


















6.1 TP-2021-620/A Planning Permit Amendment Request 
The outdoor music venue's (ATET) request to amend the days and hours of operation in its current 
permit should be denied for the following reasons: 
 
Acoustic Impact Remains Intolerable 

• Location: The original location for the outdoor music venue was at the end 
of North Wharf Road to reduce its acoustic impact on the nearby Residential 
Tower (No. 1 Collins Wharf, 915 Collins Street) and Dockland’s residents. The 
intended location did not eventuate as the end of the North Wharf Road is 
currently under restoration, which resulted in an alternative position for the 
outdoor music venue at 2 North Wharf Road, now resulting in the venue 
being in a closer position to the No. 1 Collins Wharf Residential Tower. This 
has proven unacceptable for sound and amenity.  

• Sound Levels & Policing: This alternative position for the outdoor music venue 
contributes to consistent 70+ decibel sound levels on the balconies of No.1 Collins 
Tower Residents. Residents have measured the sound level.  The bass sound, 
constantly thumping at night to 1am and Saturday from mid-afternoon to 1am 
Sunday, is clearly above your specified levels, travels clearly across the water, and is 
not policed nor supervised by EPA, Police nor Melb City Council. Despite Council and 
ATET assurances this would not happen; this is a consistent occurrence.  

• Sound Testing and Resolution: Testing of levels was taken on a specific day and 
date.  The weakness of this testing is that it appears not to have been taken on the 
first weekend nor every weekend of operation since.  Sound levels remain too high. 
The key point and question are how will the Melbourne City Council (MCC) and 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) resolve elevated music volume issues in 
real-time (scheduled party events on the day) for the No. 1 Collins Wharf 
Residents?  You have not done this to date. The additional trading day and extended 
hours of operation will only increase the current acoustic burden already placed 
upon the Collins Wharf and Dockland’s Residents. A simple SWOT analysis would 
have shown the poor implications of extending the hours of this activity. 

 

Safety of Patrons and Community  

• Inadequate Lighting and Vehicle/Pedestrian Interaction: The Local Community and 
Guests of the Outdoor Music Venue should be of the utmost importance to the 
MCC. The Vehicle and Pedestrian Ingress and Egress Route to the outdoor music 
venue is compromised by the lack of adequate back lighting, sections of the roadway 
and easement for pedestrians are uneven, broken, remaining railway lines, and 
confusing to walkers as they often walk in the middle of the road at night.  

• Lighting & Security: Between Duneira Lane (rear of 1 Collins Street apartment block) 
and ATET there is one light only. Over the distance of some 250 metres, the lack of 
barriers to direct and contain pedestrians also contributes to risk of injury.  

• Public Disorder: We have experienced each weekend event guests of the venue 
leaving in disorderly and noisy manner. Many under the influence, intoxicated,  and 
regularly fighting in the street.  

 

 



Sanitation and Waste 

• Waste Spread Across the Streets: The Local Community is experiencing increased 
loose public waste since the opening day of the outdoor music venue. There are 
bottles (plastic and glass), cans, paper and organic waste remaining in the local area 
after a scheduled music event day. Residents of No 1 Collins Wharf are manoeuvring 
their vehicles around the debris and occasionally local residents are physically 
picking up the debris and placing it in the local trash bin. 

• Toilets: Guests of the venue are using the streets, laneways and building 
corners/alcoves as toilets. People can be seen doing this during and after each 
event.   

 

Summary 

• Activation:  The Outdoor Music Venue ATET does not activate the area.  There are 
no shops/businesses opening in Docklands after normal trading hours for this 
activity. To claim that less than 100 people on a barge activates business is 
nonsense; this is not the type of activation desired by the residents or businesses of 
Docklands. An area such as Port Melb or St Kilda would be ideal areas, already well-
structured and accepting to loud music and events.  

• Music Venue May Just Be in the Wrong Place:  A music venue perse would be a 
good activation for Docklands. But not a venue that:   

o Deliberately does not control the sound level of its music, 

o Cannot be monitored nor policed by any authority to reduce the sound 
level, or maintain the permitted sound level, 

o Cannot assure the safety of its patrons entering or exiting the area, 

o Allows patrons to disrespect and abuse the area in which they operate.   

o Allows patrons to move unsecured along the road and wharf spaces.  

