metre which is low from a 
landowner’s perspective. Moreover, the residual land value does not allow for 
demolition of existing improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this development scenario is unlikely to provide 
sufficient incentives for an existing landowner to sell the site at present.  
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5.9 Scenario 3B (20 level upgrade)  

 Scenario 3B provides for a 20 level, reinforced concrete construction development of 
304 apartments on a 3,500 square metre site using a more commercial product mix 
and car parking ratios based on current local provisions. The development is at 20 
levels to provide for additional car parking without reducing the saleable gross floor 
area.

 The realisation values are higher than in Scenario 3A and are similar to the average 
for product nearby in Southbank. 

 A 15% developer’s margin has been applied on a $203 million gross realisation project 
which is what a developer will require to account for the risk associated with this kind 
of development. 

 The residual land value is calculated at $4,450 per square metre which is similar to 
land values in other inner urban locations identified for higher density development. It 
should be noted however that the residual land value does not allow for demolition of 
existing improvements or site remediation if required.   

 It is reasonable to conclude that this scenario is likely to provide sufficient incentive 
for landowners to sell and a developer to undertake a speculative development, 
although lending institutions would require substantial pre-selling of apartments 
before funding construction.  

5.10 Other scenarios 

For the purposes of this analysis, we undertook a further development scenario of 
approxiamtely 40 levels. This scenario demonstrated that as height, and consequently 
yield, increased so too did the residual land value/m2.  

 We have not however included this scenario, as, in our experience, the assumptions 
used in the scenario modelling used in the analysis become less reliable as 
developments of greater scale are modelled.   

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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6. CONCLUSIONS  

There are a number of conclusions that can be drawn from the development scenario 
 analysis.      

6.1 Improving the gross realisation of projects by increasing the sales price of 
apartments will make most development scenarios work however achieving 
higher prices is unrealistic due to the Montague Precinct being a new high 
density residential precinct exposed to significant competition from 
surrounding areas such as Port Melbourne, Southbank, Melbourne CBD and 
Docklands where there is an established residential market, infrastructure 
and amenity. 

6.2 Apartment prices in the FBURA are likely to be significantly impacted by a 
prescriptive approach to dwelling mix and car parking ratios.   

6.3 The yield obtainable in certain development scenarios is significantly 
impacted by restrictive height limits.  

6.4 Building and construction costs associated with mid and high rise 
development will be the same in the Montague Precinct as they are 
elsewhere including in locations where higher sales values, greater building 
height and more a more flexible product mix and parking ratios can be 
secured. 

6.5 Four level development outcomes are likely to be viable in locations where 
land can be secured at a low cost per square metre (ie as demonstrated in 
Scenarios 1A and 1B) or in locations where a high sales price for apartments 
can be realised (eg. Hawthorn, South Yarra, Richmond). In all but rare cases, 
four level development is likely to be dependent on the use of cost efficient 
methods of construction. Pursuing the least expensive development 
outcomes may not satisfy the design objectives outlined in the Interim 
Design Guidelines for the FBURA.      

6.6 Unless high prices for apartments can be secured, height becomes an 
important factor in producing a sufficient yield to offset higher construction 
costs for medium to high rise residential development.  
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APPENDIX A 

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO CALCULATIONS 

Notes:

1. Land value is based on the assumption that land is cleared of all improvements and remediated to 
provide for residential development. 

2. Any demolition, remediation costs and transaction costs inc stamp duty associated with preparing 
land for residential development should be subtracted from notional land value or the notional land 
value/sqm if required 
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SCENARIO 1A: 4 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (4 LEVEL BASIC) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 0 car parks 20       375,000           7,500,000  
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 0.5 car parks 30       500,000         15,000,000  
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 12       600,000           7,200,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 62   2,000          29,700,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 62 4,800 2,250 10,800,000 
Car park construction costs  21 30,000 630,000 
Ground floor entry and services   400 1,800 720,000 
Total construction costs   12,150,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 15% of construction costs               0.15  1,822,500 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  60,750 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  1,782,000 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  60,750 
Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  1,215,000 
Contingency (10% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  1,215,000 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  151,875 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  243,000 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  186,000 
Total additional costs   6,736,875 
      
Total costs before profit                18,886,875  
GST            1,888,688  
Total costs including GST          20,775,563  
      
Profit (20% of total cost inc GST)   0.2 4,155,113 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         24,930,675 
Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         4,769,325 
Interim land value/sqm                         2,385  
Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08                 381,546  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000             930,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                  3,457,779  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 1,729  
Residual land value per dwelling               55,771  
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SCENARIO 1B: 4 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (4 LEVEL UPGRADE) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 1 car park 0                 -                          -   
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 36       575,000         20,700,000  
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 19       675,000         12,825,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 55   2,000          33,525,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 55 4,800 2,250 10,800,000 
Car park construction costs  55 35,000 1,925,000 
Ground floor entry and services   400 1,800 720,000 
Total construction costs   13,445,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 15% of construction costs               0.15  2,016,750 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  67,225 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  2,011,500 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  67,225 

Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  1,344,500 
Contingency (10% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  1,344,500 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  168,063 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  268,900 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  165,000 
Total additional costs   7,453,663 
      
Total costs before profit                20,898,663  
GST            2,089,866  
Total costs including GST          22,988,529  
      
Profit (20% of total cost inc GST)   0.2 4,597,706 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         27,586,235 

Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         5,938,766 
Interim land value/sqm                         2,969  
Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08                 475,101  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000             825,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                  4,638,664  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 2,319  
Residual land value per dwelling               84,339  
            

