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1.0 Introduction
The St Kilda harbour site is a unique asset with potential for improvements to serve
the local and wider community. The harbour has been associated with marine and
recreational activities since the construction of the first pier in the 1850s.
Parks Victoria, the Department of Sustainability and Environment and the City of Port
Phillip have prepared a concept plan for redevelopment of the St Kilda Harbour
precinct. Parks Victoria is inviting comments on the plan until 26 September. The plan
can be viewed at http://www.parkweb.vic.gov.au or at the Martin Foley’s office in
Clarendon St or the Parks Victoria office, 31-35 Albert Road Drive South. Comments
on the plan can be submitted to the email address stkildaharbour@parks.vic.gov.au or
mailed to St Kilda Harbour Concept Plan PO Box 768 South Melbourne 3205.
2.0 Unchain St Kilda
Unchain St Kilda is a loose coalition of people who live, work and visit St Kilda. It is
an incorporated body. Originally we were brought together by our concerns about the
proposed development on the St Kilda Triangle Crown land. (For further information
see www.unchainstkilda.org). We are also interested in an array of matters arising in
Port Phillip including good corporate governance, appropriate development,
protection of the environment and Council financial responsibility. The St Kilda
Harbour proposal falls squarely within our areas of interest.
UnChain St Kilda was given a presentation on the concept plan for St Kilda harbour
on Monday 18th August. As the largest community action group in the City of Port
Phillip, we appreciate being given the opportunity to understand and comment on
what is being proposed. We support all efforts to improve St Kilda and have therefore
carefully studied the report prepared by Landscape Architects Jackson Clement
Burrows. After discussions with other concerned parties, we put forward the
following submission for consideration.

3.0 The Earlier Harbour Proposals
In the past 40 years, numerous schemes have been proposed for the development of
the St Kilda harbour by various authorities. None were implemented because of
unresolved technical and environmental questions, doubts about financial viability
and concerns that there were significant amenity issues for the general public.
In 1970 the St Kilda City Council proposed a development of the foreshore called the
St Kilda Foreshore Action Plan. Much of the development was to be on reclaimed
land protected by artificial beaches. The Ports and Harbours Division of the Public
Works Department conducted studies into the Action Plan and various alternatives.
This produced significant information on wave protection measures and the impact of
developments on sea currents and beach erosion.

