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Social Effects of Municipal Rating . 
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~Study made 
PAHT 1. 

1. Gt;NERAL INFORMATlON ON FOOTSCRA Y. 
Footscrny is the largest of the mixed industrial and 

residential municipalities, ancl the eighth in order of size 
of the twenty.eight munkipalities comprising Greate r 
.Melbourne. Its area is 4,212 acres. The estimated popu. 
lation for the municipal year 19-14-45 was 60,000 and the 
number of dwellings 13,073. There were 17,583 holdings 
with a total of 15,137 ratepayers of whom H,325 appeared 
on the Voters' Roll. 

The district is among the closest to the centre of 
Melbourne, being served by two railway routes with an 
excellent se rvice. There are 6 railway stations within 
the municipality, Footscray itself (the nearest) being 
only 3~ miles from Flinders Street Station, and Tottenham 
ham (the furthest) being 5 ,~ miles from that station, the 
:tverage being 4 l / 3rd miles. It has no tramway com. 
munication with the c ity, but has a self.contained tram. 
way system of its own and is well served with bus routes. 

The municir1ality contains a number of the largest 
industrial concerns in Victoria and is predominantly a 
working class area. In consequence, frontages are .small 
compared with the purely residential eastern suburbs, 
although there are limited !tl'eas in the mansion class, 
characterised by large frontages and more valuable resi. 
deuces. T he predominating types of dwellings are 
weatherboard with corrngated galvanised roofing, although 
in the newer sections, brick and tiled roof construction 
a.re more common. 

'rhe City is one of the oldest in the Melbourne area, 
having been proclaimed in 1891. In some of the older 
sections, decadence is in evidence and these tend to be 
problem areas. On the other hand, the newer areas are 
quite attractive. . 

The present rating system is that of Net Annual 
Rental Value. The Net Annual Rental Value of the dis­
trict was £738,000 and the current rate 2/3 in the £, 
giving a rate yield of £83,000. 

2. THE NElW FOH A FIELD SURVEY. 
Before any reliable comparison could be ma.de of the 

incidence of the respective rating systems upon various 
classes of property, it became necessary to know the rate 
ill the £ of unimproved land value which it would be 
necessary to stril\e, in order to return the same revenue 
to the Council as the Current Rate of 2/ 3 in the £on the net 
annual value basis. 

This demanded a knowledge of the total unimproved 
mine of rateable property within the district. It was 
Cound that no such total was available to the Council, al. 
though values per foot were closely recorded by the 
Valuer. 

Too much work would have bee n thrown upon the 
Council officials in taking out the totals as well as Su[iply­
ing the othe r data for this study. Nevertheless, as the 
study was intended to provide reliable information for 
the guidance of other bodies, it was necessary to know 
this figure with reasonable a.ccuracy rat.her than to rely 
upon approximations based upon other districts. It be. 
carue necessary, therefore, that the members of the Land 
Values Research Group undertake a field study, in co. 
operation with the Council officia Is. to det<;lrmine this 
Yalue. 

Adva11tage was itlso taken of the op[!Ortunity affordeci 
by this field study to obtain other information not avail. 
able from the Council record~. The information upon 
the relative proportions of rateable and non.rateable 
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in GJootscray 
frontages and the distribution of the rate-exempt pro. 
pe rties in dasses, as found during this study, will be 
of more than passing interest to other municipalities. 

3. THE NATUHE AND EXTENT OF THE FIEL D 
STUDY. 

lu the course of the field study, every street having 
b11ilclin11:s in the Municipality was measured and those 
subdivided but unbuilt were scaled off the marJS. The 
primary object was to find how much of each street was 
ratable and how much non-ratable. To the ratab.le lengths 
found , the apprnpriate ave1·age land value per foot was 
applied. This value was supplied by the Valuer. Where 
values changed rapidly streets were treated in sections 
Street ,·aJues were the n combined to approximate the total 
unimproved Janel value for the district. 

Non-Hatablc Properties. 
The non.ratable properties recorded at the same time 

comprised churches, sehools, municipal property, State and 
Commonwealth Government prope1'ties, S.E.C. fll'Operties. 
They also included, as the largest single item, the frontage 
to one street lost at intersections of two streets, due to 
the property be ing rated only on the frontage to one or 
the other street. They also included the rear losses in 
:t few streets whe re the front is in one street and the 
rear in the next. 

lfoacl Intersections. 
An addition to thes e frontages which do not contri. 

lrnte to rate revenue is the square of roadway at every 
interse<'tion of two streets. The cost of this portion is 
spread over all ratepayers. These intersections were not 
measured directly but their length was ascertained by 
scaling from the map and by difference. 

Vacant Lots. 
The number and frontages of vacant lots were record. 

ed with a view t.o studying whether the rate contribu. 
tion of this (')ass oi property is proportionate to the ser. 
vices 1·eceived. 

Factories and Shops. 
The frontages or areas of factories were measured 

and also those of all shops in the shorJPing centres which 
lrnd not already been supplied by the Valuer. 

I. WHAT THE Ii'rnLD ST UDY SHOWED. 
(i) Total Unimproved Value of Footscray. 

Tl1e total unimproved value for the Munieipality, ob· 
tained by summation of the values for ratable prope1·ties 
in all streets, was fonncl to be £4,087,000. This is re­
garded a.s a minimum figure, as the average values us'.ld 
pe r foot in streets or sections clo not take account of 
corner site s or other factors that make portions of streets 
more valuable than others. 

An approximate distribution of this total among the 
,·arious wards is given in Table No. l of the Appendix. 

(ii) Equivalent Rate in the £ of Unimproved Val11e. 
The curre nt nett annuaJ value rate of 2/ 3 in the £ 

upon the annual value of £738.000 yields a rate revenue 
of £83,000. This amount, less the amount contributed 
by certain special rntable vroperties which the local 
Go~·ernment Act specifies, must be rated on the annual 
value basis, would have to be raised br the equivalent 
rate on the unimpro\•ed value basis. 

The special properties in the Footscray District are 
th~ Gasworks ancl mains ancl the Tramways Board pro. 
pe rties. The worJ{s and mains of the former property 
ha\'e an annual value of £6.634 and the latter £448, giving 
a total of £7 .082 from which the rate yield is £790. The 
tot iil ;1mou11t to be raised by a rate on the ttnimprov'.ld 
;·atue ba s is is. therefo~·c, approximately £82.200. 



The equivalent rate to return this amount is ol.83d. ilt 
the £ of tmimpro\•ed land value. As the total unimproved 
n1lue used is the minimum. it is considered that morn 
Pxart valuation. taking account of corner sites and other 
factors, would reduce the equivalent ratf' at least to 4~d. 
iu the £.. whkh <·onve nient figure has been used in any 
o·omput ations or rates In this study. 

\Vith this rate cletermined. a ready !'heck can be 
made as to whe ther a particular property would gain or 
lof;e in rates by a chauge to the unimprovetl value basis. 
With thii; rate the an>rnize ann11;1l rental ' "<llue of the land 
and thC' impronmHmt upon it is 3.50 time~ the annual value 
oC the land in its 1111imp1·oved comlltion. Any IJroperties im­
pro,·ecl to higlwr than this proportion will be found to 
11:ain under tbe unim11ro,·ecl rnlue ratin~. while those 
improved to les il than this average figure for thi> district 
would lose under the l'hange. The annual value unim. 
11rnvNl is taken as 5 % of the unimpro\'ed value. 

Although the t·urrent rnte in the .£ on n ett annual 
value il'I 2/ a. tbif; will need a little modification to ensure 
a«ru1·ate 1·om1;iariso11 bf'l ween the syste ms. This figure 
is applied to the values at thP last ge1wral valuation in 
1937, and modifie1l by s1111plen w ntary valuations on pro-
11e1'ties which have been built. altered, or ehanged hands 
s ince. '!'he land valucl! used are those of 1942. If a 
~imend re.nlluation were made at 19·l2 lev~ls th"' aunual 
i:altw of the clistrkt would be somewhal incre;is ed and 
the rate in the £ of annual value neeclPd to r~1 urn tbe 
~ame revenue 11s at present, would be lo"•er. The possible 
re1luetion would be at IPaSl ld. a1Hl probably 2tl. \Ve will 
assume thE' laltf'r figu1·e whkh is less fa\·ornble to the 
unimpro,·ed value system in <'ompari:Son::. 

Tllflt moclifiNI nlle of 2/1 Ill the £ of anumtl value 
• 111ea11s that, for greatest accnra<·r . the tlividing line b~­

t ween Joss and gain is 3.7 iustea <l of 3.5. In many of the 
!'(raphs the lin t' is shown at the latter figlll'e. Tlw 
dif(eren<'e is not great enough to warrant l'edrawing them 
hut should lw horne in mind. 