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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SCENARIO 1C: 4 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (4 LEVEL SMALL CORNER LOT) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 1 car park 0                 -                          -   
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park                         -   
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 18       800,000         14,400,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 18   800          14,400,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 18 1,800 2,500 4,500,000 
Car park construction costs  18 30,000 540,000 
Ground floor entry and services   200 2,000 400,000 
Total construction costs   5,440,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 15% of construction costs               0.15  816,000 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  27,200 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  864,000 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  27,200 

Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  544,000 
Contingency (10% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  544,000 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  68,000 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  108,800 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  54,000 
Total additional costs   3,053,200 
      
Total costs before profit                  8,493,200  
GST               849,320  
Total costs including GST            9,342,520  
      
Profit (20% of total cost inc GST)   0.2 1,868,504 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         11,211,024 

Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         3,188,976 
Interim land value/sqm                         3,986  
Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08                 255,118  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000             270,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                  2,663,858  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 3,330  
Residual land value per dwelling             147,992  
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SCENARIO 2A: 8 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (8 LEVEL BASIC) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 0 car park 43       400,000         17,200,000  
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 0.5 car park 64       550,000         35,200,000  
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 26       650,000         16,900,000  
1,250m2 of retail/office at $250m2 and 
capitalised at 7%            4,460,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 133   3,000          73,760,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 133 12,000 2,500 30,000,000 
Retail/office construction costs   1,250 2,000 2,500,000 
Car park construction costs  71 35,000 2,485,000 
Ground floor entry and services   1,250 1,800 2,250,000 
Total construction costs   37,235,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 10% of construction costs               0.10  3,723,500 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  186,175 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  4,425,600 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  186,175 

Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  3,723,500 
Contingency (7.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  2,792,625 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  465,438 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  744,700 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  399,000 
Total additional costs   16,646,713 
      
Total costs before profit                53,881,713  
GST            5,388,171  
Total costs including GST          59,269,884  
      
Profit (15% of total cost inc GST)   0.15 8,890,483 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         68,160,366 

Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         5,599,634 
Interim land value/sqm                         1,867  
Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08                 447,971  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000          1,995,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                  3,156,663  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 1,052  
Residual land value per dwelling               23,734  
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SCENARIO 2B: 9 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (9 LEVEL UPGRADE) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 1 car park 34       440,000         14,960,000  
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 64       640,000         40,960,000  
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 2 car park 31       760,000         23,560,000  
1,000m2 of retail/office at $300m2/pa and 
capitalised at 7%            4,290,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 129   3,000          83,770,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 129 12,000 2,600 31,200,000 
Retail/office construction costs   1,000 2,000 2,000,000 
Car park construction costs  160 35,000 5,600,000 
Ground floor entry and services   1,250 1,800 2,250,000 
Total construction costs   41,050,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 10% of construction costs               0.10  4,105,000 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  205,250 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  5,026,200 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  205,250 
Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  4,105,000 
Contingency (7.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  3,078,750 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  513,125 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  821,000 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  387,000 
Total additional costs   18,446,575 
      
Total costs before profit                59,496,575  
GST            5,949,658  
Total costs including GST          65,446,233  
      
Profit (15% of total cost inc GST)   0.15 9,816,935 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         75,263,167 
Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         8,506,833 
Interim land value/sqm                         2,836  
Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08                 680,547  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000          1,935,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                  5,891,286  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 1,964  
Residual land value per dwelling               45,669  
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SCENARIO 3A: 18 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (18 LEVEL BASIC) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 0 car park 106       425,000         45,050,000  
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 0.5 car park 159       550,000         87,450,000  
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 64       675,000         43,200,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 329   3,000        175,700,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 329 30,000 2,700 81,000,000 
Car park construction costs  144 35,000 5,040,000 
Ground floor entry and services   2,300 1,800 4,140,000 
Total construction costs   90,180,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 7.5% of construction costs             0.075  6,763,500 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  450,900 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  10,542,000 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  450,900 
Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  9,018,000 
Contingency (7.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  6,763,500 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  1,127,250 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  1,803,600 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  987,000 
Total additional costs   37,906,650 
      
Total costs before profit              128,086,650  
GST          12,808,665  
Total costs including GST        140,895,315  
      
Profit (15% of total cost inc GST)   0.15 21,134,297 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         162,029,612 
Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         13,670,388 
Interim land value/sqm                         4,557  

Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08              1,093,631  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000          4,935,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                  7,641,757  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 2,547  
Residual land value per dwelling               23,227  
            

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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SCENARIO 3B: 20 LEVEL APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT (20 LEVEL UPGRADE) 

GROSS REALISATION (INC GST) Qty 
Sale Price (inc 

GST) Site Area   
Gross

realisation 
1 bedroom, 1 bathroom, 1 car park 43       440,000         18,920,000  
2 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1 car park 159       640,000       101,760,000  
3 bedroom, 2 bathroom, 1.2 car park 102       760,000         77,520,000  
1,000m2 of retail/office at $300m2 and 
capitalised at 7%            4,290,000  

Gross realisation of project (inc GST) 304   3,500        202,490,000  

DEVELOPMENT COSTS No. Unit cost 
Gross Floor 
Area (sqm) 

Construction rate 
per sqm ($) Total 

Dwelling construction costs 304 30,000 2,800 84,000,000 
Retail/office construction costs   1,000 2,000 2,000,000 
Car park construction costs  332 35,000 11,620,000 
Ground floor entry and services   1,500 1,800 2,700,000 
Total construction costs   100,320,000 
Additional Costs associated with 
development: 
Fees (Project Mgt, Architect, Planning 
etc) 7.5% of construction costs             0.075  7,524,000 
Council Charges (0.5% of total 
construction costs)             0.005  501,600 
Sales and Marketing (6% of gross 
realisation)               0.06  12,149,400 
Insurance (0.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.0  501,600 
Interest (Financing - assume 10% of total 
construction cost)                 0.1  10,032,000 
Contingency (7.5% of total construction 
costs)                 0.1  7,524,000 
Landscaping (1.25% of total construction 
costs)           0.0125  1,254,000 
Site works and drainage (2% of total 
construction cost)               0.02  2,006,400 
Legal ($3,000 per dwelling)          3,000.0  912,000 
Total additional costs   42,405,000 
      