3

In 1986 an interdepartmental steering committee, led by the Council, proposed a $33
million redevelopment. This envisaged reclamation of 10 hectares of land and
construction of a 1010 berth marina with limited public access. It also involved a
Harbour Village including sail-makers, chandlery, an electronics store, a bookshop,
offices, coffee shops, a motel and a 1180-space car park on prime foreshore land. The
proposal drew widespread community criticism as an overdevelopment of the area
and as an environmental disaster. In particular this was the first time that the existence
of the St Kilda penguin colony was disclosed to the public by environmentalists
concerned about the impact of the proposal on the St Kilda penguins. Community
pressure forced the government to require an Environment Effects Statement and a
public inquiry. In 1987 the inquiry reported that further work was required on
environmental aspects including the protection of the penguin colony and avoidance
of water pollution during construction and operation. The inquiry also reported that
further work was required on land tenure arrangements, economic and financial
viability and physical design alternatives.
Following the Environmental Inquiry, tenders were called for a preferred developer.
The project had by this time grown to a $92 million redevelopment. By 1989 the
proposed project bore little resemblance to that originally put forward by Council.
The emphasis had moved from the harbour to an exploitation of the reclaimed land,
particularly an Underwater World complex. By 1989 the majority on Council had
changed and was unenthusiastic about a major commercial development on the
foreshore. The economic environment had also changed. The increasing interest rates
of the late 1980s had a catastrophic effect on the viability of the project and in 1989
the preferred developer abandoned the project.
Subsequently the Royal Melbourne Yacht Squadron put forward various propositions
on the theme of a hardstand, like that of Brighton, built on the bend of the existing
breakwater. Though this circumvented the problems involved with substantial land
reclamations, the proposals were myopic and doomed to failure. There were no
benefits for the general community, there was no consideration of the value of the St
Kilda penguin colony and there was no significant consideration of the interests of the
non-RMYS boat users of the harbour.
The current proposal appears significantly superior to these earlier schemes. It
appears to have learned lessons from previous failures. It should be able to build on
the work of previous studies with updated data, analytical techniques and values.
Hopefully there will be a win-win-win solution with significant net benefits for the
public, the environment and the boating community.
4.0 The Victorian Coastal Strategy 2002
The Victorian Coastal Strategy 2002 identifies Melbourne as a State Marine Precinct
and St Kilda Harbour as one facility that contributes to the overall function of the
precinct. The study stated that such a precinct will normally contain a range of
facilities from local to international importance. Current Harbour facilities are in poor
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repair and due for replacement. The expected lifespan of St Kilda Pier is fifteen years
from 2001. Installation of modern wave attenuators would improve facilities for boats
while maintaining ecological processes. These wave attenuators are key features in
developing a safe harbour, as they substantially reduce wave activity and height,
reducing wave-induced damage to boats and harbour structures and allowing all
weather access and mooring.
5.0 The St Kilda Foreshore Urban Design Framework
In 2001 the Council commissioned the preparation of the St Kilda Urban Design
Framework Plan (UDF). The UDF identified opportunities for improvement and
integrated management of the foreshore. Port Phillip Council established the St
Kilda’s Edge Committee to oversee delivery of the St Kilda's Edge projects including
the St Kilda Harbour. The St Kilda Edge Committee has overseen the plan preparation
for the Harbour. The Royal Melbourne Yacht Squadron, Tourism Victoria and the St
Kilda Harbour Breakwater Advisory Committee have had input to the plan.
The UDF identifies opportunities for the Harbour as ‘a vibrant harbour in harmony
with ecological processes’ and the St Kilda Pier entry area as ‘an attractive confluence
of movement and paths: a junction that helps with the distribution of pedestrian,
bicycle and rollerblade traffic’. It also identifies an opportunity for improved
recreational use of the beach and water, possibly including next to St Kilda Pier,
where swimming structures have previously existed. These would be facilities for
swimming and water play, such as a sea pool, diving platform and designated areas
for salt water swimming.
The UDF identified a number of specific design principles for St Kilda Harbour
including:
• Develop a safe harbour, without causing unacceptable adverse impacts on
Foreshore and Bay ecology, coastal processes and water quality, including
minimising the future need for maintenance dredging.
• Develop complementary activities at the Harbour and the waterfront, as well as
shelter and interpretation facilities around the Harbour and out to the breakwater.
• Ensure that the development and management of the Harbour controls the uses, the
maintenance of facilities and the development of new structures to allow for the
sustenance of marine flora and fauna, a reduced risk of marine pests, and the
protection of views.
• Manage access to the breakwater, in particular during the Little Penguin breeding
season from September to December.
In summary the St Kilda harbour redevelopment should have a win-win-win outcome:
with benefits to the community, the environment and the boating community. It is
against this benchmark that the proposal for the St Kilda Harbour ought be assessed.
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6.0 The St Kilda Harbour Proposal 2008
The four major ingredients for the new St Kilda Harbour are the St Kilda Pier and Sea
Bath Pool, the Marina, the Inner harbour and the Boat Yard. The project includes
improving protection for the penguin colony, replacing the pier, providing significant
public access and facilities, providing additional protection for boats in the harbour
and removing the RMYS boatyard. These elements of the proposal can be supported.
However other elements are problematical. The project envisages a substantial
expansion of the marina, reduction of existing swing moorings and a new hardstand in
the harbour. These pose significant concerns as detailed below.

7.0 The Environment:
The St Kilda Foreshore Urban Development Framework identifies opportunities for
the Harbour as ‘a vibrant harbour in harmony with ecological processes’. There are
four important aspects of this: penguin protection, water pollution, impact on sands
and currents and the impact of global warming.
7.1 The Environment: Penguins
The St Kilda penguin colony consists of over 1000 birds. In 1986 concerns about a
proposed harbour redevelopment prompted the Council to commission a Little
Penguin expert, Emeritus Professor Mike Cullen of Monash University's Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology Department, to study the colony. He initiated an ongoing,
independent study of the colony. This is now coordinated for Earthcare St Kilda by
Zoe Hogg. Professor Cullen believed that Little Penguins have probably been using
the St Kilda breakwater for a number of years since 1956 when it was built for the
Melbourne Olympics. It seems likely that the St Kilda population originated from
Phillip Island birds colonising the breakwater after its construction in 1956. However
it is likely that the present colony is self-sustaining and would not be quickly replaced
if it disappeared. Three principles emerged for protection for the penguins:
•
•
•