 

Special Note:  ATET advertised per email and social media on Thursday 1st Dec that they 
will open for trade on Sunday 11th Dec.  We assume by this action that Melb City Council 
has already given approval and a new permit to ATET, and that this committee meeting 
and consultation is a mere process and will be given no real consideration. 

Please explain if you have already amended the permit and given approval for ATET to 
trade on Sundays with expanded hours?  
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Noise Management Framework 
ATET Floating Nightclub 

References 
A. Environment Protection Act 2017 (EP Act) 

B. Environment Protection Regulations 2021 (EP Regs) 

C. EPA Victoria Publication 1826.4 - Noise limit and assessment protocol – May 2021 (Noise 

Protocol) 

D. EPA Victoria Publication 1997 - Technical guide: Measuring and analysing industry noise and 

music noise – June 2021 (Technical Guide) 

Overview 
Some positive steps have been made with the regulatory oversight of the ATET Floating Nightclub. 

The determination that ATET is an “indoor entertainment venue” and subject to the applicable areas of 

the Noise Protocol clears up a lot of confusion. However, not sure whether the hybrid model is now 

completely off the table. I’ll discuss this aspect more later. 

The introduction of the Noise Monitor and Limiter (“the Device”) is a good step and will help delineate 

issues of excessive noise in regards whether the venue is operating outside limits, or the limits are not 

appropriate in the circumstances. The only question is whether the Device needs to be used all trading 

times, or only on Sunday. The structure and wording of the delegate’s report is not completely clear. 

Noise limits have been proposed by Enfield Acoustics based on testing and subject to peer review by 

Renzo Tonin. With all due respects to those involved, I believe there are a number of deficiencies in how 

the limits were established and these will be discussed later. 

Hybrid Model 
At paragraph 36, the Enfield Acoustics Report introduces the concept of a hybrid model whereby ATET 

could operate as an “indoor entertainment venue” for most of the time, but then up to six times per year 

operate as an “outdoor entertainment venue”, with consequent higher noise limits.  

This hybrid model concept is not supported by any reasonable interpretation of the definitions in the 

Noise Framework. 

The peer review by Renzo Tonin appears to have only commented on aspects associated with “indoor 

entertainment venue”. 

The concern arises from the item 10 of the delegate’s recommendations that states: 
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10. The use must operate under the conditions assessed in the Acoustic Report prepared by 

Broner Consulting Enfield Acoustics Pty Ltd, dated 13 September 2021 28 October 2022, and be 

to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority. 

To ensure there is no confusion down track this recommendation should be amended to make it clear 

that operations under conditions in the Enfield Acoustic Report only refers to the “indoor entertainment 

venue” aspects of the report. 

Further details of interpretation are provided in the written submission, but won’t be covered during this 

presentation. 

Under the EP Act “pollution” is defined to include “noise” and “noise” is defined to include “sound” and 

“vibration”. As such the EP Act is the overarching legislation for noise management. 

The EP Act provides for the EP Regs and includes the following definition: 

“entertainment venue means any premises or place where music is performed or played but 

does not include residential premises or a place of worship;” 

The EP Regs includes the following definitions: 

“indoor entertainment venue means any premises (other than residential premises or an 

outdoor entertainment venue), where music is played and includes a live music entertainment 

venue, hotel, tavern, cabaret, night club, discotheque, reception centre, skating rink, restaurant, 

cafe, health and fitness centre, recording and rehearsal studio, theatre, amusement park, 

amusement parlour, retail store, shop, public hall and club; ” 

“outdoor entertainment venue means any premises (other than residential premises) where 

music is played in the open air and which cannot feasibly be totally enclosed and sound-proofed 

because of its size; 

Examples 

Sports and other large outdoor arenas and major sports and recreation facilities having 

substantial provision for spectators, including privately owned land used as an outdoor 

entertainment venue.” 

The definitions within the EP Regs indicate that an “entertainment venue” can either be an “indoor 

entertainment venue” or an “outdoor entertainment venue”, but cannot be both. This is emphasised by 

the use of “…(other than … an outdoor entertainment venue)…” within the definition of “indoor 

entertainment venue”. 

