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Fremantle Needs Mature City Plan
that Guides Sympathetic
Development

Because the Mayor of Fremantle refuses to meet The
Fremantle Society and chose to defame it online instead,
we have commissioned two independent experts to
comment on the City Plan about to be rushed through
council Wednesday 27 August.

These professional assessments come from long-time
Fremantle architect Carl Payne and former City of
Fremantle heritage architect for 25 years Agnieshka Kiera.

They agree with the Fremantle Society's assessment that
the City Plan does not build on the good things we have,
but destroys them.

Progress and development do not have to ruin the identity
nf the nlace that "ie incanarahle fram ite heritana" ac Carl
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Payne concludes.

Carl Payne:

1. Background: Fremantle’s Heritage Significance

Fremantle’s distinctive character is deeply rooted in its heritage
—most notably the built environment shaped by its role as a
vibrant port city with richly layered cultural, architectural, and
social histories. The West End Heritage Area, comprising over
250 late 19th and early 20th-century buildings, remains one of
the most intact port-era urban precincts in Australia.

Additionally, the city maintains a heritage list of approximately
2,500 places of cultural significance and designates 18
Heritage Areas under Local Planning Scheme 4, ensuring that
these places are protected from inappropriate development.

2. The Draft City Plan 2025: Vision without Heritage
Anchoring

The draft Fremantle City Plan 2025 presents a slate of spatial
strategies to guide the city’s growth over the next 10 - 20 years,
emphasizing a liveable, diverse, sustainable city centre and
redevelopment opportunities - especially around the port
precinct, train station, and pedestrian zones. While these ideas
are forward-looking, the plan lacks concrete integration of
Fremantle’s patrimonial assets into its core vision.

Key shortcomings:
1. Absence of Heritage Language in Strategic Priorities

The overarching urban design narrative emphasizes

transformation - such as creating a community attraction in the
Nnnrt nrarinrt a mivad-iice hith at the train atatinn and
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expanded pedestrian zones - but fails to explicitly embed
Fremantle’s heritage into these ambitions.

2. No Clear Policy Mechanisms or Tools for Heritage
Protection

The City continues updating local planning policies -
introducing new drafts like LPP 3.6 (Heritage-Protected Places)
and LPP 1.6 (Heritage Assessments and Procedures),
consolidating older policies, and revoking some, yet these
remain separate from the City Plan itself. This siloed approach
weakens the City Plan’s capability to enforce or bolster heritage
outcomes.

3. Insufficient Integration with Existing Heritage Strategies

Fremantle has already developed a rich portfolio of heritage-
related policy tools, including the Heritage Places Reserve
Fund for conservation action, a detailed Local Heritage Survey
categorizing significance levels, including the Fremantle
Society created photographic survey from c1983, and heritage
assessment frameworks tied to LPS4 approvals. Yet, the City
Plan fails to weave these tools into its strategic narrative -
missing an opportunity to operationalize conservation through
guidance, budgets, or incentives.

4. Risk of Development Outpacing Heritage Consideration

By spotlighting high-impact redevelopment (e.g., new
infrastructure, stations, community attractions) without
anchoring these to heritage assessment triggers or sensitive
design guidelines, the plan opens the door to further
inappropriate development that may erode Fremantle’s historic
fabric. For example, proposals like the port aquatic centre or
station plaza reimagining have no apparent attachment to
heritage precinct sensitivities.



5. Neglect of Heritage in Public Image and Public
Engagement

While the City Plan does engage the public through “What If?”
visioning events (e.g. on 20 June 2025) and public feedback
phases, there is little evidence that heritage formed a central
theme in these dialogues. Without proactive heritage framing,
community input may skew toward contemporary urban themes
rather than conservation-led identity.

3. Why This Matters: The Cost of Undervaluing Heritage

Fremantle’s heritage is not just aesthetic - it underpins tourism,
place-making, economic resilience, and community identity. As
argued in local commentary, the port-era buildings and urban
form should not be seen as constraints but “jewels to be
celebrated and polished,” forming strategic assets for
sustainable regeneration. Ignoring heritage in the City Plan
risks incremental erosion of the very elements that make
Fremantle unique.