Separation of penguins from human and pet activity on the breakwater
Timing of construction activities
Prevention of oil spills

Principle 1: Separation of penguins from human and pet activity on the breakwater.
Six factors pose dangers to the St Kilda penguins when ashore: dog predation, human
vandalism, accidental human interference, further subsidence of the breakwater with
loss of nesting burrows, oil pollution and loss of feeding grounds. The Urban
Development Framework promises ‘to investigate the need to relocate the breakwater
fence to provide a larger protected area for penguins and rakali and ensure protection
from disturbances’. The St Kilda Harbour Proposal achieves penguin protection
through three mechanisms. First the extension to the northern tip of the breakwater
increases the potential habitat for the penguins. Secondly the area of restricted access
to the breakwater will be increased. Thirdly the creation of a penguin-viewing
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boardwalk allows people to observe the penguins from a suitable separated position.
UnChain St Kilda believes that the restrictions to public access to the breakwater are
warranted, however the detailed design stage must ensure that there are sufficient
facilities also for recreational fishers. We understand that Earthcare St Kilda believes
that these three measures provide suitable protection for the penguin colony.
Principle 2: Timing of construction activities: The Penguin Study Group has collected
information on the penguins' movements since 1986. May is when they would be least
likely to be on land. Therefore, construction near the colony should be done mainly
during this period. This is consistent with the UDF requirement to manage access to
the breakwater, in particular during the Little Penguin breeding season from
September to December. This is a matter which management should be able to
ensure.
Principle 3: Prevention of oil spills. The proximity of boats and possible oil spills in
the St Kilda harbour presents a potential hazard. Oil pollution can be serious for birds
such as the penguins which fail to recognise its danger. Oil not only impairs the
waterproofing qualities of penguins' feathers but it is ingested as the birds try to preen
themselves, often resulting in pneumonia. Penguins not only approach the breakwater
from the harbour side but may spend time feeding within the harbour (at least in
certain months). Professor Cullen in his 1990 report stated that there is a high priority
that conditions within the basin must prevent and control accidental spillage of fuel
oil. As discussed below, unChain St Kilda has concerns with the Harbour proposal on
this aspect, especially the introduction of large motor launches and oil refueling
facilities.

Penguins and oil don’t mix
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7.2 The Environment: water pollution
The current boatyard is environmentally substandard and causes traffic problems. Its
removal is supported. Boat maintenance facilities generate significant water, noise
and air pollution. In particular the existing boatyard produces toxic wastes that are
allowed to discharge into the harbour. If the current boatyard location is retained,
there must be a significant improvement in its pollution controls.
7.3 The Environment: Impact on sands and currents
The baffles on the pier and the island are intended to have the function of reducing
wave action within the harbour, and a floating wave attenuator is proposed at the
northern end of the harbour with the same aim. Care must be taken to ensure that the
new works do not alter the effects of waves and currents in ways that further
exacerbate silting of the harbour or erosion of Middle Park beach. Experience has
shown that jetties, groynes, sea walls etc sticking out into the sea often have
unfortunate consequences unintended by their builders. Beaches are often denuded of
their sand requiring regular replenishment, and recurrent dredging often becomes
necessary because the sea bed changes as a result of the effect of these man made
interventions. Rarely is the right solution found, and despite the commercial
imperatives to proceed, we would therefore like to be satisfied that there would be no
undesirable public consequences in this case. Unchain St Kilda understands that a
study that has been done in an attempt to understand the dynamic aspects of the
proposed design. Has this been done in a wave tank to show the likely effects of
waves on the proposed design? UnChain St Kilda has a number of experienced
engineers, architects, legal, financial and environmental experts within its ranks with
experience in wharves and marinas, and they would like to be convinced by the
evidence that this proposal would work in an acceptable way.
7.4 The Environment: Global warming
UnChain St Kilda understands that in October the government is expected to release
its Victorian Coastal Strategy document. This has been reworked to account for
storms and sea level rises due to climate change. It is expected that the VCS findings
will be incorporated into state planning provisions. The proposal for the St Kilda
Harbour must take account of the enormous changes that will occur as a consequence
of climate change and the need for our society to become more sustainable. We think
the precautionary principle must apply, that while there are still uncertainties about
the timing of climate change in general, it is certainly happening and must be taken
seriously now or our grandchildren will be the losers. We ask has the impact of rising
water levels been modeled?
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8.0 The Public Interest
The Urban Development Framework requires that there be considerable benefits to
the public in the redevelopment of the St Kilda Harbour. Unchain St Kilda considers
that this has largely been achieved. Notable elements are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