(iii) Ratable and Non· Ratable Frontages. 
The relative proportions of ratable and non.ratable 

rrontagf's to 1·oads, as ascertained from the field study, 
are as given below: 

Non-r,.uh le Rut11ble RR1nble bu~ Vacant 
WARD Front•1e F1·ontnize (%of ratable) 

(ft.) I ft.) (ft.) l•ngth 

~OHTH 63,800 117.0oo 6.600 5.6 
)lIDDI.E .. -ti,401/ 93.600 li,600 7.1 
ROl'TJl .. 51.300 153,000 20.500 13.4 

~ORTH WEST • 60,700 155.700 36.100 23.3 
KI:-;G~VILLE 78,500 290,5UO 152.700 53.1 

l'OTAL .. 301.700 809,800 222,500 27.5 

These ftg11res rm· warrls are not quite a<·rurate as some 
stl'eets. which tl'a\'erse two wardR. have been included in 
one or the other and not part to each. 

The non-ratable frontages in the list above do not 
indulle the squues of roadway at each intersection of 
1wo streets. These have a total of an additional 168,000 
feet frontage, whkh has not been split over the wards. 

There are, finally, a total of 810,000 feet of ratable 
fronta~e to roadi< and 170.000 fct:t of non-ratable fronta)!e, 
Thus, 1 he road fr•mtage which ch>t>s not t'ontl'ibute to its 
own lll)kcep and of which the ccsl m t1st be s1Jrcad OH\!' 

lh<• ratahl\' le11 g-th. amount~ to 58 ' ~ of the ratable length. 
(h·.) How :\on-ratable Fronlages are Distributed. 
A tl\ble showing the approximate distribution of the 

non.ratable frontages over ''arious classes of propf'rty js 
1·ontainerl In the appendix, Table Xo. 2. 

(v.) The Pro1)(lrtion of Vacant Land. 
The proportion of the ratable frontages which is un­

built is ,·e ry high. A high proportion wou ld be expected 
in the Kingsville ward which is tbe newest, and is de. 
\ P)opini;r. The Sorth. ~outh and Middle wards, howeve-r, 
nre ve ry old and should haYe no undeve loped land. To 
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many people the extent of ,.al'a11t land will be• most su1·. 
prising, for we ha,·e been told by many people that there 
i:; little vatant land in Footscray. 

The hii:-h 1>ropurtion of vacant land ii; )larticularly 
im11:>rtaut hecause s uch land has h<'en found to contri­
bute to Council rt'\'emw only from a quarter to one-twt'nty. 
fifth of the amount the saml' land would b« calle:l 111>01t 
ltl JJay if houFes Wt>1·e built uplln it. 

This dis parity in rates between built and unbuilt lnnd 
is lm11ort<1nt. The li!!!ht 1·ates upon unbuilt lancl nel'.-s­
~arily ill\ oll t> hea virl' rates npon built land. It becomPs 
\'Pry inwortant, the refore, to c·onsicler wbethN· the dif­
fert>11ces in l'Ost of the servil'es given to ead1 of thes1• 
two dassei: of pro1>e rt.y justifies the differt!IWe in the 
s('alt of ratf'l'I. This is ft"eateol in a sepan1IP section. 

(vi.) J\lethod of Measurement and Prohablt• Erwr. 
The method of measurement adopted In the tleld 

stmlY wa.; a i·ombin ation of s 1:aling from the sun·ey maps 
and pacing. Then· is, thPrefore. a margin of probable 
enor whil·h Is c:ompar11tively small. An approximntion to 
this error i~ i;:freu by comr1aring with the !mown Jenitth 
of all roach• in I•'oOlsl'raY. the totals round from the field 
sun•ey. The total Jpngth of all roads is known to be 122 
mil i;t:1. Tll<• total mileage or th<> non.1·atable and ratable 
frontages found from the field survPy was 124 miles. 
This puts tilt> probable error as about 2 pe r ··~mt. In the 
{-;uw~ of sho11s other than in .NichoJi;on Street , the pos. 
sible errors would be from 1 to H feet in the normal 
frontage. 'J'hiR would be a probable error of 10%. For 
this reas on, in dealing with shopping 1>ropf'rties, thoso 
whos e improved to unimproved ratios lie between the 
limits 3.4 nnd 4.o han• bN>n regarded as substantially 
unaffected in theil' rates undf'r eithe r system. In Nichol. 
son Street the probable error woulol 11ot ex(•eed 5%. 

PAHT II-HOW Honrns Alm .\IWECTED. 

5. Elmom~. IN PRELll\1lN.\UY CHECh:s. 

Ureat im1iorta nce bas been given in this inquiry to 
the i<tudy of the relath-e rates upon houses nnder thtt 
two systems. This has been necessary because houses 
fo1·m more than 90% o[ all buildin11;s in the district and 
the Pffec·ts upon thPm will probably ()\'er.ri•IP all other 
eonsilli:>rations. 

l•'or this special study upon hom1lug, two areas were 
d1osen by the Sub-1''inance CommitteP of the Footscray 
Council. One of these area s was in the Kiugs,·ille Ward 
arHI the other in th t:i l\liddle Ward. Doth areas were in 
the more closely built fJOrtlons of their districts, the 
:Middle \Yard area containinp; no va cant lots. 

These areas wPre both presented to the Group as 
arena in which preliminary C"hecks had indicated that 
houRes would pay more were a change made to the land 
rnlue rating basis. They werP thus regarded as problem 
areas. 

It was round as n resul t of the specia.l study that the 
preliminary Impression that houses wouJcJ pay more in 
tlwsP area1> was groundless. In fa<'t. it proYecl that 
hOllilt'S in both of these a reas would ma k e considera ble 
ratl' sa,·ing~ by a ehnnge to lancl Ya Jue rating. 

The reailOll for results turning out so differently from 
what had been experted was that two important e-rrors 
had bf'en mndf' in the assumptions usrd in tbe original 
ar1proximations. Tbe Annual Vaine!' whkh had been 
used were those established at the last genernl wlluation 
11·hid1 had bN'n rnadf> in 1937. whilf> I hP uuimpro,·ea land 
rnhws used were tl101;e of l!H2. whk h showed a very 
con!!itlerabk a ppreriat ion in the interval. It was founrt 
that the Annual Values hacl to be inereased generally by 
15% to brinli\' them into linp \\ ith thP 1942 figures a.IHI 
e ve" more in limited areas. 

The set•ond en·or lay in the esthnttte of the rate tn 
the £ of unimproved land value required to return the 
same l'eYenue as 2/ :l in the £ of anmml Yalne. This had 
been assumer! to be 6d. in the £ in the absenee of any 
ilefinitf' figurP as to the total unimp1•oyed ,·alue of the 
disl rit't. The field stU<ly sbowed the appropriate rate 
r equired to be -l':d. in the £. 



Eithc>r of thesP two rnrtors, slnKly, was sufficient to 
<·om111t•tely cuange the natnro> or the lndde1we. The two, 
working togetho::r. eo1upletPly fl'Versed the position. 

In the stutly on thesP two a 1·eas f'very 111·operty has 
been in restigated ;111d its an nun l vn lue graphed on the 
sheets forming the apt)Pllclix to this stmly. So al'bilrnry 
assumptions han' been 1111Pcl in pJ'ovlng tlte incidence to 
be as found. In thfl «al<'e of thP nren in the Kingsville 
Ward, not even the Hi% i1wrease ill Annual Values has 
be&n applied bnt tlw ratable ( 1937) va \net> for land anti 
impro\·ed prop!'rties have been used directly from the 
i·atebooks. 

6. :\LARGE .\lmA IN THl<i KI NGSVILLE WARD. 
Bo.meted by Somerville Rd., WilliumAtown Rd., Uet•long Hd., 

and Wales Street. 
This a rea is thf' oldest in the Kingsville \Vard. The 

houses arc of very ordinary qtuility, beinK weatherboard 
with galnrnised iron roofs c·ontra11tini;t "ith the tiled roofs 
<lf more recenlly set tied sectioni1 of this \\'ant. In this 
~tork ther!' are i81 houst>s a111l shops. In tht' rcHt of the 
Kingsville Ward put together ther<' art> onlr a bout 950 
houses. ft is evident, therefore. tha t the area stuclie!l is 
H'ry consid!'rable. The streets in this area have been 
luid out on a 33 feet frontar;e sub-di\ ls ion, which i>nables 
dirert comparisons of the rated ,·alues between proper­
ties to be nsed more safely than where frontages \'aried 
greatlr. There are, howe\·er, some variations in the 
frontages, partit·ularly iu the few shops on Somer\'ille Rel. 

The results of the study in this area are summarised 
below and lbP details for eaC'h property are given on 
Graphs ,r to K in tbe Appendix. 

i::...: <I ;; . ::: ~ -... 
c; ..; ·s - $. -- ~ -0 .. 