A strong heritage-oriented strategy needs to:

 Provide policy incentives (e.g., design flexibility, funding, or
adaptive reuse)

« Explicitly protect heritage precincts through spatial mapping
and overlay controls

« Require heritage assessment and interpretation in all major
redevelopment, especially in sensitive areas

- Embed heritage placemaking into public engagement and
urban identity framing

4. Summary: Key Ways the Draft Plan Undermines Heritage
1. Shortcomings

2. Limited explanation
3 | ack of exnlicit heritane fociis



o ERMANTIY Wl WSt I IRMAM] ™ e
r~ 9

4. Vision statements prioritize “diversity, liveability,
sustainability” without heritage anchoring.

5. Policy disconnection

6. Heritage policies (e.g. LPPs, Conservation Fund) remain
separate and don’t inform or limit the city-scale plan.
7.Missed strategic opportunities

8. No mention of leveraging heritage as identity or economic
asset in the City Plan.

9. Inadequate development safeguards

10. Bold redevelopment ideas exist without heritage-based
preconditions or design frameworks.

11. Limited heritage-led community framing

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

In summary, while the Draft Fremantle City Plan 2025 lays out
a bold vision for growth, revitalisation, and liveability, it fails to
position heritage as a foundational element, thereby risking
dilution of the city’s character.

To rectify this, the Plan must be revised to:

+ Name heritage conservation as a strategic pillar, alongside
liveability and sustainability

« Embed relevant heritage policies and tools directly into the
Plan’s implementation framework

* Introduce planning controls and design guidance that
safeguard heritage precincts

 Allocate or reference funding/incentives (e.g. through the
Heritage Places Reserve Fund)

« Shape engagement and imagery to celebrate Fremantle’s
cultural landscape

Without these interventions, the City Plan continues
development without roots; an incomplete story for a place
whose identity is inseparable from its heritage.



Agnieshka Kiera

The City Plan focuses on the Central City Zone as defined by
the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS), expanded to include
key adjacent areas of Fremantle Oval, Fishing Boat Harbour,
and Victoria Quay. It aligns the urban centre of Fremantle with
a 15-minute walking radius from Fremantle Train Station - the
critical aspect of liveable, mixed use urban area. The Plan
identifies set of objectives to achieve a diverse and extensive
mixed-use central zone that provides a range of destinations,
amenities, and a blend of commercial and residential uses
throughout. Some objectives —such as upgrading
infrastructure and managing vehicular traffic—are relatively
straightforward and rudimental to implement and the Plan skips
over these. However the main two goals of guiding the increase
of the City Centre residential population and at the same time
increasing its attractiveness to tourists, are important strategic
directions and, potentially, at variance with each other. The
draft Plans fails to convincingly reconcile these two goals by
mutually complimentary strategies. To reconcile these two
objectives in a compatible manner would require more rigorous
and informed approach and more detailed policy direction,
which the draft Plan fails to provide.

While identifying vacant and under-utilised sites available for
new high density residential development within the City
Centre, the Plan fallaciously recommends a blanket 8 (eight)
storey height for new development. In the similar, uninformed
manner it recommends random greening of the streets and
sites. This is at odds with the character of the port city hence
the indiscriminate planting of trees is also likely to fail to
achieve the reconciliation of the two main objectives of the
strategy plan. In summary, the draft Plan falls short of ensuring
that its stated objectives will be achieved. In particular it fails to
provide clear implementation guidelines and realistic framework
for integration and harmonising the proposed high rise
develooment with the existina low to medium densitv.



predominantly two to maximum four stories, heritage context of
the City Centre. It would be impossible to proceed with the
recommended strategic redevelopment without altering and
alienating the city’s heritage and irreversibly impacting on the
unique character of Fremantle, the main attribute and drawcard
of the City Centre to attract tourists.

The inconsistent approach to strategising economic future for
the Fremantle City Centre as recommended by the draft Plan is
unsatisfactory and needs to be readdressed in the final version.

Integration of Core Objectives

The draft City Plan seeks to balance two primary objectives
that appear to be mutually exclusive: to substantially increase
residential population within the City Centre and to attract more
visitors to Fremantle. Achieving both goals simultaneously
requires an informed and carefully integrated strategy which
the draft Plan fails to deliver. Visitors won’t come to Fremantle
to admire the blocks of flats, no matter how well designed, if the
new high rise buildings would curtail the character and
attractiveness of the Centre as the historic town - the state,
nationally and internationally listed, unique and well preserved
19th century colonial port, with well unified blend of the
Victorian and conventionally authentic, industrial architecture.