The Sea Pool
Offshore Island for swimming and viewing
Penguin viewing deck
Retention of Kirby’s Kiosk
Pedestrian infrastructure such as seating, lighting and low level fishing
platforms
The ‘all access’ ramp to the sea which runs from the promenade alongside the
pier
Public access to the central spine of the marina and a boardwalk and viewing
platform in the Inner Harbour (but note issues concerning the Inner Harbour
discussed below)
Retention of the historic bluestone sea walls, in contrast to the treatment in the
new Foreshore Promenade

While the Sea Pool is generally supported, an issue is the public safety aspect. The
next stage will be to design a facility that is physically safe for users and a
management plan that provides appropriate safety measures.
One significant improvement to the proposal would be public access from the beach
directly to the pier. At present, beach users have to backtrack approximately 80 metres
to the start of the pier. This is a non-trivial barrier. It would be simple to build into the
design for the new pier some method for direct access from the beach.
Another significant improvement would be consideration of the RMYS building. This
is on prime public land. The next stage should include an consideration of expansion
of uses for the building including public uses. This could include a public kiosk, ferry
waiting area and a lookout facility on the roof.
A third significant improvement would be consideration of public facilities in the
immediate environment. In particular there could be provision of facilities for the
older Australian, such as exercise stations along the foreshore. Similarly consideration
should be given to facilities for the younger Australian. In particular, skateboarders
have colonized part of the new Foreshore Boardwalk. Consideration should be given
to building some dedicated skateboarding facilities along the foreshore.

9.0 The Marina
The Urban Design Framework proposed to provide a safe harbour (P7.1), ‘which may
include wave attenuators along with floating pens and environmentally sensitive fore
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and aft moorings to replace swing moorings, allowing the retention of a recreational
beach accessible for off-the-beach yacht classes, floating marinas with public access
along their spines, public mooring areas, shelter and interpretation facilities around
the Harbour and out to the breakwater, an increased number of boating berths and
facilities, facilities for a sustainable number of ferry passengers, eco-tourism
operators and boat support services, new finger piers extending from existing sea
wall bastions, subject to feasibility, adventure water play facilities, such as a diving
platform and designated areas for salt water swimming, located south of the Pier, a
retained Royal Melbourne Yacht Squadron slip and boatyard, a refurbished St Kilda
Pier, considering the reintroduction of timber structures’

The sea vista

There are various matters which have not adequately been answered in the formal
Harbour proposal:
• Is there a need for a threefold expansion of the marina numbers?
• What is the reason for the separate PPP development?
• What is the mix of the boats in the proposal and what will be the impact of
large motor boats?
• How does the redeveloped harbour relate to the other marina facilities in the
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•

top half of the bay?
What alternatives have been considered for the development of the harbour?