The following table summarises how the ATET venue has been categorised over time. 

 indoor entertainment venue outdoor entertainment venue 

1st Acoustic Report 
Broner Consulting 

 Implied by the use 45 dB(A) 

2nd Acoustic Report 
Enfield Acoustics 

Most of the time Some of the time 

EPA Victoria Consistent with definitions  

City of Melbourne Previously silent, but in latest 
delegate’s report now stated 
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Acoustic Assessments 
The Broner Consulting Acoustic Report used a modelling and simulation approach. Unfortunately, it 

appears this model was never validated. The model was useful since it predicted areas of higher versus 

lower noise, particularly in regards the vertical elevation across the different buildings within the 

Docklands. Considerable benefit would have been derived by validation of the model. 

The Enfield Acoustic assessments used three locations and stated: “Compliance at these locations is 

expected to result in compliance at all other sensitive receptors on the basis of their relative proximity to 

the Subject Premises.” All three locations were at ground level. Unfortunately, there was no attempt to 

reconcile these locations with the areas identified in the simulation model as being exposed to higher 

noise levels. 

The Enfield Acoustic assessments were all done at outdoor locations, with no in-apartment assessments 

conducted. Now that the categorisation of ATET as being an “indoor entertainment venue” has been 

determined, it is possible to look more carefully at how the assessments need to be conducted. While the 

Noise Protocol is fairly convoluted, the Technical Guide provides convenient diagrams to assist in 

navigating around the Noise Protocol requirements. A copy of the diagram for an “indoor entertainment 

venue” is included at Annex A. This diagram pretty clearly indicates that in accordance with the Noise 

Protocol, for an “indoor entertainment venue” in these circumstances, assessments should be conducted 

indoors. 

The Enfield Acoustic assessments were done on a non-representative trading night. Clause 125 of the 

Noise Protocol states “For the purpose of determining the effective noise level, the measurement must 

be made at a time when the greatest intrusion of music noise into a noise sensitive area is likely to occur, 

…” Reg 124 also states: 

124 Noise sources that must or must not be taken into account  

 

Without limiting this Division, when the level of noise emitted from an indoor 

entertainment venue is assessed—  

 

(a) the following sources of noise must be taken into account—  

(i) noise from human voices and activities within the 

entertainment venue that are associated with the music sources;  

(ii) in the case of a place of worship, the performance or playing 

of music that is not related to recognised religious observance; and  

(b) noise associated with the arrival and departure of people attending 

the indoor entertainment venue must not be taken into account. 

This would seem to make it pretty clear that assessments need to be conducted with patrons at the 

venue and actively participating.   

Summary 
Some good steps have been achieved to tighten up the noise regulation of the ATET Floating Nightclub. 

However, there are still some significant issues to be clarified. 

Sunday trading should not be permitted until several key aspects are clarified, particularly in regards the 

assessment of applicable noise limits. 
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Annex A - EPA Victoria: Publication 1997 June 2021 - Technical guide: Measuring and analysing industry noise and music noise 
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05 December 2022 

TO:  City of Melbourne 

Re:  PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION:  TP‐2021‐620/A 

I am writing to voice my concern about the request by Atet to extend their trading hours to 1 am on 

Sunday ‘evening’ and on public holidays. 

Let me paint you a picture of what it is like living on Victoria Harbour.  We live at 8 Waterside Place 

and our apartment faces north towards the Melbourne Star Observation Wheel.  Our lounge and 

bedrooms look out over the harbour.  What this means is that we are impacted by any noise coming 

from boats/barges on the water.  It is a layered effect of noise.  Below us is the D’Albora marina 

where permanent, commercial and public boats are moored.  From time to time, owners hold 

parties on their boats which is directly below our apartment. Then there are the party boats such as 

Melbourne River Cruises, Victoria Star, Party Boat Cruises, to name a few, that add another layer of 

noise to the harbour as they pass by.  And then there are a couple of yachts, Pearl and an un‐named 

yacht moored just to the east of the Pearl that are available for hire.  Yet, another layer of noise!  

The yachts are more bothersome than the party boats in that the yachts will often begin playing 

music with the bass being the predominant sound, while guests arrive and may be moored for 1 – 2 

hours before leaving their position to travel out of the harbour.  This is not just in the evenings but 

can take place any time someone hires them out.  For example, on Friday, December 2, a group 

hired the ‘un‐named’ yacht at around 4 pm and the bass was very apparent and distracted me from 

my work as it stayed moored for 1.5 hours before leaving for a short cruise out into the harbour.  It 

was a demanding workweek for me and all I wanted was some quiet to end the week, but instead, I 

was greeted with a barrage of party boats.  Needless to say, a quiet evening was not an option.   