Total costs before profit              142,725,000  
GST          14,272,500  
Total costs including GST        156,997,500  
      
Profit (15% of total cost inc GST)   0.15 23,549,625 
TOTAL COST (Including profit, 
excluding land)         180,547,125 
Interim land value (before POS 
contribution and DCP)         21,942,875 
Interim land value/sqm                         6,269  
Less 8% Public Open Space contribution 0.08              1,755,430  

Less nominal figure for DCP (at an 
average of $15,000 per dwelling) 15,000          4,560,000  

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE                15,627,445  
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE/sqm                 4,465  

Residual land value per dwelling                  51,406.07  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The Property Council welcomes the opportunity to engage with Places Victoria in relation to the 
Draft Vision and Interim Guidelines documents for Fishermans Bend. 

Our submission contains a summary of our key concerns as well as a series of recommendations 
which we believe will facilitate the success of the project as well as achieve higher levels of industry 
investment and growth. 

Our recommendations are based around:  

 The ten strategic directions in the Draft Vision, 
 The Draft Guidelines and 
 General commentary from our membership. 

We look forward to working with the Government to achieve these outcomes together.  

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Property Council of Australia is the largest and most influential advocacy organisation in the 
property sector. We have 2,200 member companies that represent property assets worth over $600 
billion. Approximately 500 of these members are part of the Victorian Division.   

Members of the Property Council represent the entire property investment cycle: finance, design, 
development, property maintenance and the services that underpin the sector. 

The property sector is a critical part of the Victorian economy being is responsible for producing 
$36.9 billion worth of GSP, employing 312,000 people and generating 39.5 per cent of total state tax 
revenue each year. 

The Property Council has consistently advocated for the Victorian Government to have a holistic long 
term plan that accommodates Victoria’s future growth. The Fishermans Bend renewal area provides 
additional space for Metropolitan Melbourne to grow in capacity, for both employment and 
residential developments. 

The Property Council is committed to achieving a better growth management system for Victoria by 
implementing strategies which encourage development and stimulate the economy. We look 
forward to working with the Government in achieving that aim.   

We have also attached the Property Council’s previous submission with respect to Fishermans Bend 
for your information. 

 

 

Jennifer Cunich  
Executive Director, Victoria Division 
Property Council of Australia  
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More flexible and easy to follow guidelines 
The Property Council agrees that there is a need for Design Guidelines to ensure a high quality and 
appropriate form of development within the Fishermans Bend area.  The Design Guidelines fail to 
meet the balance between government guidance and market forces. At times, the guidelines seem 
overly prescriptive or proscriptive and at other times, silent on salient issues.  

We believe that if there is demand in the market, developers should be allowed to create supply to 
meet it rather than adhering to restrictive policy. It is not for the Government to create an artificial 
economy on the land and to inflate prices in the area. Additionally, to achieve the economies of 
scale discussed in the documents, considerable site consolidation will be necessary.  

A finer grain could be realised on larger sites through good design and the integration of heritage 
buildings within larger landholdings, however, site consolidation in general should be left to market 
forces and not dictated by the Guidelines. 

Recommendation 1 
That the State Government revise the Interim Design Guidelines to achieve/reflect the objectives 
of the document and to allow for design and innovation in the area. 

Introducing an employment strategy 
The Draft Vision provides that Fishermans Bend will accommodate up to 40,000 new jobs over the 
next 30 to 50 years. The Property Council welcomes additional employment opportunities and 
commends the State Government’s pursuit of employment creation. What is lacking within the 
document however, are details to give the propositions substance.  

The Property Council believes there needs to be a strategy that clearly sets out employment 
objectives for the area and identifies key goals for attracting employment.  Without a focussed 
economic development effort, we fear that the precinct will fail to meet its employment objectives. 

Recommendation 2 
That the State Government develop an employment strategy that outlines employment creation 
objectives including strategies for attracting employment and investment to the precinct. 

Attracting employment via clustering 
The Fishermans Bend precinct is not a location that is ‘naturally attractive’ to major employment 
uses, especially commercial and office uses.  Creative 21st century jobs require diverse, interesting, 
well serviced, high amenity and highly accessible locations.  21st century jobs also benefit from 
proximity and clustering with similar businesses to allow business synergies to be established and by 
forming alliances with research and development organisations and institutions. Consequently, 
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clustering of an industry should be encouraged in the area. Few of these characteristics exist at 
Fishermans Bend at present.   

Melbourne’s Sporting and Biomedical Precincts have both managed to achieved this clustering 
effect. Through research, the Government needs to ascertain what originally attracted these 
businesses to these areas and attempt to replicate it.  

Recommendation 3 
That the State Government research the potential clustering of similar industries and develop a 
strategy for enticing them to the area. 

Precinct wide sustainability initiatives 
This urban renewal precinct offers an ideal opportunity for precinct wide: 

 Integrated water management practices,  
 Automated waste collection systems, and 
 Installation of Co-gen and Tri-gen systems. 

Unfortunately, the documents make little to no mention of these initiatives which could turn this 
urban renewal area into a global leader in sustainability and demonstrate world class urban renewal 
best practices. These practices have successfully been implemented in urban renewal areas overseas 
and their suitability should be considered for the precinct. 