The proposal envisages a new marina with a significant expansion in capacity. The
proposal states that the number of berths is increased from 200 to 600. In fact there is
a greater increase, as the southernmost of the five fingers of the current pier is
substantially unused as it is too exposed to rough waters.
This is a significantly greater increase than envisaged in the UDF. The UDF stated
that as well as adequate shelter from waves, a working harbour requires a certain
number of berths to be financially viable. It said that existing berth capacity could be
extended to provide for the Royal Melbourne Yacht Squadron as well as for the
additional number of berths required for viability. Economic investigations
undertaken as a part of the Framework process suggested that the minimum number
of additional berths is: 100 permanent berths, 70 day trip berths, 30 specialist cabin
cruiser berths, and redeveloped Yacht Squadron berths. The UDF therefore envisaged
a 400 berth marina (minimum), substantially less than the 600 (plus) proposed.
Is there a need for such an expansion in the marina numbers? It is not sufficient to say
that the population is growing and that there is therefore automatically be a need for
more boat berths as a result. We do not think this is an adequate or serious answer in
view of the enormous changes that will occur as a consequence of climate change and
the need for our society to become more sustainable. The same answer is normally
given to justify continuous growth in relation to housing, land, water, energy, cars and
freeways etc. What evidence is there that there is a compelling unsatisfied demand for
this expansion?
The substantial expansion of the marina will cause traffic and parking issues. The lack
of provision of sufficient parking for a large increase in berths is unacceptable to the
St Kilda community. Furthermore there appears to be no practical way in which this
need could be satisfied. This adds weight to the need for development of a less
intensive expansion of the marina.
The second issue is that not all of the 600 berths will be controlled by the RMYS. Part
will be built as a PPP development in order to fund it, whether under single or
separate ownership and control. Whoever is involved as a PPP developer(s) clearly
stands to make a lot of money. UnChain St Kilda has learnt from the proposed
Triangle development to be very wary of projects driven by large future profits. We
understand long-term leases of berths at Brighton and Sandringham are being sold for
$50,000 to $60,000. With 600 berths the potential income is in excess of 36 million
dollars and we understand that this has led some influential members of the Royal
Melbourne Yacht Squadron to set up a company to try and get control of the
commercial aspects of this project. It is our sad experience that when there are
financial incentives like this, sober assessment of the real and sustainable needs of the
community tend to become secondary to the commercial imperatives. Economic
development is seen as progress and used as justification by all sorts of special vested
interests. Parks Victoria should avoid becoming the proponent of a money making
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PPP venture in the unfortunate way the City of Port Phillip has in the case of the
proposed Triangle development. In the public interest, Parks Victoria therefore needs
to justify objectively why the marina should not remain at its present size.
Another concern is the composition of the boats in the proposal and particularly the
impact of large motor boats. We understand that the marina berths will be available to
motor boats as well as sailing boats, and we are concerned about the potential for oil
and petrol pollution from these boats. Questions arise such as: Will the marina have a
fuel pump to service motor boats? Is it intended to include a pump out facility at the
berths to enable all boats to dispose of their wastes? What measures will be taken to
protect the penguin colony from oil spills and discharges?
A further concern is that the number of public swing moorings will be considerably
reduced in the present proposal. In the 1980s the harbour had a capacity of 217 boats
on swing moorings and 190 boats in the Royal Melbourne Yacht Squadron marina
jetty. There are currently significantly fewer swing moorings, perhaps only sixty. We
are concerned that there may have been a concerted movement by the RMYS and
Parks Victoria to eliminate the swing moorings. The Harbour proposal simply states
that there will be ‘a limited number of swing moorings … located between the new
marina and the pier’. Is this an appropriate location given the silting up that is likely
to occur in this location? What is to happen to the displaced boat owners? Are there
facilities elsewhere in the top half of the bay? It is considered undesirable that poorer
boat owners should be squeezed out to enable the developers of the marina to make
more money. This is not only a social justice issue. The boats on the swing moorings
provide a romantic sight for the general public, in contrast to the marina pens. There
is therefore an alternative, to provide a similar number of swing moorings in the new
harbour. This may require a significant increase in the annual fee paid by the public
boat owners and Harbours Victoria to auspice a formal body of owners of swing
moorings to represent their interests.
It is therefore submitted that there should be a reconsideration of the size,
composition and management and control of the new harbour. An alternative with,
say, an expansion in the numbers of RMYS berths to 400 and retention of 80 swing
moorings has advantages over the current proposal on environmental, social justice
and public interest grounds. Further work would be required to establish whether it is
economically feasible. Such an exploration of alternative marina configurations will
enable the community and government to make informed decisions about the
development of the St Kilda Harbour.