The proposed residential development must be so designed as
to maintain and protect the city’s heritage assets, which are key
to defining its identity and tourist appeal. Heritage, in this
context, should not be treated as a constraint but as a
foundation upon which high-quality, context-sensitive
development can occur, which the City Plan fails to provide.
The final Plan must therefore come up with clear guidance on
how to balance development with heritage protection by its
using historic character as a motivator and catalyst for
revitalisation. There is a wealth of readily available and well
researched reference documentation in the City archives to
draw on. The archival studies and

nlangs need tn he 11Indated and 11ced as a hagis tn revice the
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proposed draft Plan’s recommendations to ensure that it’s
based on the facts and result in well informed policies, as
opposed to the currently superficial guidelines and ad hoc
recommendations offered by the draft Plan.

Key Obijectives Requiring Clarification

The following objectives stated in the Plan must be revised and
redressed and supported by the detailed policies and/or
guidelines explaining how these objectives can and need to be
achieved:

Encourage context-sensitive, high-quality development
that protects what makes Fremantle unique -
DEMONSTRATE HOW?

Support residential development in areas with high
amenity, close to jobs and transport - PLEASE JUSTIFY
SITE BY SITE;

Promote higher-density, mixed-use development in the
city centre, ensuring careful integration with existing
character - DEMONSTRATE THE RECOMMENDED,
SITE SPECIFIC MEANS OF INTEGRATION;

Balance ‘investing in urban development’ (Strategic
Community Plan) with ‘protecting and activating

heritage’ (Creative City) - the recommended application of
the BLANKET EIGHT STORIES HEIGHT FOR NEW
DEVELOPMENT IS CONTRARY TO THE STATED
OBJECTIVE;

Position heritage as a key motivator for the City Plan—
integrating, preserving, activating, and retrofitting heritage
within new development - DEMONSTRATE HOW?
Launch a targeted marketing campaign to promote

Fremantle as a premier tourist destination; &

) s

Promote Fremantle as a vibrant location for living,
business, education, and sustainable industries; =

I
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Create shared public spaces that prioritise pedestrians
and slow vehicle traffic - DEMONSTRATE HOW TO
ACHIEVE THIS WITHOUT IMPACTING ON HERITAGE;

Upgrade public spaces, including enhancement of Pioneer
Park and adaptive reuse or replacement of the Spare
Parts Puppet Theatre - REVISE AND MAKE USE OF THE
EXISTING ARCHEOLOGICAL AND DESIGN
DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Protect and promote cultural vibrancy driven by nightlife,
bars, and cafés - DEMONSTRATE HOW?

Issues and Recommendations

1. Inadequate Guidance on Heritage Integration

The Plan fails to outline how to use heritage protection as
a key motivator for new development beyond physical
conservation. It should provide detailed and site
appropriate parameters for new development within each
redevelopment site’s heritage context. While the draft Plan
provides a set of model developments, it fails to reference
these proposals to the already produced wealth of

research and guidelines, thus coming up with, what appears to
be, ad hoc and ‘top of the head’ type redevelopment concepts,
contrary to the draft Plan’s own stated objectives.

Before producing superficial models, the Plan must define
‘suitable development’ as that which harmonises rather than
competes with what exists. Such definition should address the
scale, form, and density appropriate for each recommended
redevelopment site, relevant to its specific heritage
surroundings. The subsequently prepared parameters should
be applied diligently to each site, depending on its proximity to
and significance of heritage context within which the proposed
development is to take place. The currently recommended,
blanket 8 (eight) story height across the City Centre and the
indiscriminate greening of the streets and places, neither



provide the required clear direction nor take advantage of a
potential for harmonisation of old and new. Thus any planned
future implementation of the draft Plan risks encouraging
inappropriate and inconsistent development outcomes contrary
to the stated objectives and goals of the plan.