Recommendation 4 
That the State Government research the viability of precinct wide sustainability initiatives in 
Fishermans Bend. 

Sustainable stakeholder partnerships 
The Fishermans Bend area provides an excellent opportunity to pursue new standards of sustainable 
urban form, transport and building development.  However, an effective and fair partnership 
approach is required between Government and the development industry to ensure that the 
sustainability outcomes sought are consistent with market demand and with the commercial 
realities of development decisions. 

The Property Council wishes to emphasise the importance of sustainable practices to a point. When 
sustainable initiatives become liabilities or where their benefit is far outweighed by the cost, they 
become detrimental to development and investment. 

When this occurs, land holdings are not developed and interest in the area becomes stagnant. 
Therefore, it is important that any provisions with respect to sustainability are analysed in terms of 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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their cost. This analysis needs to be thorough and examine all possible consequences if it is 
determined that they are not yet financially viable, they should not be implemented. 

Recommendation 5 
That the State Government and developers form a partnership with respect to the precinct’s 
future sustainability provisions. 

Recommendation 6 
That the State Government conduct analysis on the cost implications of any sustainability 
standard before it is implemented. 

Addressing environmental constraints 
The Property Council is concerned that the area’s environmental challenges are significant 
‘unquantified constraints’ hindering the realisation of many elements of the Vision.  These 
challenges involve land contamination and geotechnical constraints posed by past industrial use of 
the land and by soil types throughout the area. 

This soil and ground water contamination will affect and dictate what kind of development can take 
place and where in the precinct depending on the extent of the contamination. This is an 
opportunity for the Government to work with the EPA to enhance the remediation process and 
streamline regulations to make them more efficient and effective.  

Despite the fact that flooding is an important consideration for what is low lying land close to both 
the Bay and the Yarra River, there are no guidelines dealing with this risk in the documents. Area-
wide design solutions need to be outlined and implemented within the Guidelines to address this 
challenge.  

Further, the State Government needs to identify what can and cannot be achieved in the precinct via 
feasibilities and forecasting. 

Recommendation 7 
That the State Government conduct feasibility studies and analyse the impacts on development 
due to soil contamination. 

Recommendation 8 
That the State Government implement guidelines which consider the impact of flooding on 
Fishermans Bend. 
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Cost projections for remediation 
The cost of remediation must be assessed by the State Government to inform investment in the 
area. Currently, the cost of the contamination to the developer is unknown, thus, this unknown 
represents a financial risk to invest in the precinct.  

By calculating these costs, it makes the price of development easy to calculate and increases 
transparency with respect to developer contributions in the area. This decreases the risk of investing 
in Fishermans Bend and makes investment increasingly attractive to potential stakeholders, in 
particular, those who are more conservative or risk averse.  

Recommendation 9 
That the State Government undertake cost forecasts for the remediation of contaminated land in 
Fishermans Bend. 

Incentives for remediation innovation 
The Property Council believes that if the private sector has to bear the investment risk of 
remediating heavily contaminated land, they should be incentivised to do so. This will help expedite 
investment in the precinct. 

Incentives could include accelerated project approval or a discounted DCP. Similarly, if they are 
willing to remediate more land than their property, for example, a city block, in cooperation with 
developers, then increased incentives on a sliding scale should be considered. 

Recommendation 10 
That the State Government incentivise the private sector to remediate contaminated land in the 
precinct. 

Providing infrastructure 
The Property Council does not believe that Metro Rail will be implemented in the Fishermans Bend 
precinct due to the low densities planned. We also do not believe it would be an effective use of 
government funds given the alternatives available e.g. trams.  

As the precinct develops, interim strategies need to be put in place so that residents and visitors to 
the area have access to public transport. Without public transport, it will be difficult to encourage 
residents to move to a predominantly pedestrian community with limited public and private car 
spaces without creating pressure on surrounding suburbs.  

New bus routes through the area or extended tram routes are more cost effective options for the 
precinct which can be implemented as needed. They should be considered as a priority. 

9 
 

Recommendation 11 
That the State Government provide interim public transport solutions for Fishermans Bend. 

Recommendation 12 
That the State Government increase density in Fishermans Bend or remove Metro Rail from the 
plans. 

Sequencing development 
As with any large precinct, sequencing of neighbourhoods and their development is necessary to 
prioritise where and when infrastructure and services are provided. The status quo of allowing all 
neighbourhoods to develop simultaneously will strain resources as the State Government will be 
required to provide public transport to a large area which may not be of sufficient density.  

The Property Council suggests the State Government strategically sequence the development of 
Fishermans Bend starting with the peripheral suburbs/neighbourhoods like Montague and Lorimer 
as they can take advantage of existing services and facilities in established, surrounding areas.   

When required, the interim public transport strategy and other facilities should correlate and 
complement the sequencing of development. This ensures that residents have timely access to 
adequate services while not wasting revenue on superfluous expenditure. 

Recommendation 13 
That the State Government sequence the development of Fishermans Bend’s proposed 
suburbs/neighbourhoods. 

Sequencing triggers 
The State Government needs to determine at what point they will provide services and 
infrastructure and when they will be required. The Property Council suggests that triggers should be 
created within the development sequencing which are formulated to indicate when provision is 
necessary. These triggers should be directly linked to the density in the area. They should correlate 
with the sequencing of development and direct government when stages of the interim transport 
solutions need to be implemented. 

Recommendation 14 
That the State Government create strategic milestones which will trigger a required further 
investment in infrastructure, services and facilities. 
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Funding Fishermans Bend 
The Property Council does not consider it the responsibility of the private sector to fund economic 
infrastructure through a DCP type arrangement when the State Government stands to benefit from 
its implementation and has not exhausted all available options for revenue. 