10.0 The Inner Harbour
The Plan envisages an Inner Harbour with a hardstand area of approximately 8000 sq
metres. This is nearly eight times greater than the existing work yard in front of the
RMYS building. The hardstand consists of repair bays, storage for racing yachts,
travel lift and cranes, RMYS Junior Sailing Academy, ferry ticketing and terminal,
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public toilets and a kiosk with a public observation post on the roof of the building.
It is acknowledged that there are significant public benefits in the Inner Harbour
Precinct proposal. In addition to those outlined above, there is a public boardwalk
edging the harbour, an events space and a new RMYS forecourt. However there are
more significant concerns. These outweigh the benefits in the proposal for an Inner
Harbour. The Inner harbour must be reconsidered.
A major concern is the destruction of the present uninterrupted views. The 8000 sq m.
hardstand represents a massive visual intrusion that will interrupt and spoil the visual
sweep of the beach towards Port Melbourne. The good thing about the present boat
area in front of the RMYS is that it is restricted in area and cannot expand, and does
not interrupt public access along the foreshore. Much is made of what is described as
a future public forecourt in front of the RMYS if this facility were built, but this
appears to be largely a turn around for the circulation and parking of vehicles serving
RMYS.
The birds-eye views in the Jackson, Clements Burrows Concept Plan shown on pages
42-43 and on pages 36-37 are explanatory but give no idea of what an obstruction this
building would be in an urban design sense. The existing view from the land end of
the pier on page 31 is an exaggerated wide-angle view which appears not to have been
taken from true eye level. The view on pages 30-31 attempting to show the impact of
the boat repair and storage facility is similarly exaggerated and only has a cosmetic
arrangement of boats and gives a false impression. This view should be redrawn with
an eye level 1.5 metres above the ground and taken from the corner of the pier and the
roadway with a normal 50 mm lens, and the proposed facility should be shown full of
boats if it is to give an accurate impression.
A second concern is the environmental impact of the boat yard. Boat maintenance and
repair generates issues of water pollution, noise pollution and air pollution. There are
paint and fiberglass residues, metals, dust from sand blasting, possible oil spills,
discharges of toxic materials such as anti-foul agents, paints and fiberglass shards and
the noise of equipment being used to spray sand drill. The artist’s impression in the
Jackson, Clements Burrows Concept Plan is misleading in not displaying the
industrial equipment, travel lift and cranes used for large boat repair and does not
show unsightly vistas such as rusted fencing topped by razor or barbed wire. It is
assumed that the new boatyard will use best environmental practices to prevent and
trap water pollutants, although this may be difficult since no roofing or walls are
proposed. To some extent, therefore, the proposal is a significant environmental
improvement on the existing boat yard which permits noxious discharges into the sea.
However this also means that there will be large tanks and other industrial equipment
that have not been represented in the Jackson, Clements Burrows drawings.
The noise and air pollution, especially from sand blasting, mean that it is not
appropriate to locate next to the repair yard the proposed public activities such as the
ferry terminal, the public toilets, the kiosk and the public observation deck on the roof
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of the building.
A third concern with the hardstand is that activities on nearby beaches might be
curtailed and affected. The beach on the Port Melbourne side is used by kite surfers
and it is considered that this activity would probably be affected by boats using the
marina. Kite surfing is considered an equally valid and energy neutral activity as
sailing, it is more affordable and should be encouraged. It is considered a great pity if
kite surfing were curtailed or affected, as the kites bring beauty to St Kilda Beach and
people like watching them in action. We understand that the Victorian Kite Boarding
Association Inc is making a submission outlining the concerns of kite surfers.
A fourth concern is the significant area of the hardstand to be used for the storage of
racing yachts (Etchells). There is no explanation for this. It appears that
approximately one quarter of the hardstand would be used for this purpose. It is
submitted that there are other locations which could be used so there is no
justification for the unnecessary expropriation of public space and vistas.
A fifth concern is that the commercial status of the boatyard is unclear. We are
doubtful of the need to build a solely commercial building whose primary purpose is
making money for the lessee. Even if a need could be justified it forms no part of the
charter of Parks Victoria to be using Crown land for such commercial purposes.
What is to be done? There are four options – to retain the existing boatyard, to reduce
the size of the hardstand in its proposed position, to relocate it to another area close to
the start of the pier, or to use boat maintenance facilities at other sites.
The first option is to retain the existing boatyard. This is consistent with the UDF
which calls for ‘ a retained RMYS slip and boatyard’. This would require substantial
improvements in pollution controls on the site. A renovated boatyard must capture all
wastes and runoff and boat sewage pump out. An advantage would be that sea vistas
are preserved. A disadvantage is that the bottleneck in front of the RMYS building
would remain closed to the public. The UDF also envisaged ‘new finger piers
extending from existing sea wall bastions’. Instead of the huge hardstand in the
harbour proposal, there could be a substantially smaller pier for (say) the ferry and the
Junior sailors which would still permit an inner harbour without substantially
destroying sea vistas.
The second option is to significantly reduce the size of the hardstand in its present
location. One element is the elimination of the storage for the racing yachts. Another
is to reconsider the need for a ferry terminal. The improved ferry berthing is hard to
justify, the service is infrequent and it is unlikely ever to become RPT (Regular Public
Transport). Ferry services in both Melbourne and Sydney have had to be subsidised
in order to permit them to continue in operation. The unnecessary public viewing
platforms, offices, toilets etc make this a large, visually intrusive and quite
undesirable interruption to the foreshore. The viewing platforms and possible use by
ferries seems to be a sop to the public to justify what is in effect, a large commercial
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enterprise. Ferry services could be improved by locating ticketing and waiting areas
inside the existing RMYS building. Alternatively a building (ticket office, public
toilets) could be located on the foreshore to minimise impact on the sea vistas. The
Junior sailing program will be improved by the rock groyne and the wave protection
on the new pier. Further there is the possibility of expanded use of nearby Albert Park.
The result would be a significantly reduced boatyard to service the boats in the
marina. Another option is to relocate a reduced boat yard area to a location beside the
pier similar to Brighton. However this also will have an adverse impact on views.
The fourth option would be not to have a hardstand area at the St Kilda Harbour. The
unChain St Kilda preferred option is to relocate the boat maintenance and yacht
storage. This could either be Princes Pier or the existing St Kilda marina. The need for
a boat yard directly related to the RMYS is questionable. Members of the RMYS
undoubtedly prefer to have a boat yard close at hand but the environmental and public
interest outweighs this.
There is an opportunity to combine the existing St Kilda marina and the St Kilda
harbour. Unchain St Kilda understands that the Port Phillip Council is the committee
of management for the St Kilda marina which is leased to a commercial operator. We
understand that this lease expires in a couple of years. This is within the six-year
timeframe of the Harbour proposal. There is therefore the opportunity to bring these
neighbouring facilities under one roof. This could mean an expansion of the existing
facilities at the St Kilda marina including storage of the Etchell racing yachts and boat
maintenance. There does not seem to be any reason for not taking time to get a best
solution for the two neighbouring facilities, the St Kilda Marina and the St Kilda
Harbour. The UDF states that the pier should not need to be replaced before 2016. It
represents a considerable public investment and a considerable cost to replace. We
understand there is a structural engineering report on the need to replace the existing
pier and we would like to study this evidence also. Limited inspection of the pier
structure from the wharf shows that although the concrete in some piers is spalling
because of rusting reinforcement, there are others that appear to be unaffected. Has
any study been made on the possible restoration of the worst piers in order to extend
the life of the structure? If necessary this may allow sufficient time to get an optimal
development of both facilities.