~ .; ~~ N~mt of Street 0 ~·~ .. > = ~ i::l r,,. -.,;;;. :::-
::: . j~ E . ! ~ .3 .c ,j 
~:3 Jlo [... ;;j >,.. ,.._ 

<o ~o 

Williamsto\\'11 (eaf'>t) 57 18 10 85 7 18 15 
Chirnside (east) 741 5 ·I 79 ·1 25 10 
Chirnside (west) li2 2 13 77 3 25 10 
Coronation (eas tl 5·1 2 2 58 ~ 3fl 30 
Coronation ( W~'SI 5(i 1 ii7 35 
Empress (east) il 1 72 2 24 
Empress (west) 6-;) 1 1 67 5 30 10 
Queens\·il\e (east) Xl.i ~jj 2 30 
l~ueensville (west) 78 1 3 82 4 26 10 
Wales (east 53 2 1 !i6 5 30 24 
Somerville <north ) 24 1 25 17 
Gee long Ht!. (sonlh) 36 1 37 5 20 

Totals . . 712 31 38 7~1 45 

Xote.-Where the rntE>d value was within 2 points of the 
average lim• on the graph. whether abo\·e or below. 
the rates have been treated as the same under either 
system. 

House3 Would Gain Undt•r Land \"alue Halinit. 
Of the 7S1 huill 11ror:erlics in this section, no le"s 

lhan 91 per <'ent. would gain a s nhl>Cantial reduction in 
theil' rates by a <..hange to land value rating. 'rhis reduc­
tian would be of the 01·der of 25 per cent. In ~ per cent. 
of built r1ro1>ertit-s, the rates would he suhst<1 nl ially the 
!'.arne under eitht>r rating system, while in only ·I per cenl. 
cf the 11ropcrtfos would there be a loiss by the <h:1nge. 

011 the other hallfl the 45 vai;ant lots amo11g these 
houses \\·ou\d pay approximatel y 3~ times m; mud1 as 
the nominal rat(>s they now pay, It li:! evident that theA<' 
,·acant lots are at present being bonussed in low rates 
at the expense of the owners of b11il t p1·or1orties in this 
area .. 

Il should be notctl that the figure!! above are based 
upon the lH'opot·tions of improved to unimproved value, 
appropriate to thE' redm·e<l net annual vnlue rate of 2/ 1 
in thE' £1 rE'ferretl to in sec· ti on 4 ti!) of this stucly. Harl 
the <'U1Tent rate of 2; a in the .\: been USN.I the proportion 
gaining mule r the unimpro\'e<l ,·alue system wonld hiive 
been even greater. On this basi8, 723 \\OUld gain, 17 
would lose aml n \\'OUld ha,·e ratel! s ubs tantially the 
same. 
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Aggregatt> Saving for Aru. 
The total n<'t annual value or this area, in 1942 

values, amounted to £3·l.UOIJ whkh, al the rn!e of 2/ 1 in 
the £, \\'OUld }'ie ld a re,·enue to the 1·ounr il or £3,550. 
Of thi.;; amount. houses would c·ootribnte £:l,!)10, and thP 
·lfi Ya cant Jots only ,t·IO bt>tween them. 

The total 1mimpro,·ed rn lne of thi11 at·ea amountecl 
to £1-17.000 which, at <1:;d. in t he .i:. would yield a rate 
revenue of £2.!lOn for the seC'tion. Of t his amount houses 
would contribute £2,750 untl thr ·15 va<'ant lots £150. 

'l'hus, the net result in thi!l area, if a change were 
made, would b(• to reduce rates on the houses by £760 
and increa.<ie the rat.ei;; on vacant lolR by 1:110. The aver­
age saving over the houi-cs would be 19/2. while thr 
rnt'ant lots would <'tmtrihutc the same.• amount as if they 
were built uptH1. 

As this area con1prb1es thP streets in whkh land is 
d earest aad l.1omws least \'ahmble in thit> ward, lt will 
be e\'ideni that. t.bere will be harclly a house u11on R normal 
block or land in lhe rest of tbe King:wllle Ward, which 
would not gain red11ce1I rates under thf site value rating 
system. This is «onfirm('d by llw i;tudy made for eaeh 
street as describecl later. 

7. A L.\UGE AJtK\ J!\ THE \llODLF: WAUD. 

Bounded by (~a~on. Station. Hamilton and lkownin~ 
St rt'els. 

This area contaiu.s H7 h<1ui-:eJ< of average ~ood qualit)" 
for the Ward, It is fully built upon and contains no ,·acant 
lots. The summarised re~ults of tht> study in this at'ea are 
J)'ivw in the table below. 

Nurr.be1· of Housr11 which 

"»QI ~t ~'C·~~ Ql~Ul.,.; 
.0 bl. -; bt s::: "' ai 

Street 
s::: s::: QI ~ 0 e~~o ~~~f..) ·- ~ "'.: QI >": • '" <LI x c'.55 ,So E"' ;:..~ ...... QI ;;-i:.:1"" ... 

~ 0 p,, "( o~ 

Gamon (West Side) 16 ll 22 15 10 
Station (South Side) 20 20 25 
Tennyson (North Side) 19 19 15 
T ennyson (South Side) 17 17 l !) 
Seddon ( North Side) 1.7 17 lO 
Seddon (South Side) 17 17 18 
Bro\\'ning (North Side) F> J r) 15 
Hamilton (East Side) 20 20 H 

Totals 141 G 147 

Of th~ l.,17 Hc u-•t.>s i,, this area. "° fewer than 111 
would gain ap1Jreciably by a chan::e lo the land \'alue 
1·ating basis. Tilus appro\ imately 97'/( of the house!! in thii; 
area ~ain by rate reduction., uf ~he ord.-r of 1:;c,;. 

.\i?!!te:!ate Savini:- for .\ .. ea. 
The total net :lnnual , ·alue of this area, at 19-12, 

£mounted to £6,1'>0. which, at 2/ 1 in the £, would yield 
a rate r~tmn of £6.lO. On the unimpro,·ed land value or 
.t27,450, the rate yield at .Ucl. in the £ would be £5.til, and 
th(! total saving in rnte!i- between these 1.ti house11 would 
be ,t:!)5, this being ar 3\ i::rage extent i:-r gain o,·erall of 
i 51/, An11>ng the 1-1 l houses ~aininl!', the 3\'el'agc saving 
would be 1:3/6 11er house. 

Had the curr <:nt rate of 2/3 in th~ £ of annual value 
l c cn used, the saving would he e,·en more ~ubAta11tial under 
the land value rating system. 

8, THE A YERAGE HOUSE IN EACR STRElt;T IN 
FOOTSCRA Y. 

A further exhausth·e study waR extended to each 
i-l1eet in Footscray, to aAcertain how the hoUS(' of avt>ra~e 
frontage and a''erage value for that 11treet, would fan• hy 
a change of the rating l!Yslem. 

This studr invo!lred finding the 8\'el'aA·e frontages for 
c~dt street. These were c~tablished Crom ~he field survey 
hy didding tbe l'atable l e1~~th ( less vacant frontnges) by 
the m•mbel' oC houses ir. the street, as a .(!'eneral practice. 
Jn some streE'tS, particularly t hose largely ,·acant, the 
total tatable front was divided by the number of lots. rn 
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others, again, as where the Atreets had i>maller shopping 
~ectioni. mixed "ith resiJentlnl, actual measurements wnc 
made of a considerable number of properties. 

The a\ erage annual rental values of hoUM'S in each 
Rtreet were found from the Municipal VoterR' Rolls. An 
u\·t'rage of 20 houi<es in each street was takl'n, where po,:­
~ible, and where le11.~ than that number exigt in a street, 
thf' a·;e:a~es of all in the !'ltreet The houses average.I 
t·ompri:;ed the firc;t 20 appe:iring in the Voters' Roll 
fo:· th€ street considered Thi!. rigid rulf' was Collowed 
to prevent an> personal e lement of selection influencing 
the houses averaged. 

T<> the ave1 age lrontageR, &!- a11cer tained, the a\·erage 
unimproved values per foot were l\pplied to :;ret the average 
unimJiroved ,·alue per dwellinJ,I' site. One twentieth of this 
amount (5<~) forms the annual rental 'alu~ of the site 
alone. 

By dividing this fi~ure into the average rental value 
uf the houses, lhe result giveR the number or times over 
h~· which, under the annual valu<' rating, the rates upon :i 
site with a house upon it art> multiplied, as «ompared with 
the 1ates on the same site if it had remained vacant. 

These results ha\'e been plott~d in a seriei; or graphs 
l"o,·ering each ward in turn, and showing the extent t-0 
which the land owner who buildR upon his s ite i~ penalised 
by the rating system for 1loin1t" 110. (See Graphs A to D.) 

TheS() graphs also show the comparative le\·et on which 
1 ates would rest with a change to land value rating. This 
is indicated b~ the horizontal line at 3.»0 shown on each 
l!raph. A proi-erty ha\'ing only the a\·erage degree of 
improvemrnt of th:? district a,. a whole would have an 
annual \'alue ag'rceing with this line. lts rate~ would be the 
i::ame under either system of 1 ating. All r;treet:; in which 
the value shown is above thi11 tin<' (so far as housing 
properties are concerned) would gain under unimproved 
\ alue rating. The extent of the gain iR in direct propor­
tion to the amount above thf' average line. 