2. Importance of the already produced Research and Heritage
Impact Studies

The Plan’s stated objective to ‘drive change while addressing
challenges’ must include a requirement to critically review the
already produced wealth of research, studies, heritage impact
assessments, guidelines and strategy plans available in the
City of Fremantle’s archives. The most relevant document,
which should have been referred to in the draft Plan yet isn’t, is
the Local Identity and Design Code, which apply exactly to the
City Centre as defined in the draft Plan. It provides a well-
researched and site-specific guide for compatible development.
The authors of the draft Plan failed to acknowledge the LI&DC
as a reference guide, let alone to critically review its guidelines
and to come up with its own, well informed recommendations.
The draft Plan should also provide appropriate reference to

the Burra Charter, the Australian, internationally acclaimed,
‘bible’ for heritage conservation and compatible development of
heritage places. This requirement should apply to all sites
identified for redevelopment— the City Centre, Waterfront,
Northern Gateway, and Fremantle Oval Precinct.

3. Inappropriate Blanket Height Limits

The Plan’s recommendation for the blanket 8-storey height for
all new development across the City Centre, is ill-advised. As
stated above, any new infill development within the heritage
precinct must be assessed on a site-specific basis, ideally as
recommended by the Local Identity and Design Code. It cannot
be overstated that in order to reconcile the two main objectives
of the Plan - a substantial increase of both, residential
population and tourist visitations - the Plan should recommend
and provide model compatible development briefs for each site
available and recommended for new development. The briefs

should critically review the already produced recommendations
hv the | neal Identitv and NDesinn C.ode and creativelv congider
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the updated context: proximity to heritage, streetscape
character, compatibility, impact on significant views and the
visual impact in general.

4. Redevelopment of Fremantle Oval as the example of failure
of the draft Plan to reconcile its own objectives

The draft Plan attempts to provide site specific redevelopment
models such as insertion of new blocks of flats into the
Fremantle Oval, without any reference to the key heritage
attributes of the site: the World Heritage-listed Fremantle
Prison, the State-listed Oval and its Grandstand - all essential
and critical heritage considerations that should inform the
design of new development in accordance with the Plan’s own
major objectives and the Prison’s buffer zone policy. The buffer
zone around the Prison was created precisely to protect such
attributes, as its elevation above the town and its visual
prominence. The draft Plan fails to concede that these
attributes should be central to any design and determination of
appropriate form and scale of new development.

As stated above any redevelopment within the buffer zone,
including the Fremantle Oval, must be guided by the site-
specific brief. The currently recommended 8-storey height for
new development fails to duly consider heritage impact. Instead
the general approach to designing the blocks of flats within the
Oval should define the height limit to a maximum of 4 (four)
storeys and identify specific location for new development that
would frame rather than obstruct the key views— particularly of
the Prison and the Knowle. The draft Plan also fails to provide
adequate parameters for the new buildings as to demonstrate,
for example, the new development's exceptional architectural
quality and sensitivity to the existing heritage context.

The Plan should also recommend removal of the large
advertising pylon adjacent to the Victoria Pavilion, which
detracts, not only from its immediate heritage setting, but also
impacts negatively on the significant corner of Parry Street and
South Terrace.

5. Arthur Head Reserve and Bathers Beach as ill informed set
of recommendations



Similarly the Plan’s guidelines for upgrading Arthur Head
Reserve lack historical accuracy and underplay the City’s past
rigorous process of restoring the area in the 1980s. The
existing Bathers Beach is the result of the 1980s project, which
faithfully reconstructed this section of the foreshore as both,
significant heritage site and unique public space of the City
Centre. It took the City some four years to undergo the
extensive historical and archaeological research of what was at
the time a reclaimed lump of land used by Fremantle Port as its
depot. These studies were subsequently applied to inform the
design and implementation of the conservation works,
reconstruction of the coastal landscape, restoration and
adaption of the surviving heritage buildings located in the
Reserve, and addition of public facilities such as steps, seats,
public toilets, boardwalks, interpretative structures and signage.
Thus Bathers Beach, dunes and coastal vegetation which the
draft Plan (and Mayor in her public announcements) refers to
as ‘natural’ are in fact a skilful reconstructions of the original
coastline. These works have integrated both, colonial and
Aboriginal heritage, including the post colonial use of the area
by the First Nation people - groups of spectators congregating
around the whaling station and, occasionally, putting up
artworks in the form of rock painting and stone assemblies. The
Roundhouse, the oldest heritage building in the City Centre,
also represents both, First Nation and colonial heritage. The
interpretative reconstruction of the former Aboriginal Mortuary
as a shade structure along the 1980s boardwalk is also a
tribute to First Nation’s people.