Sandringham YC:
Not very welcoming
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Sandringham YC: industrial
equipment
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Bighton YC: industrial
equipment

SYC: yacht storage, not
neccessary at St kilda

BYC: swing moorings
are more romantic
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11.0 Conclusion: What is to be Done?
There are many admirable features in the Harbour proposal. As we stated above, in
the past 40 years, numerous schemes have been proposed for the development of the
St Kilda harbour by various authorities. None were implemented because of
unresolved technical and environmental questions, doubts about financial viability
and concerns that there were significant amenity issues for the general public. The
current proposal appears significantly superior to these earlier schemes. Potentially
there could be a win-win-win solution with significant net benefits for the public, the
environment and the boating community.
While we congratulate Parks Victoria on its initiative in the design of this proposal,
we think it needs to make an unequivocal case that a marina any bigger than
the current one is in the public interest. Without strong demand being demonstrated
for the public aspects of this proposal, UnChain St Kilda would be opposed to a PPP
development of such a large marina and boat repair facility for private gain. We are
also concerned about the reduction in the number of swing boat moorings. The
proposed boat repair and storage yard is undesirable from an urban design point of
view and could be relocated to the St Kilda marina.
The current proposal has too many unanswered questions and unresolved issues.
Nevertheless there is potential to resolve these issues and to put forward to state
government a proposal that has broad community support. We note that the current
proposal has had substantial input from the Port Phillip Council and the RMYS with
some input from Earthcare St Kilda. It is time to bring in additional stakeholders. It is
suggested that Parks Victoria could establish a working group to consider submissions
and develop a preferred option and some alternatives from which the government and
the community could choose. The working group should include representatives from:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City of Port Phillip
Parks Victoria
Department of Sustainability and Environment
RMYS
Public Swing Mooring owners
Kiteboarders
Earthcare St Kilda
Community Groups including unChain St Kilda

This submission has been prepared by Don Gazzard and Peter Holland on behalf of
unChain St Kilda Inc. Photographs and layout by Alexander Holland.
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