Similarly, rroperties improved to l es~ than the aver­
age extent wil ha\'e their rates increai;ed up to the 3.5 
line. The leust improved of all 111 vacant land. The lower 
line at LO shows the present level at which such land is 
rated. 

On the graphs for tlw King:<ville, South nncl Xorth­
west wards, a separate column is shown ~iving the per­
<:enta~e oC the total ratabl.! length which is ,.,till held 
\"acant in each street. It will be seen that practically all 
i-t1eets ha\·e some vacant land, e\'en in the longest settled 
streets. In some streets the proportions still vacant are 
,·ery high. It 111 at the expense of such land that the 
heavy redud ions in rates on hom1es becomt' uossible. 

9 • • \ \ -ER.-\GE HOl'SES WOl ' LD GAIN t 'N OE R SITE 
\ 'ALO: RATl !'IG. , 

Reference to lhe fo ur graphs CO\'<' ring t he wards shows 
that out of 102 s treeh. \\ith houses in the whole of Foot ­
->Cray, only in 8 'ltret!IS (a ll or them in the ~Orth Wa rd) 
dues the a'eraJCe hou-.e have a rental value \\ hich brings it 
helo,. the 3 . .; line. 

The value or 3.5 corresponds to the present rate or 
2 3 in the .£, and has been u,,ed on the graphs. Howev"r, 
as it has been pointed out thaL a re-,·aluation would enable 
u rate of 2 ' l to be used instead by the Council on the nett 
annual value busii>, the figure :!.7 appropriate to this gh·es 
a more accurate idea of the general incidence. 

With this modification, there are onl} 11 streets in 
the North Ward, 3 in the South Ward, 12 in the Middle 
Ward, 1 in the North-west Ward, and none at all in the 
Kingsville Want, in which the average house has a value 
e,·en slightly below thP dividing line between loss and gain. 

In the case of the 17 streets with value" between 3.5 
and 3.7, the difference is ~ small that it may be taken 
that, for the average house in these streets, there is little 
change in rates between the systems. 

It is only in the eastern end of Geelong Road, Ballarat 
Road, Leeds Street, Paisley Street, the northern end of 
Nicholson Street, In·ing Street, and Pickf'tt Street, that 
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app1 eciablC' 1110 eases '' •>U Iii he folt by a \'Crage residential 
i-roperties. Jn th" other :n;; streeti.. a'eraie-e residential 
pr opc.rt ie,,. 111ould l(ain by a change to the land value ratin~ 
basis. In t he great majority of these streets the gain would 
be very conHiderable. 

E,·en in the i,t,reets mentioned aboYe there are consid­
erable sections which would gain under land value rating. 
For instance, frontages are smaller and land ,·alues lower 
on the south side of Get-long Road than on the north side. 
Th~ mansions on that !lillt' with larger frontages will in 
~eneral have the increased rates while the properties on the 
i.outh side gain r~ducecl rates. 

In Nicholson Street the position is similar, frontages 
on the we;:t side being generally le!ls than on the east 
&ide In Balhm.t Hoad, whkh is a \•er>' long street, it is 
the eastern end 1r which rates are increased due to the 
larger frontages of :he mansion!! in that section. Further 
:ilong this streC't, hous<'• JrCnerally gain reduced rates. 

lt is sijOlilicant to note that the <1treets listed above in 
which 1ate increase would commonly attend a change 
to land value rating, are those in which the wealthier 
sections or the Footsc'"a> population reside, and whil'h, 
presumably, ha"e the ~reatest ''abilitr to pay." 

JO. HOW TO f' l l'\D T HE P ERC l:-:NT.\ GE REDlX'TIOS 
IS RATE~ FRmt TH E GRAPHS. 

The percentage reduction in th:? rates on the average 
house in the street can be readily found from the graphs. 
It is sjmply the amount abo"e the dh•iding horizontal line, 
tlivided by the total length of the line, and multiplied b\' 
JOO to bring it to a percentage figure. · 

Thus, in the Kings\· ille Ward, The Avenue is the 
:<treet where houses are most p~nali11ed by annual value 
1 a ting. They pay twenty-five times as much as the site 
would pay ir it remained vncant. The percentage reduction 
in rates on houses in th:, !'treet would be: 
2.5 - 3.i 

x 100 e<1uals a.:nost 909'. 
25 

Thus, the l'&tei:. on houses in this stl•eet under land value 
1ating would be only one·tenth of what they are at present. 
On the other hand, over half the ratable length of this 
street is held in vacant lots, and upon these the rate,­
would be increased to 3' times what they now par. At 
mesent th<; owners of the vacant lot.~ :ire being bonussed 
by the rating system at the expense of house owners in 
the same streets. 

11. OEC' \ OCXT AREAS UONl'~SF.D BY AKSUAL 
\ ' AU 'E RATl!llG. 

. F~otscray ii. an old City, and contains many portion,., 
m a blighted or decadent condition. The South Ward par­
ticularly contains areas in this class. That the annual value 
rating system acts in such a way as to make this condi­
tion worse will be eviclent by further reference to the 
J?raph D of residential properties in the streets in the 
South Ward. and also to T>hllf' 7 showing tht> problem area. 

The first dozen strertl'! will iJlu,.trate the tendenc,·. 
These streets .contain a ,·erv high proportion of lhair 
ratable length m \'acant lots. These luts are \'ery unsightly 
:ind, ~onibined with the ~igh proportion of old dilapidate<! 
dwellrngs, make the i:ect1ons very unattractive to prospec­
fo·e home builders. 

The result ha:> been that land valuu in these sections 
are lower than elsewhere in the South Ward, <:imp!~· because 
the a•ea has such an air of decadence tha t no one wants to 
live ~here from choice. Lnnd ,-slues in the11e deeadent areas 
a1e, 111 some streets, as low as £2/10/0 per foot compared 
with £4 and .£5 per foot commonly in other p~rts of the 
\\'a rd. 

Yet it will be seen from the graph that hous ::'.s in thei.e 
prob!em area11 are pena li~d by the annual value rating 
system to a i.t reater edent than those 1n other a reas. On 
the other hand, the owners of the ucanl lots which a re the 
primary cnu11e of the decadence a re given a bonus in low 
rales at the expense of the house owners in thest> streets. 
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It should be noted that the great gain in reduced rates 
on houses in these areas, under site value rating, is purely 
due to the depressed value of land, and not to the good 
quality of the dwellings. This is shown by the low rental 
values set on the dwellings. The few houses of good type, 
as commonly found in other streets, arn penalised to a 
much higher extent than the average under the present 
rating. 

Site ,·alue rating, however, by offering no discourage­
ment to the improvement of the vacant or dilapidated 
11roperties, would work towards improvement of the area. 
EYen more s trongl y operative would be the increase of 
rates on the vacant lots by 3~ times, which would tend 
to make uneconomic the holding of such lots in the vacant 
condition. 

12. COST OF HOFS ES INCREASED BY ANNUAL 
VALUE RATING. 

One important fact emerging from this study is that 
the annual value rating system substantially increases the 
cost of new houses. Moreover, the extent of the increase is 
~reater the further the house from the main body of 
settlement. 

It does this through the heavy rate charge annually 
on the new dwelling-, which is equivalent to a capital levy 
on the property. It is not sufficiently realised that in many 
respects annual charires and capital charges are inter­
changable. The imposition of an annual charge of a given 
amount upou a house has a similar effect on the house 
purchaser to increasing the price of his house hy 20 times 
the amount of the annual charge (assuming 5% interest 
rate). 

The extent of this added cost of houses will be seen by 
considering· the rates pa:vable on average houses in a 
number of s treets in the Kingsville Wan!, the particulars 
being obtained from Graph A. Four streets are taken and 
the full computations worked out so that the method can 
be applied to other streets as desired. 

The annual rental value is obtainable from column 3 
of the graph, and to this figure the rate of 2/1 in the £ 
should be applied to get the rate payable under annual 
value rating. 

Multiplying the figure given in column 2 of the graph, 
for annual value of the vacant site, by 20, gives the un­
irnuroved land value of the site. To this figure the rate of 
4~d. in the £ should be applied to get the rate pavable 
under Janel value rating. · 

Co1·o nat ion \fa ryston The St. 
RRlini:: Sy•tcm Street Street Avenue Leont• rd ':-:. 

Av4~ru• P 

Ann\ICd Value Ra tin~ 
Annual Vnlue .. .. .. £·Ill £,16 c:i:i CoO 
Rate paynblc . . . . . . .. £4/10/0 .£4/ 16/0 .£3/8/0 £:;/4/0 

UnimJlJ'Q\'ed Vnluc Rating 
Unimp roved Value .. .. £132 £168 ~32 H26 
Rate payable .. .. .£2/1 2/0 £3/ 6/ 0 .£0/ •Vo £2/ 10/ 0 

Di ffe rc ncc in Annual 
Ch;u·gc .. £1/M/(l £1/10/0 t211 ;;10 £2/l •l/0 

Inc rcasecl capital cost of 
homi:e on ann uni value 
systcn1 ()V('t' unim p a·oved 
value sy stem .. .. .. .. £38 .c:io .£!) ;; £54 

The additional cost of housing is greater the further 
from the main body of settlement. As the house becomes 
older, or the land value round it rises with continued ex­
pansion of settlement, the difference tend<: to close up. 