Currently, the State Government and many councils are part or full owners of a number of 
infrastructure, building and land assets which do not need to be held in public hands or in their 
present locations. These could be sold or leased to the private sector to fund infrastructure for the 
Fishermans Bend precinct. 

The Port of Melbourne, Victoria’s share of the Snowy Mountain Hydro Scheme, vacated school and 
other education sites, public buildings in prime locations and tracts of vacant land in and around 
Melbourne are all examples of assets which could be transferred to the private sector through either 
ownership or a long term lease operation. 

We believe public assets should only be held by government when it is evident that the public 
interest cannot be successfully served by the private sector.  Before further charges are imposed on 
investment or a DCP framework is developed, these and other sources of revenue raising should be 
investigated for funding economic infrastructure. 

Recommendation 15 
That the State Government conduct an audit of public buildings, vacant land  and state-wide local 
government assets which are not of long term strategic value to the broader community. 

Recommendation 16 
That the State Government, City of Port Phillip and City of Melbourne sell or lease public assets to 
fund required infrastructure and services in Fishermans Bend before imposing new taxes on 
developers. 

Local Council Service Delivery 
The Property Council supports service delivery reform in Local Government and believes that it 
would save superfluous spending at a local level.  

The Property Council is of the view local councils do not need to spend money replicating services in 
each council district. Currently, unnecessary and scarce funds are being spent on local governments 
inefficiently on customising services in each municipality e.g. ticket inspectors. Put simply, it is not 
necessary for each council to have different parking inspectors doing the same job, in a different 
uniform, reporting to a different manager. This is not good business practice. 

If the State Government was able to make these operations more efficient by amalgamating and 
stream lining processes, they would save significant costs state-wide.  

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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By taking advantage of synergies between councils, costs could be significantly reduced thereby 
allowing for funding of initiatives in the Fishermans Bend precinct and other council enterprises.  

Recommendation 17 
That the State Government review, streamline and reform the Local Council’s service delivery to 
fund Fishermans Bend and other enterprises. 

Funding models 
The Property Council has come to understand that public funds have not been allocated to provide 
public services in the area and are concerned as to who is expected to fund the documents’ 
propositions. 

It is not appropriate for investors to be expected to fund public services in the area just because they 
are viewed as being able to afford it. In the end, these costs are passed onto the consumer, thereby 
undermining housing affordability. If mishandled, increased taxes could also act as a major 
disincentive to invest. Funding models need to be devised with industry and private sector 
consultation and accessible to the public.  

Recommendation 18 
That the State Government consult the private sector if it chooses to devise funding models for 
the precinct. 

Planning and frameworks 
The Property Council recommends that planning be expedited and frameworks be applied with 
flexibility to ensure that the Fishermans Bend Vision is successfully established. 

While it is important for planning to be executed properly, the current approval process is viewed as 
arduous and drawn out. The current, positive media exposure on the Vision has increased public 
awareness and given the area momentum. This assists in attracting investors, stakeholders, future 
residents and visitors.  

This momentum, however, is lost in the bureaucracy, approvals and stringent application of 
frameworks. To take full advantage of the current interest in the area, planning needs to be 
accelerated and frameworks need to be applied less rigidly. This will provide added incentive and 
attract investors and developers to the area. 

Recommendation 19 
That the State Government and Local Government commit to expediting planning and apply 
flexibility to frameworks. 
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Affordable housing 
Affordable housing is one of the ideals espoused in both The Draft Vision and Interim Guidelines 
however there are no provisions for it in either document. In order for developers to incorporate 
housing that is affordable, the Government will need to ensure maximum flexibility for the 
development industry.  

Currently there is an undersupply of affordable housing in Victoria due to taxes and compliance 
costs which are ultimately passed onto the consumer. By introducing more flexibility in guidelines 
and not over regulating development, developers will be able to produce a less expensive product 
for the consumer.  

The Property Council support population targets however we do not support affordable housing 
targets. In our view, targets are not the solution as the associated cost of this will be passed on to 
other residents via an inflated purchase price or through the business costs of more complicated 
design requirements. 

The cost of living in the area is also an issue. The Government needs to ensure that they do not 
introduce guidelines which increase the running costs of buildings or the living costs in the area. 

This trend of unaffordability will be mirrored in the area unless the Government provide less rigid 
guidelines and allows for innovation in the provision of affordable housing. 

Recommendation 20  
That the State Government introduce more flexibility in the design guidelines for the provision of 
affordable housing. 

Creating a strategic plan for use and activity mixes 
A vibrant mix of uses and activities is essential to any urban renewal area and increases amenity for 
both residents and visitors to the area.  There is however, little in the Draft Vision to explain how this 
will occur.  

In light of the fact that the documents are intended to provide facilities for a resident population of 
80,000 and a workforce of 40,000, the considerable demand and pressure this will create for new 
education, social, health and medical, recreation and other community facilities is not addressed in 
the documents. 

The Property Council believes that a strategy needs to be in place to ensure that a mix of uses and 
vibrant character is attracted to Fishermans Bend. This could be achieved via targets for State 
Government to achieve or initiatives to entice a variety of uses to the area. 
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Recommendation 21 
That the State Government plan for how a vibrant mix of uses will occur and create initiatives to 
encourage them. 

Communication of vision for neighbourhood character 
Given the size of the Fishermans Bend precinct, the Property Council sees the creation of distinctive 
neighbourhoods as a fundamental element of the Vision and essential to the liveability of the area.   

The documents refer to “detailed precinct planning” yet the planning controls and guidelines are 
given for the entire urban renewal area and no distinction is made between 
suburbs/neighbourhoods. From the document, there is no discernable difference between each of 
the precincts nor any indication as to how one is at all unique from any other. This needs to be 
rectified. 