I have purchased a good‐quality pair of ear plugs to combat the noise issue with the hope that I can 

sleep through the hoots and hollers of the revellers as they return to the harbour to disembark.  To 

add Atet to the mix where we would subject to the unrelenting beat of the base into the early 

morning hours is too much to expect of the residents of Victoria Harbour.  We live here and our 

lounges and bedrooms should not be front seat to the unrelenting noise from yet another party 

venue—Atet.   

 

Becky Monroe 

 

 

Docklands, VIC 3008 
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FMC Submission – Meeting 6th December 2022 

Item 6.1 – Planning Permit Application: 

TP ‐2021‐620/A, 2 North Wharf Road & 938 Collins Street Docklands. 

 

ATET Floating Nightclub. 

 

I Am Asking Council: 

1. To have real life music noise assessment taken from inside and across varying 

heights of residences. Including particular measurement of the main offense to 

residents, the bass. 

 

2. For these measurements to be done at actual various trading times and taking into 

account such things as noise from the public attending. 

 

3. For this measurement event to be well publicised so that those thousands affected 

can give Council their prompt feedback! 

 

4. To reject the second part of the submission seeking additional status as an outside 

venue.  

 

 

Background: 

The reason this process is now occurring is because the general public of Docklands spoke 

out in unprecedented numbers.   

Over 400 complained to authorities, over 1,200 signed a petition and thousands were 

impacted (We). I’m one of those. 

We don’t understand the finer points of acoustics, however we surely know when the 

thump, thump, of bass going on for hours on end, well into the night, when many families 

are needing to sleep to be ready to work and school the next day, is beyond any measure of 

reasonableness.  

This Planning Permit request seeks to increase both the number and length of day/night of 

that unreasonable impact on residents. 
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Supporting Information to My Request: 

This submission will focus on the following 2 documents highlighting the lack of public 

(Dockland Residents) consultation and the puffery of claims made within. 

  

1. Letter date 31 October 2022 from Planning & Property Partners, Lawyers & 

Consultants (PPP)  

And,   

2. Music Noise Assessment dated 14 November 2022.from Enfield Acoustics Noise 

Vibration (Enfield) 

 

Letter date 31 October 2022 from Planning & Property Partners, Lawyers & Consultants 

(PPP)  

On the second page of this letter and marked page 5 of 41, PPP make this claim; 

“The proposed amendment seeks to formalise the inconsistencies identified above and will 

not result in unreasonable detriment to the adjoining land uses or amenity of the area”. 

And 2 paragraphs later: “No unreasonable noise impacts are anticipated to arise.” 

PPP then submit “that the proposed amendment is minor.” 

These are significant claims by PPP? They are unlikely to be easily accepted by the general 

residents of Docklands. We need more than these unverified, unquantified claims?  

 

Music Noise Assessment dated 14 November 2022.from Enfield Acoustics Noise Vibration 

(Enfield) 

Enfield discusses as to whether ATET is an Indoor or Outdoor venue. Enfield then proposes it 

can be both!  

As an outdoor venue this provides 6 more days where the noise can be louder than any 

other day. Apart from their argument to do this because they can, again council is asked to 

give their residences the opportunity to make their minds up through a real time sound 

check. 

Enfield repeatedly refer to “no knowledge of the content of the public complaints”. 

Enfield state that “they were not provided with access to any dwellings to carry out testing 

inside residential dwellings.” 

Enfield state “all measurements were carried out at the ground level.”  

End of Document. 
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allocated on a first registered, first served 

basis. *  

 













I write to draw the attention of the Council to the issue of recognizing Joan Kirner by naming a road 

in recognition of her contribution to the State as the first woman to be elected Premier. Joan had 

many issues that engaged her but roads were not one of them. She did not even have a car license  

In this new era when a laudable effort is being made to bring equality to gender recognition in public 

spaces, I would hope the Council could develop a policy about the forms of recognition that are 

available In fact it would be an important contribution to this issue, not just for the MCC. I would 

expect it to include input from family members as well as the affected community. Joan's interests 

were wide and included community development, education, conservation and environment, and 

women's engagement in public life. The Queen Victoria Womens Centre was one of her particular 

achievements and a laneway there would make sense to me. but there are many ways the MCC 

could recognize her role. A road is not one I would have thought of. Thank you for the opportunity to 

have an input to this important objective. 
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