However, the fact that the annual value rating in­
creases the cost of housing at the outset, when all other 
charges on the property arc high, must be regarded as a 
very serious disadYantage under existing conditions of 
house purchase. It is at this s tage that the home pur­
chaser has least equity in the 11roperty and the effect of 
the rating system is to make it more difficult for him to 
acquire such an equity. 

It might be noted also, that home purchase is com­
monly embarked upon at an early age oefore earning 
IJOWer has reached. its peak. Annual value rating, there­
fore, tends to impose high rates initially on houses at a 
time "·hen the owner can leas t afford to pay them, and to 

9 

g ive rc~duce<I rates as the property deteriorates when 
t.he capacity to pay is greatest. 

13. EFFECT UPON PIOK EER SETTLK\lfjN'f. 
Particular at tention has been given to the effect of the 

rat ing system on pioneer settlers. Those who are will ing 
t.o accept the disadvantages of Jack of municipal services 
in l'oads, lighting-, garbage and sometimes sanitary facili· 
ties, entailed in building homes heyond the main settle­
ment, are deserving of perhaps more consideration than 
t hose within the settled a rea. 

It will generally be conceded that whatever system 
gives lowe1· rates to this class of house-owner is the better, 
so far as the pioneering aspect is concerned. 

U pon this item, the evidence is overwhelming that 
lhe present rating imposes extremely severe burde11s upon 
these pioneer settlers. Reference t o the street g raph A 
of the Kingsville Ward, shows that all streets beyond 
the Mterisk are those in such pioneer a1·eas. These streets 
are predominantly vacant land with a few isolated houses. 
Most o:f the streets are unmade. It will be seen that the 
houses in these streets, under annual rating, are called 
upon to pay from 12 to 25 timlls as much in rates as the 
s ites would pay had they remainei{ Yacant. It has already 
been pointed out how the cost of buildings in these streets 
is increased. 

Site value rating wouid reduce the rates on houses in 
these streets to between one-tenth and one-third of tho.• 
present rates. 

Nor would the increasing of the rates on vacant land 
under site value rating act as a bar tc> holding of land by 
these pioneer settlers . .Houscownci·s in these streets would 
ac!.ually be far better able to take up and hold additional 
lots than they are at present. 

Two examples from different areas will make this 
clear. Tile streets concerned are in the Spotswood and 
Tottenham sectors respectively. 

Annual Value of Average House 
Unimproved value of site ..... . 
Rates on House (An. Value Basis) 
Rates on House (Unim. Value Basis) 

Hate Saving Unimpd. Value Basis .. 
Rates on Vacant Lots (U.V. Basis) . 
Hates on Vacant Lots (N.A.V. Basis ) 
Saving on house rates WQUl<l cov~r 
payment,; on vacant lots to number .. 

The 
Avenue 
£83 
£82 
£3 8 0 
£0 12 6 

£2 15 6 
£0 12 6 
£0 3 6 

Ind we 
Street 

£29 
£30 
£3 0 0 
£0 12 0 

£2 8 0 
£0 12 0 
£0 3 3 

4 
Thus, on th.cir rates saving on the house, thes<.> 1>ioneer 

residents would be able to take 1111 and hold a rurther 4 
''acant lots without any more rate 1iayment than at present. 
Under these conditions there is unlikel y to be any discour­
agement to the owning of land in these .areas . 

This 1·esult, in favoring the 1·esident land ownei', may 
l:e considered preferable t o the p1·esent system which favors 
the absentee speculator. Land in these outer sections is 
largely owned by such absentee speculators, who, under 
unimproved value rating, would have no house-rate-reduc­
tion to offset the increai::es on their vacant holdings. Un­
auest ionably, the resident pioneer is of more value to the 
district than the absentee speculator, and thi!; feature of 
the change will be viewed with satisfaction. 

14. THE EFFI<JCTS UPON THE BUILDI NG AND 
ALLIED INDUSTRIES. 

The building construction and allied industries are 
sren to be burdened by annual value rating in a number 
of ways, wh.ich all work cumulatively to the detriment of 
these industries and those employed by them. 

First is the direct burden of the !'ate incidence. Of 
the tot;i.l £83,0()0 rate-revenue, under annual value rating, 
uo less than £60,500 fall:; upon the buil':iings, and only 
£22,500 upon the sites. Under site value rating, no part 
of the rates falls upon buildings, the whole of the rates 
l.ieine: carried by site'3. As co111pared with site value rating, 
therefore, the buildin)? industries are penalised by annual 
,·alue ra ting to the extent of £60,500 for this City. 
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This dit·ect burden falls mainly upon the industries 
concerned in maintenance and renovation of existing im· 
provements. Apart from discouraging the making of re­
nairs :ind alterntions, on account of prospective rate 
increases, the heavy rate incidence upon the buildings im­
pairs the owners' fin~ncial capacity to make the improve­
ment-~. 

There is a further direct burden upon construction of 
new huildings under annual value rating as compared with 
site nlue rating, due to the increased cost of houses and 
other buildi1igs under the former. 

In Section 12 it was shown that annual ,·alue rating 
i11creas~s the cost of houses in Footscray by a variable 
amount, commonly about £00, through the general rate 
alone. As the Metro•Jolitan Board of Works uses the same 
method of rating for water and sewerage purposes, there 
ii:; a further increase in cost of about £37, due to this rate. 
The total increase in the cost of houses, as compared with 
that under site value rating, is thus commonly about £87. 

By r~ducing the cost level of housing to such an extent, 
i::ite value rating woL1.ld directly benefit the building con · 
s truction and allied industries. It would extend demand 
for the products of these industries to a new population 
group, whose income now compels them to tenancy, but 
who would be enabled by lower costs to become home 
purchasers. 

The reduction of cost levels in this way would also 
enable higher income g roups to · build better classes of 
houses, or instal better fitments, without increasing thefr 
annual charges. Similar considerations apply to the con· 
struction of all classes of business and industrial premises. 

The tendency to make sites available more cheaply 
under site value rating also works i11 the direction of 
t=:timulating the building construction industries. Other 
studies, conducted by the Research Group, have shown 
that both the numbers and values of building permits, 
per acre available for building, are more than twice as 
!!reat in the districts rating site values as in their counter­
parts rating annual values. 

Site value rating would, therefore, directly benefit 
employment prospects of carpenters, bricklayers, plumbers, 
plasterers, painters, electricians, glaziers and others em­
ployed in the building construction industries. It would 
equally benefit employers and employees in the manufac­
ture and supply of mate1'ials such as timber, cement, bricks, 
tiles, glass, paint, iron and steel, and other related products 
used in the building industry. 

PAHT Ill-HOW V.ACANT LAND IS AFFECTED. 
10. THE J~XTENT OF VACAl'\T HOLDINGS. 

The fact that vacant land is the only class of property 
which would inevital>ly have to meet increases in rates 
with a change to the unimproved land value basis justifies 
a special section in this study. 

As part of this study, an exhaustive investigation has 
been made of the number and distribution of such va.cant 
holdings. The proportions in which such holdings are held 
by residents and by absentees have also been determined. 

There are some 4,400 vacant lots i·epresenting 25'11 
of the total holdings. Many of these lots are acres in ex­
tent, so that the proportion of vacant land is greater than 
appears aboYe. 

The following dissection has been made from the Mnni­
dpal Rolls, and summnl'ises the holdings of vacant land 
only for each ward. It does not include holdings of vacant 
land held in conjunction with other built lots. Nor does it 

Ward 

North ...• 
Middle .. . 
South ... . 
North-west 
Kingsville 

Totals .... 

Holdings of Vacant Land Only. 
Number of Annual Value Unimprow d 

Holders of Holding$ Value 
25 £538 £10,760 
22 £384 £7,680 
61 £687 £13,740 

226 £2,364 £47,280 
336 £8,190 £163,800 

670 £12,163 £243,260 

11 

include holdings less than £100 unimproved value, wliich 
is the qualification required to <"arry a vote. 

Values given are for 1937, and do not take account of 
appreciation to 1942. 

Vacant Land Held in Conjunction With Dwellings. 
'Jn addition to the group owning vacant land only. is 

another owning- vacant lar.d in addition to dwellings. The 
two assessments are lumped together on the rolls , but an 
approximation to the amount has been obtained by deduct­
ing the average rental value of houses from the total to 
leave the land value. The result is g iven below. 