In summary Arthur Head Reserve has a shared heritage and
this has been acknowledged, conserved and adapted for public
use, heritage interpretation, and compatible cultural activities. It
appears that the authors of the draft Plan have not acquainted
themselves with these facts, and subsequently misrepresented
them in the Plan. The City should continue to maintain Arthur
Head Reserve as a public space of shared heritage —not as a
site exclusively defined by either colonial or Aboriginal history
but as a significant site of shared heritage and an attractive
nublic reserve within the walkina distance to the Citv Centre.
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6. Leadershlp Through Clty Owned Heritage PrOJects

During the 1980-2000 stage of managing heritage-led revival of
the City Centre, the City led by example in the adaptive reuse
of heritage places thus intentionally providing models and
setting standards for private developers. The successful
conservation, among others, of the Town Hall, Fremantle Arts
Centre, Mores Building, Victoria Pavilion and Arthur Head
Reserve has demonstrated that heritage adaptation can be
viable and inspirational. Such leadership must be
acknowledged and recommended in the final City Centre Plan
to continue.

Claims that heritage requirements make development
unfeasible are often based on misinformation and uncertainty.
What developers need in order to invest in any new
development, is clarity. They need to know what is expected
and how their development will be assessed by the decision
makers. Detailed policies and site-specific briefs, based on
prior research, is the best way to provide certainty, which
developers need to assess the challenge, how to integrate
heritage with new development and come up with the viable
and compatible development proposals. The successful
adaptation of the former woolstores’ illustrate this point.

7. Areas Outside City Control

The Plan correctly identifies the need to work with state
government and private landholders to realise the potential of
areas such as Victoria Quay and the Fishing Boat Harbour.
However, it fails to critically review, reference and incorporate
existing studies, conservation plans and designs already
completed for these sites. This omission undermines the
credibility of the Plan and creates the impression of ad hoc
planning. The Plan should be reviewed and build upon existing
documentation, rather of reinventing the wheel.

8. Fremantle Port Redevelopment

The long-term vision to relocate Fremantle Port and redevelop
land north of the river offers an unprecedented opportunity for
urban transformation. However, the City Plan rightly excludes
this from its immediate framework. Any redevelopment of this



magnitude will require separate studies and a well intormed
creative considerations before developing the North Quay long-
term strategy, due to its scale and divergence from the existing
heritage fabric of central Fremantle.

Conclusion

The draft City Plan contains the array of commendable
objectives but fails to reflect them in the detailed, extensively
elaborate models and strategy recommendations. Some
models of proposed redevelopment are misinformed and
therefore misguided in terms of provided models of how
heritage should be integrated with new development. To be
effective, the Plan must be underpinned by the work already
completed and provide a well informed and objective basis for
its recommendations. The Plan should reconcile the existing
robust heritage studies, policies and plans with its own
recommendations. The guidelines for new development should
be site-specific. The draft Plan fails to demonstrate that
Fremantle’s heritage is not an impediment to new development.
lts specific models fail to demonstrate how to integrate heritage
as a key motivator to result in high- quality new development,
which sustains both the city’s identity, its attractiveness to
visitors and its economic growth.

The draft Plan fails to provide inclusive approach to heritage
which would demonstrate how new development is a policy
opportunity and not a policy problem, adding value to
development outcomes and delivering wider public benefit and
increase residential population. As a result the draft Plan fails
to provide a well informed and realistic framework for heritage-
led residential redevelopment of the City Centre that invest in
high density, medium height and quality architecture, thus
harmonising old and new. Ideally, strategies for the final City
Centre Plan should be integrated into five aspects of public
policy related to wellbeing - the environment, social policy,
planning policy, creativity and economic policy - the direction
for modern urban planning.

Further engagement of the City of Fremantle with such
community organisations as Fremantle Society - currently
omitted from the consultation - is essential to helo refine the



draft Plan strategies and, ultimately, to contribute toward a
stronger, more cohesive plan for the City Centre and the future
of Fremantle.

Agnieshka Kiera

Collated by John Dowson, President, The Fremantle Society
0409 223622
25 August, 2025.