Recommendation 22 
That the State Government provide further modelling and communication with respect to their 
vision for each of the suburbs/ neighbourhoods. 

Distinctive neighbourhood planning 
Each of the neighbourhoods needs to be given an independent set of design guidelines which reflect 
their character, diversity and distinctiveness.  Currently, there is no character assigned to any of the 
neighbourhoods or any differentiation in either the draft vision or, more pertinently, the design 
guidelines.  

The lack of detail in the documents undermines the potential for investment in the precinct. Not 
only does it leave investors guessing when infrastructure like the Yarra River Bridge will be provided, 
it also means they are unable to make informed decisions about where and when to develop. 

The preparation of a strategic framework plan and other documents with respect to the area would 
benefit from the involvement of key stakeholders from the property industry. This will resolve the 
abovementioned matters and ensure the new frameworks are viable for investors and developers. 

Recommendation 23 
That the State Government create a detailed plan for each of the precincts with unique planning 
controls and guidelines prepared with involvement from key stakeholders from the private sector. 

Planned precinct demographics 
The Property Council does not believe that Fishermans Bend needs to be solely a family oriented 
precinct to be successful. The land in the precinct is highly developable due to its location. 
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Moreover, there are other target demographics that could benefit from living in close proximity to 
the CBD which are not already accommodated for in established suburbs.  

Fishermans Bend is unique being 250 hectares of land located less than 3km from the CBD. In light of 
the fact that CBD land produces the most tax per square meter, it would be far more financially 
prudent to implement uses of the same genus in Fishermans Bend e.g. commercial, retail and 
apartment living. This would create additional tax revenue for both state and local governments to 
address Victoria’s pressing infrastructure backlog and growing services burden. 

Recommendation 24 
That the State Government allow market forces to dictate the demographics of Fishermans Bend. 

Building height limits 
The proposed height limits are unclear. Street names and the hierarchy of roads are required in the 
documents’ diagrams to better define the boundaries of the different proposed height limits.  

The management of the different edges and interfaces of the different height limits also needs to be 
reviewed. An example of this is the many designated towers adjacent to buildings with a four or 
eight storey maximum heights. This interface variation is seen prolifically in the Sandridge and 
Montague areas. 

Not only does this have planning implications, it can also cause overshadowing due to the height 
discrepancy. Consequently, minimum height restrictions should replace the maximum height 
restrictions to ensure that any variation is chosen by the developer and not enforced by stipulation.  

Recommendation 25 
That the State Government review the variation in building heights across the whole precinct and 
set a minimum height restriction for each Fishermans Bend suburb/neighbourhood. 

Density 
The Property Council regards Fishermans Bend as an opportunity for new, high density residential 
and commercial development in close proximity to the CBD.  

There is a demand for high density, inner city living, particularly for young professionals who work in 
the CBD however with the Docklands and Southbank already sold off and much of it strata titled, 
there is a declining supply of land to build this kind of accommodation. Fishermans Bend presents 
the opportunity to bring new supply to market. 

Recommendation 26 
That the State Government increase precinct wide density in Fishermans Bend. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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Traffic issues 
Currently, Fishermans Bend is an industrial precinct and acts as an important thoroughfare between 
the Port of Melbourne and the freeway network. While the documents discuss preserving existing 
uses in the area, there is no discussion as to how truck movements through the area generated by 
existing non-residential activities in proximity to Fishermans Bend will be accommodated. 

A strategy needs to be developed to ensure that traffic flow and access to the Port of Melbourne is 
not affected by the development in the area. 

Recommendation 27 
That the State Government develop a strategy accommodating existing truck movements in 
Fishermans Bend. 

Strong partnerships and effective governance 
Currently, two local governments have interests across the precinct. This, combined with Victorian 
Government’s interests, will inevitably lead to conflict and inconsistency in planning and tax 
standards. 

Strong and unified governance will be required to realise the vision presented in the documents and 
will not be achieved through the abovementioned framework. One minister, authority, council and 
framework ensures consistency and cohesion across the entire precinct. 

Recommendation 28 
That the State Government appoint a single minister for overarching governance of the precinct. 

Recommendation 29 
That the State Government appoint a single authority to oversee all development. 

Recommendation 30 
That the State Government amend council boundaries so that a single council is responsible for 
the Fishermans Bend precinct over the long term. 

Recommendation 31 
That the State Government develop an overall strategic framework for the whole area. 

More uses in Fishermans Bend 
There is currently a growing demand for tourism accommodation in Melbourne. Being so close to 
the CBD and other tourist attractions, Fishermans Bend is an appropriate location for more tourist 



Fishermans Bend - Final Report - Key Supporting Documents

16 
 

accommodation to be built. The document does not, however, make provision for any 
accommodation despite growing demand. 

There is also an omission of acknowledging other facilities and services which may benefit from 
being located so close to the CBD. There needs to be a broader and more detailed discussion of 
other uses that this urban renewal area could accommodate beyond offices and apartments. 

Recommendation 32 
That the State Government consider other uses which are in demand in Metropolitan Melbourne 
and could benefit from proximity to the CBD. 
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1. AN AGREED VISION 

Establish an agreed vision for Fishermans Bend upfront. 

It is important that a vision for the design and use of Fishermans Bend be laid out immediately. 
This vision should be developed in conjunction with the community, public and private stakeholders 
and the investors who will make the Fishermans Bend precinct a reality.  The Victorian Government 
must, as a part of this process, reassess current government landholdings in Fishermans Bend to 
ensure its use is appropriate in the context of the new Central City Zone. 

 

2. GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS 

The governance arrangements for Fishermans Bend must be clear from the outset. 