Ward Number of Annual Value Unimproveci 
Holders of Holdings Value 

North .... 50 £635 £12,700 
.Middle ... 36 £4 18 £.S,360 
South .... 86 £580 £11,600 
North-west 95 £1,009 £20,180 
Kingsville 143 £1,045 £20,900 

Totals .... 410 £3,687 £73,_~ 

These figures do not include very considerable areas 
held vacant by a number of factories, and which cannot 
be separated from the figures for their works. Again, the 
values are for 1937, no addition being made for 1942 
values. 

It will be surprising to many to see the small propor­
tior. of the Footscray residents who actually own 1and in 
addition to their residence. Practically all such persons 
will be included in the figure of 410 above. 

Holdings Below the Voter's Qualification. 
The number of h1lders of vacant sites below the vaiue 

of £100 which qualifies for a vote could not be found 
exactly, but an approximation to it is given by the differ­
ence between the total number of ratepayers and the 
number qualified to vote. 

The total of ratepayers was 15,137, and the number of 
\'Oters on the rolJ was 14,325; the difference being 812. This 
is the minimum figure for the number of land owners 
below the voting qualification. But a check of the rolls 
shqwed that there were approximately 740 ratepayers 
duplicated on the rolls where two separate persons share 
the same property. Hence there are in all about 1,550 
holders of land below the voting C]Ualification. These 
holders are almost exclusi\'ely absentees, since residents 
generally wili be included in the table above. 

The value of land owned by this group cannot be 
ascertained exactly. A reasonable approximation is 
obtained by taking the average between the minimum 
value of a single site £20, and the maximum of £100, 
which would confer a vote, the average value being £60. 
This gives an approximate total of £93,000 for the un­
improved land value held by this group with an annual 
Yalue of £4,650. 

16. TOTAL VACANT HOLDINGS AND THE RATE 
INCRE~ASE UPON THEM. 

The total in the three classes of vacant holding~ 
above is an unimproved value of £410,000 distributed over 
2,630 owners. 'l'o this should be added appreciation in value 
between 1937 and 1942. This will vary greatly, in some 
parts being little and in others a good deal. As an overall 
a \·erage, t.he value of 15% found with i·esidential properties 
will be fairly close, bringing the total value in these groups 
to £470,000 unimproved. These holding-s contribute on the 
annual value basis £2,440 in rates. On the unimproved 
rnlue basis, the rate contribution would be £!),300. * 

This total still does not include vacant land held in 
co•ljunction with factories. Nor does it include considerable 
areas nominally counted as built although the buildings 
are ef little value, or only occupy part of the site. 

•An inde pende nt check from the field !'tudy ~howed that 
the unimproved ,·alue abo,·e wap Rct.u1'1l~· £~20.000 and the 
rate contribution tmder site \'alu-e rating w ould b e £t0.301l. 
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11. THE REL . .\TI\' ~ r1wr01n10~s OF .\BSF.XTF.F. 
.\:\D RESIUE="T 11 01.Ul:HS 01" YAC\ l\'f L.\ ND. 

An exhausti\"e analy-<is oC the vacant holdings has 
been made to find the 1>roporlions in which they are held 
by resident;,, and ab~ntee speculators re:1pectively. The 
figures below disi;ect tll<' holdings of vacant land only, 
<!Lo,-e £100 iu unimprnvt'd \'alue. 

llistribution of \" acant Land Uet ween Residents and 
.\ b'fenters. 

Ward Number of Number of 
Holders Holders 

Residents \ bsentees 

North •• • • 12 lS 
Middle • • • 15 7 
South ••.. 40 21 
North-west 148 78 
Kingsville • 129 207 

Total •• .. 344 326 

Annual Value of 
Holdings 

of of 
Residents Absentees 

.£86i £2i1 

.£166 t'llS 
£-174 £213 

£1,276 £J,08l'> 
.£1,250 £6,9.JO 

.£3,538 £8,780 

Of the total ann ual ,·alue of £121263 aoo\'e, it will be 
seen that no less than 71 '1( i:s held oy absentees. In the 
Kings\'ille Ward the proportion is 85~. 

Of the £3,687 annual \'alue or land held in conjunction 
with dwemngs, the ·~reat bulk will be held by 1e,.iclents. 
On the other hand, the great bulk of the minimum figure 
of U,650 in holding11 below the voting qualificution 1i; 

held by absentees. 
An :.pproximation to the distribution of lhe total 

between residents and nb:-enlee'I i~. therefore, £7,220 Resi­
dents, and £13,3h0 Absentees. 

Thus, of the increase o( approximalely .£.\,000 in iateh 
on nicant land under the unimproved value rating ),ystcm, 
.W.200 would be cuntribut<'<I by abi;entees living in other 
tiistricts, and £2,800 by residents of Foot!'Cl'ay. 

The study has 11hown thut, whether own<'<l hy reRidents 
or absentees, thetie vacant holdings a re highly s pecula ti\'e. 
The indications of high prewHure land salesmuns hi11 a re very 
i.frong. One evidence of lh<' Ml>eculative nature of thel'le 
holdings is the fuct that no le'IS than 213 of t he 670 
deta iled a bo,·e. are 0 1111wd h) ft•mnles. The'le a rt' t>\tremely 
unliktly to be holdini.: th t• land 111 ith the intention of build­
in~ homes in l'oot-.••ra). 

The main puint of dislinction between resident an•I 
ab!'entee speculators lies in the fact that with the latter, 
thei r low rate bonus is s~nt in other districts than Foot­
scray, and is a clear loss to the district. 

18. THE L.\RG l~ST HOLDIXGS OF YAC.\ NT l..\l'W . 
All the holdings of purely vacant land exceeding .£60-0 

in unimpro\•ed ,·alue a1·e listed in Table No. 8 of the 
AppendLx. There arc •la such holdings of which 21 are 
o\rned by absentees and 1!I hy Footscra) residents. The 
rate!' now paid on this lancl are £l'\22, and those paynble 
under site value rating are .£2,000. fleference to the occu­
µation colunul shows that these holders are in a much 
better position lo pay more rates than the hou<1e and 
factorr owners who would be relie\'ed b) the change. 

It will be i,,een thal one holder (Sir \\ m. \ ngli..,!>) 
holds more than all t he ot her t2 holdingi. put toj!ether. In 
fact . this one h1>lder has more uc:ant land than the holdings 
of a ll the other ab&entee" put togethe r (£ 1,900 out of 
l:'.8,730 annua l \'a lue). 

This holder occupie11 a unique position in Footscray 
as an industrialist , ownt-r of shop and house properties, 
and a~ a land r,pcculntor. 'fhe magnitude of thei;c opera­
tions 'lletits a i;pedal ePction to con!<ider the elTert of a 
rating change. 

19. E FF ECT l'POX :-\IH W • . \ XGL IS8 l ~TER E:-\T •. 
The Angliss interests in Footscray comprise the meat 

canning factory with an annual value of t'l0,700, and un­
improved value of .£37,800. There are threP blocks of shop.~, 
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two in Darkly Sheet ( 1 'i shOJJS), and lhe other in William;:. 
town Road (Ii sho11s). The fotmer have an annual va lue 
or .tc'2,'ii0 and unimr>toved value of .£18,750. The latter have 
an annual value -:>f .£1>60, and unimpro,·ed value of £720. 
The vacant land, or which .. ome 200 acres are still un· 
subdh;ded, has an annual value of £5,437, and an unim· 
pro•ed value of £10 .... 7ii5 (allowing lOt;~ appreciation on 
the 1931 valuation figure). The comparotivc rate position 
on i>alance would be all follows. 

Item Rates on N .A . 
Value @ 2/1 in 

£ 
Factory .. 
Shops (Barkly St.) . 
Shops (Wmstn. Rd.) 
\"acant Lan<l .. , • 

Totals ...... 

£2.156 
:£288 

£69 
.£565 

£3,071S 

Rates on Un. 
Value@ 4~d. in 

£ Chan~e 

£746 Dec. £1,410 
.£370 Inc. £82 

£14 Dec. £55 
£2,154 Inc. £1,590 

£3285 Inc. £207 

It would seem 1 hat the site ''aluc rating system is 
more in accord with common ;;ense than the annual value 
method in the treatment o( this individual. The site value 
iating method give11 this ratepayer lower t'1Ltes in h is 
capacitr as a manufacturer, in which he is performing a 
public sen·ice and pro\ iding a livelihood for a great number 
of employees. On the other hand it would increase his 
rates in his capacity as u land speculator, in which he 
performs no useful public s 1•r,•ice and gives employment 
to none It is further more appropriate to gi\e reduced 
i-ates on the ''' 1lham ... town Road shops, which are on the 
oul€r fringes or settlement, than to thOS(' in Barklr Street, 
which have a turno,er much g reater. 

On the other hand, the ann\lal value ratin:t penalises 
thii: ratepayer in hi• capacity as manufacturer and reward!; 
him in his capacity aa land !>peculator. 

20. WE\tnLY PA UK EST AT E. 

This is an area of land bounded by Geelong Road, 
Rotert Street, 1"cunciA Strf'et, Richard Street, in the Kings­
' 'ille Ward. It conlai1111 57G allotments of land. It forms 
portion oC tlw lancl in the An1rliss interests which was sub­
cliYicled and uf which a larf:{e part was sold to individuals 
many years ago. In thi11 whole block there are only !I 
houses, 7 being in Hohert Street. 

This lJlock wa11 drawn to the attention of the Land 
\"alues I!esearch Group b)• the sub-Finance Committee of 
the Council rm 111iecial 11tudy. It was re(1ui red to know 
whether the increa&ed rates on thih \'acant 111nd would be 
unreasonable or beyond the capacity of the owners. 

The nett annual ''a\ue (1937) for this block is £1,812 
and t he present rate at 2/3 in the £ yields £203. The un­
improved value is £29,000 and the rate on this at 4!d. in 
the £ would yield £675, an increase of £872. 

A dis:>eeUon of ownership of holdings in this area has 
been made from th<• municipal \'Oters' roll for all the streets 
(other than the foi.r bounding streets which extend beyond 
this area). The result,; <'f this dissection are gi"en in 
detail in Table No. I of the Appendix. 

r.ererenc:e to thh, Tobie s ho1'8 that the re i not a 
.. in~le i:enuine mtend1111t home builder amonit all t hese 
holders. There is onl> one Footscray resident in the list. 
an j th is a speculator lo the extent or three lots. With 
the excep: ion or t11 o other holders, all an localed in 
country towni; in \ ic:toria and X.S.W. These owners can 
ha ve no intention oC Hetl ling in Footscray and have 
obvious ly been induced to buy land in thi11 city a8 a s pecu­
la t ion by 11nscrupulou11 laud Halesmen. 

The conclukion M't'MR inesca1>ahle that this whole hlod.. 
has nol be •n huil t 11 11on, pur(• ly because the lot i. ha \•e been 
bou !!ht by i.1wculntori. " ho wis h to re·!!ell at a profi t to 
!!Cnuine home bu) e1·i-. Th<.' net resul t he rt of subdivision. 
i-. that of d is;mwal from a lari;:e scale .. pecula to r to small 
..cale speculators. 

The increai-e in rale .. on the~ lots cannot possibly do 
anythin;: but benefi t Foot1>cray residc>nt11, ~Ince they fall 
almost e"<clu"h ely upon absent l'es. 



PART IV-HOW SHOPPING CEN'l'EHS ARI~ 
AFFECTED. 

21. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE SHOPPING 
CENTERS. 

The main shopping centers in F<>otscray are, pre­
eminently, a short section of Nicholson Street betwet!n 
Darkly Street and Irving Place on the West side, and be­
tween Hopkins Street and Irving Street on the East side. 
Sales have been effected recently at over £350 per foot on 
the West side, and £'250 <>n the East side. Other Jess busy 
but very prosperous streets are Paisley, Leeds, Hopkins 
and Barkly Streets, and Anderson Street in the South 
Ward: 

In addition to these main centers, there are a number 
of well defined subsidiary shoppin:;r centers. These centers 
(which am listed later), are more numerous and take in 
a much greater proportion of the total shopping properties, 
than mi~ht at first be supposed. 

Outside of the defined shopping centers there are a 
great number of isolated shops scattered here and there 
in residential st1·eets. There are at least 194 of the total of 
(•\·er 1047 .shop and business properties, in this class. 

22. SCOPE OF THI~ SHOPPING INV.ESTJGA'fION. 

An exhaustive investigation has been made to find how 
the rates are distributed under the two rating systems, 
between the shopping centers and between sections of the 
same centers. The incidence of the rates upon owners and 
tenants has been investigated, and also the question of 
"ability to pay." The effect upon shop rentals has been 
examfoecf. The extent to which changes in the rates upon 
other classes or property will be likely to affect business 
in the shopping centers has been investigated. 

Exhaustive treatment has been given to each property 
in the mah1 shopping center, and these properties are 
tabulated. In those centers where increased rates are 
<'Ommen, speciai examination has been made of all proper­
ties carrying increases. 

In addition, a series of graphs has been prepared, 
c•ov•~1·i11A' every i;:hop and business property in the main and 
subsidiary centers, from which it can he l'eadi!y seen 
whether a change tc <;ih• value 1·ating would result in 
hiA'het 01• lower rates. 

23 .. \IOSl SHOPS f.\RllY LOWEI~ HATE8 UNDER 
SITE VALl'E RATING. 

The invest.igation has shown that an overwhelming· 
majority of the shop and business properties would carry 
reduced !'ates under a change to site value rating. Of the 
total of 1,047 built sites studied, no less than 692 (66%) 
would have their 1·ates reduced by such a change, while a 
further 69 (6% ) would carry substantially the same l'ates. 
Only in 286 cases (28'7r ) would the rates be increased. 

The results in each of the shopping centers are sum-
1narised in the Table 6, together with the net result, for 
that center, of balancing the rate increases and decreases. 

Im.pection of this table will show that it is only in 
the main shopping eenter, on the West anrl East sides of 
Nicholson Street, that really conside1·able increases in rntes 
oceu1-. These increases are carrie\1 by 76 shop sites, the 
increase averaging £62 per annum, which is an increase of 
1-10%. This is a considerable increase and the ability to 
meet it is specially investigated later. 

Outside of this center, the only other areas in which 
rate increases are common are in Leeds, Paisley, and parts 
of Barkly, Hopkins and Anderson Street centers. These 
centers are also specially examined later, but it may be 
noted here that the increases are much more modest in 
these centers, both as a percentage and in amount. 

The table covers only sites which are built. In these 
same shopping centers there are no less than 85 shop sites 
vacant, the owners evidently holding in anticipation of 
hii::-her p1·ices. Site ,·alue rating would increase rates on 
these by 275%. 

It mny be- noted that the streets in whkh reduction's 
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in rates are genernl, under site value rating, are ~hose 
streets in which the tumove1· or general scale of business 
is at u much lower le,•el than in the main business centers. 
Thi:; is r~fl.ected in the lower scale of land values. 

Thus site value 1·ating tends to compensate the less 
prosperoJs centers for their disabilities, whereas a~nual 
value rating gives lowe1· rates to the most favored busmess 
centel's at the expense of the less favored. 

2.j. HOW INDIVIDUAL SHOP SITES FARE 

The position of each individual shop site is shown for 
the vitrious shopping centern, on a series <>f graphs, L to 
T, from which it can be c;een immediately which properties 
would gain reduced rates by a change to site "alue ratin~ 
and the extE>nt of the reduction, or vice \•ersa. 

. In those streets where rate reductions are general, it 
has not been co11sidrrecl necessary to calculate the actual 
amount of the rates for inclusion in this study, the relative 
position being f\Ufficient. 

For those section;; in which rate increases under site 
value rating are common, however, a dPtailed treatment 
has been given. Of these street::, Nicl1olson is the lll06t 
important, since the aggregate rates fot· this st2·eet would 
be inc1·eased by £4,440. 

EYery property in the shopping sections of this street 
has beea tabulated In Table No. 9, whirh shows theowner 
of the site ancl also the occupier and nature of business, 
together with the respective rates under the two systems. 

A further dissection is made for this and the other 
streets, covering each property which carries increased 
rates, tabulated in Table No. 7, according •to whethet· 
ownership is by: (a) a resident of Footscray; (b) a resi­
dent of some other municipality; (c) held as a part of an 
estate or in the hands of executors. 

2:J. INCREASES IN RATES FALL UPON THE SITE 
OWNER Al"D NOT UPON THE TENANT 

In considering the cases where increased rates occur 
under site value rating, it should be borne in mind that 
these increa;;es fall upo1i the site owner and cannot g·ener­
allr be pass~d on to the tenant. 

Even where thE> lease agreements stipulate that the 
tenant is to pay the rates, it merely defers the owner's 
liability till a 1~ew lease is negotiated. 

This fact is not sufficiently recognised by the general 
public, although wen understood by economists. The matte1· 
is thoroughly dealt with in "Economics for Commerce," 
hy J. K. Gifl'ord, .M'.A., Lecturer in Economics, University 
of Queensland, this work being a text book for students 
at Melbourne Unh·ersity {see pp. 195-211). 

It will, however, be obvious that the owners of the 7G 
sites having l'ate increases in Nicholson Street would find 
it wry difficult to get increased rents from their tenants 
when there are 692 other shop sites carrying reduced rates. 

Further, as the increased rates upon the 85 vacant 
sites in shopping centers woul.d tend to induce building 
l!pon them, the competition for tenantl' for these new shops 
woulll tend to reduce shop rents. 

In this i.:tucly, however, it has been found that the 
general conclusions would be unaffected whether the 
owners or the tenants bore the rates. In either case these 
localities are able to bear the increases. 

26. THE ABILITY OF NICHOLSO:S STREET SITES TO 
CARRY HTGHER RATES AS COMPARED WITH OTHER 

SHOPPING CENTERS. 
The study show<; that the rate contribution of sites 

in this main center under annual value rating is out of 
proportion with that required from other much less pros­
perous shopping centers. 