Clear governance arrangements will be critical to the success of Fishermans Bend.  Currently, two 
local governments have interests across the precinct. This, combined with Victorian Government’s 
interests, will inevitably lead to conflict and inconsistency.   

The governance operation of the entire Fishermans Bend precinct should instead be based on the 
following framework: 

 A single minister to be responsible for overarching governance. 

A single minister reporting to Cabinet should be responsible for the overall governance of 
Fishermans Bend.  This minister should have the support of other relevant ministers and their 
departments which will be coordinated through an established development authority. 

 A single approval authority to oversee all development. 

This authority should be responsible for development assessment and approval.  It should be 
governed by a board and report to only one minister.  This authority should be funded out of 
consolidated revenue and should not have its own revenue raising capability.  It must have the 
appropriate amount of authority to effectively coordinate relevant government stakeholders, 
authorities and utilities rather than only having planning powers. 

 A single council to be responsible for the entire precinct.   

As Fishermans Bend is proposed to be covered by the Capital City Zone, Melbourne City Council 
should have local authority over Fishermans Bend.  This will only be effective if municipal 
boundaries are redrawn. 

 

3. A COMPREHENSIVE SITE AUDIT 

Audit the existing development context of the Fishermans Bend precinct, determine the 
overall potential of the area and make this information publicly available. 

A comprehensive audit is required to understand the overall status of the Fishermans Bend 
precinct.  This audit should cover factors such as: 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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 Land ownership – public, private, other; 

 Existing hard infrastructure such as the road network, the street structure and public transport 
services; 

 Status of the power grid, water and sewerage facilities and the capacity of this infrastructure to 
service a growing population over time; 

 Existing community infrastructure such as schools, community facilities and open space; 

 Existing industries and jobs currently in operation at Fishermans Bend and the economic 
potential of Fishermans Bend as a future employment precinct; 

 Soil quality and use; and 

 Existing and forecast demographics. 

 

4. STAGED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Outline publicly, a logical staging process for the development of Fishermans Bend. 

A clear development plan for Fishermans Bend should outline the development stages to ensure 
existing and planned infrastructure assets are used efficiently.  The development plan must 
respond to the size of the precinct, acknowledge it cannot be developed all at once, and consider 
the flow-on effect of rezoning on land values, land supply and market drivers.  

 

5. INVESTMENT FACILITATOR 

Set up a one-stop-shop for Fishermans Bend to attract and facilitate public and private 
investment. 

The Victorian Government should adopt a ‘shop-front’ approach to attracting investment into 
Fishermans Bend.  A one-stop-shop for information and engagement must be established up front 
so that stakeholders and investors are able to access information and engage with government in 
an efficient and informed manner.  Full integration with the Fishermans Bend governance structure 
is essential. 

 

6. TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE  

Develop a transport plan for the Fishermans Bend precinct. 

Hard infrastructure needs to be planned for at a precinct level.  This will be crucial to the success of 
Fishermans Bend, its integration with Melbourne and its future community.  A transport plan must:  

 Outline the public transport required to service Fishermans Bend including light rail, bus 
networks and other potential forms of public transport such as ferries; 
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 Prioritise major transport initiatives; 

 Clearly outline how public transport in Fishermans Bend will link into Melbourne’s existing public 
transport network;  

 Reflect the practical uses available in Fishermans Bend (for example, can underground car 
parking be built due to soil composition?); and 

 Be aligned to the staged development plan so that transport infrastructure is delivered as and 
when the Fishermans Bend precinct evolves. 

 

7. TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Develop a traffic management plan which is aligned to the transport plan. 

Fishermans Bend currently services a major truck route and its existing traffic flows are mostly 
geared toward servicing the precinct’s existing industrial uses.  A traffic management plan will be 
crucial to managing the changing and varied traffic flow as the precinct evolves.  It is vital that this 
plan be aligned to the transport plan so that public and private transportation is fully integrated 
inside Fishermans Bend and through its links with Melbourne. 

 

8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE  

Start planning for community infrastructure needs up front. 

Community infrastructure such as schools, child care, sporting facilities, street lights and policing 
requirements are vital to the life of a community.  Population projections and other forecasts 
should form the basis of government planning so that community infrastructure is delivered as and 
when the community grows.  The Victorian Government must establish clear development rules for 
the provision of future community infrastructure based on population trigger points. 

 

9. FUNDING INFRASTRUCTURE 

Determine upfront how all infrastructure will be paid for in Fishermans Bend.   

Explore alternative funding mechanisms for infrastructure in Fishermans Bend which could include 
a special purpose levy, a bond regime or a public private partnership model.  The Victorian 
Government must establish a fixed and equitable infrastructure funding mechanism which provides 
certainty to the property industry and does not undermine housing affordability objectives and 
private investment opportunities. 
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10. OPEN SPACE STRATEGY 

Develop a public strategy up front for the provision of open space across the entire 
Fishermans Bend precinct. 

Determine how much public open space is required across the entire Fishermans Bend precinct.  
Lock open space requirements across the precinct for a ten year period to provide certainty and 
equity across the entire development setting. 

 

11. HERITAGE AND CULTURAL HERITAGE 

Establish the heritage value and cultural heritage considerations in the Fishermans Bend 
precinct as it currently exists and lock it in time. 

Heritage values and cultural heritage considerations must be established up front and locked in 
time so that once the audit is complete, it cannot be extended further.  This is the only way to 
provide certainty to the community and to the development industry on heritage matters in 
Fishermans Bend. 

 

12. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Determine the environmental considerations in Fishermans Bend so that they are known 
up front. 

Environmental considerations such as soil contamination, the extent of remediation activities 
required, and the costs involved must be outlined up front as part of the Victorian Government’s 
audit across Fishermans Bend.  The Victorian Government must define its position on the following: 

 Where the Government’s responsibilities start and end with regard to land remediation; 

 If the Government will assume responsibility for land remediation;  

 If the Government will subsidise remediation activities undertaken by private organisations; 
and 

 How environmental waste will be managed as the Fishermans Bend precinct evolves. 

 

13. RELOCATION STRATEGY FOR EXISTING INDUSTRIES 

Develop an action plan for the existing industries and land uses in Fishermans Bend. 

The Victorian Government must develop a transparent action plan for either relocating or 
compensating the existing land users in the Fishermans Bend precinct.  These existing uses include 
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business, industrial and even the freight and logistics route that runs through the middle of 
Fishermans Bend. 

 

14. PRECINCT SCALE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS 

Ensure the entire Fishermans Bend precinct is compatible for precinct-scale 
environmental solutions prior to redevelopment in order to avoid modern technology 
lying idle.  

The Victorian Government must invest in precinct-wide solutions for heating, cooling, energy, 
water and waste infrastructure systems upfront. In addition, an easy and cost effective process for 
the private sector to invest in these environmental technologies must be established. 

 

15. AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Provide affordable and diverse housing choice at Fishermans Bend. 

Innovative methods for providing affordable and diverse housing choices should be implemented at 
Fishermans Bend.  Places Victoria has achieved great success with the National Rental Affordability 
Scheme as demonstrated by The Nicholson project.  Fishermans Bend must be considered as a 
prime development site for similar projects. 

 

16. HEIGHT LIMITS 

Fishermans Bend has been identified for major urban renewal and as such, minimum 
height limits should be imposed across the precinct. 

Appropriate minimum height limits should be enforced across the Fishermans Bend precinct so as 
to ensure the highest and best uses are achieved within Melbourne’s biggest urban renewal 
development setting.  Minimum height limits should be closely tied to the staged development plan 
so as to achieve the best development outcomes closer to Melbourne’s CBD. 

3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%

Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area - Community Engagement - Report 
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Housing Industry Association submission 
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3 ANNEXURE M0-A M0-B M0-C M0-D M1-A M2-B M3-C M4-D
PRECINCT Montague
SITE M0 M0 M0 M0 M1 M2 M3 M4
BUILDING TYPE A B C D A B C D

4 NET REALISATION
4.1 Net Realisation (Incl DCP) M1 M2 M3 M4

Profit Margin % 20.5% 18.4% 29.9% 24.6% #N/A 20.1% 15.4% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,388,155 $4,362,825 $14,559,670 $20,813,178 #N/A $1,070,717 $4,935,902 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,388 $4,363 $14,560 $20,813 #N/A $4,900 $6,661 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 6.9 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.2 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Back)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,652,362 $23,718,209 $48,622,656 $84,490,698 #N/A $5,312,473 $32,009,068 #N/A

Profit Margin % 20.6% 18.5% 30.1% 24.8% #N/A 20.3% 15.6% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,405,423 $4,397,361 $14,637,378 $20,942,691 #N/A $1,078,063 $4,994,669 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,405 $4,397 $14,637 $20,943 #N/A $4,934 $6,740 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.8 1.5 4.9 7.0 #N/A 1.6 2.2 #N/A

4.3 Net Realisation (Excl DCP - Pass Forward)
Total Development Costs (Before Financing) $10,788,110 $21,973,038 $44,887,211 $78,125,779 #N/A $4,930,493 $29,376,073 #N/A
Cost of Funds $453,101 $922,868 $1,885,263 $3,281,283 #N/A $207,081 $1,233,795 #N/A
Total Development Costs (After Financing) $11,241,210 $22,895,906 $46,772,474 $81,407,061 #N/A $5,137,573 $30,609,868 #N/A

Profit Margin % 25.1% 22.8% 35.3% 29.5% #N/A 24.4% 20.9% #N/A
Profit Margin $ $2,816,575 $5,219,664 $16,487,559 $24,026,327 #N/A $1,252,963 $6,393,869 #N/A
Rate per sqm $2,817 $5,220 $16,488 $24,026 #N/A $5,734 $8,629 #N/A
Share of Land Value 0.9 1.7 5.5 8.0 #N/A 1.9 2.9 #N/A

Works in Lieu of DCP (Affordable Housing) $411,152 $822,303 $1,850,182 $3,083,636 $0 $174,900 $1,399,200 $0
Capitalised Value of Affordable Housing $5,482,020 $10,964,040 $24,669,091 $41,115,152 $0 $2,332,000 $18,656,000 $0

4.6% 4.4% 5.4% 4.9% #N/A 4.3% 5.5% #N/A

5 SENSITIVITY
Decontamination $0
Footing $0

M0
A F1 F2 F3

20.5% $7,250 $10,150 $13,050
C1 $100 17.99% 17.54% 17.08%
C2 $300 15.51% 15.07% 14.63%
C3 $600 11.97% 11.56% 11.15%

B F1 F2 F3
18.4% $12,375 $17,325 $22,275

C1 $100 16.76% 16.38% 16.00%
C2 $300 15.53% 15.16% 14.79%
C3 $600 13.74% 13.37% 13.01%

C F1 F2 F3
29.9% $32,500 $45,500 $58,500

C1 $100 28.19% 27.65% 27.12%
C2 $300 27.53% 26.99% 26.46%
C3 $600 26.55% 26.02% 25.50%

D F1 F2 F3
24.6% $57,500 $80,500 $103,500

C1 $100 23.07% 22.54% 22.02%
C2 $300 22.70% 22.18% 21.66%
C3 $600 22.16% 21.64% 21.12%
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