The volume of business on Nicholson Street is many 
times greater \han in other shopping cent.ers, and parti­
cularly than in the minor centers. So also is the wea1· 



:rnd tear on liH' roads from tlle <>xt1·a trnffic canied by 
this street. The runt! ha;; been spt•dully constructed with 
wood ulocks vn concrete to handle thi;; traffic. Not only 
is the capital and maintenance cost of this section to be 
considered, but a considerable proportion of the costs for 
other main roads are incurred on behalf of this area for 
dP!in~ri es to and frllm it, and to enuble cu~tomers to 1·e:H·h 
it easily. 

Xotwithstanding- these advantages to the site, and 
cxlra costs to tht· Council, the a\·erage single shop site 
in the main center contributes to Council revenue only as 
much as 3 or I shops in tlhe minor i<treels, and only a" 
Much as 5 an•rngt> t.y11e houses. 

('l'he actual figures are given in Table No. 10 in the 
Appendix.) 

T .\BLE No. 6. 

27. THE H~l. .\TIVE \.OLDIE OF BUSI:SElo\~ 
BRTWEEN <'t-~NTERS COl\IP.\R•:c> WITH THEIH 

RATE CO~TRIUUTION. 
Some idea of the difference in the volume of busines!:l 

between the va1·ious main and minol' shopping centers, is 
olilainable from the comparative stati!'.tics of business 
done by the branches of the State Savings Bank, as pub­
lished in the Annual Report for 19<1.t. 

Thi:-re are b1·anche" ser\ ing four of these shopping 
are:ls. Footscra y Branch (Barkly Street), Yarraville 
B1anch (Ballal'at Street), Seddon Branch (Pentland 
Parade), and .f<'ootscray South Branch (Charles Street). 

The comparative statistics arc given for these centers, 
t he a -:tual fi11:u1·es herni.-: quoted first, followed by the 1·ela­
fo•e volume of business, the Footscrar Branch being c.-on­
s idererl as the !:tandard 100. 

HOW BlilLT PIWPERTl.ES IN SHOP .\~D BUSINESS CE~TE.l<S WOl fLD Fi\RE u :S-Dlm A ('H.\NGE TO SITE 
Y ALn: IM'i'JKG. 

Street Center Total Number Number Number Total Rates Under 
Built Gaining With No T .osing Annual Site Change In 
Sites Site Val. Change Site Val. Value Value Rates 

Rating RatinJ.:" £ £ .£ 
~icholson S treet (West) 

Barkly-lrving Place 3; 37 2,092 5,124 + 3,032 
Irving Place-Iluckley •• 25 22 1 2 478 252 - 226 

:-licholson S treet (l<:ast) 
Byron-Hopkins 5 3 2 58 40 18 
Hopkins-Irving 3!) 3!1 1,244 2,896 + 1,662 

Paisley Street 
Leeds-Nichol sun 27 3 24 665 !120 + 255 

Leeds Street 
Jrving-H op kin~ .. . . 28 3 2 2:1 426 642 + 2Hl 

Hopkins Stree1 
North Side ( f-2 on) •• 36 20 2 14 413 435 + 22 
South Side (8fi on) •• 2:. 9 I 15 517 547 + 30 

Barkly S treet 
South to Geelong Road . 82 7 7 6~ 1,700 2,280 + {i80 
Scuth, Gcclong Hoad on 39 33 l'i 1 288 175 113 
No1th to Ge\> I Ong Road 3!1 15 6 ]8 700 676 24 
North, Geelong Road on 34 33 l 30!1 16!1 140 

. \ nderson Street 
N orth io Railway .. . . 22 3 I) 14 298 433 + 13:> 
South to Railway 2!1 9 R 12 -!90 .t!IO 
.Beyond Rly., Kth. & Sth. 1;; 15 91) 66 31 

Hallarat :-itrct!t 
Full len~th 

Ballarat Road 
.. 31) 30 Ji 2'10 118 122 

Hosainoud .l!:nd 11 11 117 ·11 76 
Irving Street 

Full length 
Bellairs Stn•ct 

.. 25 20 s 2 21!) 147 RR 

Seddor. Sta t ion 6 4 2 31 22 !l , lfo·mfogham Street 
Full length .. . . 12 12 88 34 54 

Huclcley Street 
Victoria-Nicholson 56 46 7 3 340 181 lii!l 

Chal"les Str~t 
Victoria.Gamon .. 27 21 1 5 267 19X li!l 

Droop Street 
Both ends .. 17 11 4 2 150 100 !)0 

Gamon Street 
F ull length 21 19 2 146 X5 61 

Pentland Parade 
Seddon Station 16 15 l 108 74 :u 

Somerville Road 
Railway to W'stown Rd. 33 28 3 2 222 130 92 
Williamstown Roacl on 27 26 1 11~ 

Stephen Street 
F'ull length .• .. 28 27 1 148 6a i:;:;; 

Victoria Street 
Full length .. 38 34 2 10' 

Williamstown Road 
Full length rn 19 163 48 115 

Shops d istribut<'d in resi-
<lential streets .. 194 194 l,230 -J6.J 766 
Total:< .• .. .. . . . . . . 1,047 692 69 2~1l Ia,747 17,132 + 3,38i'i 

IS 



State Savings Bank Statistics, Year ended 30th June, 1941. 

No. ()f I No, o[ AmC1unt or 
Jlz·anch 1' tf. osactiona Depns:itor1; Balances 

.\ctunl I Rtlalive Actual R~lntive Act uni Relative --- """7oOO 
Footscr•Y .. lil,86! 100 80,82:> 100 2,17G 100 
Ynrravllle .. 60.742 3:1 8,818 29 ~76 31 
S.-ddon .. .. :~3.406 ta 3,127 10 292 13 
•·•,.,tacray Sth. 1:>.!190 9 1.6311 

--
$ H O 

' 
1 

The above figures a1·e striking, bot understate the 
1.lilference between the main center {Nicholson, Barkly, 
Paisley, Leeds Streets) and all others. In addition to the 
State Savings Banks, this main center holds branches of 
the Commonwealth Bank, B.S. & A. Bank, Union Bank, 
Commercial Banking Coy. of Sydney, Bank of New South 
Wales, Bank of Australasia, National Bank and Commer­
cial Bank. whose figures should be added to those of the 
main center, but are not a\'ailable. 

On the other hand there is only one of the othe1· 
shopping centers which hai; any other banking branch. 
This is the National Bank in Yal'l'aville. 

Hefercnce to the shopping center summary in Table 
No. 6 >:hows that, in the main shopping sector comprising 
Nicholso11, Paisley, Leeds, Barkly (to Geelong !toad), part 
of Hopl<ins Street, there :ire 3l:l3 shop and uusiness s ites 
(neal'ly one third of the total number). 

Under annual value rating, this area contributes a 
little o\'(>1· half of the total rates canied by all shops 
co\'cred in the study. The proportion cari·ied by this 
centel' is quite inadequate compared with the greater 
n1lume of business done in this sector, ancl the other 
centers are at present paying far more than thefr fail' 
:-:hare of the rate burtlen. 

l"nder land \·alue rnting the 333 sites in the mair, a1·ea 
woulll carry oO per cent. of the rates on ~hop-sites, a 
proportion much more closely following the difference in 
volume of business. Not all of these sites Wl):ild carry 
rate increases, howeYer, 82 receiving !'eductions in their 
rates. 

Site value rating, therefore, would givn more equit­
able a1>po1·tionment of rates between the shopping centers 
as dis tinct from the incidence on individual sites within 
the ccnte1·s. 

28. EFFE(")':_.; UPOX nrn BliSI1' ESS c1<;~TBR8 OF .-\ 
('ff.\!li(;a.; 1~ THE DIS'l'RIHUTIOX OF 'l'HE ltATES. 

It has been found that a change to site value rating 
would !iring important changes in the distl'ibution of in­
come within the citr. which would have an impo1·tant effect 
upon trading eonditions. 

It has been shown eadier that 80 to !JO per cent. of 
the houses in Footscray would carry lower 1·ates under 
site value rating than under annual value rating. This 
savin_g benefits the lower and middle income ~roups of 
the pOJ>Ulation. whose spending is predominantly in the 
iocal shop1>ing centers. It is upon this group that the 
shopping community relies fol' its trade. 

On the other hand those receiving the rate benefits 
at µ cseni, under annual \'Blue rating, are a comparatively 
small ~i·oup of higher income people whose spcntliug is 
lnrisely in investments which confer no benefits to the 
shoppin1; l'Ommunity, and a much greate1· proportion of 
outlay on gootls is spent in other districts. Almost the 
whole or the rate savin{!.'s of absentee holders of ,·acant 
land is .spent elsewhere. 

The a ctual rate saving by the individual house is not 
a Yer y lar ge figure, t>ut in the aggreg·ate it means a ve1·y 
largo sum available for spending in the shopping centers. 
The ave1age $UviJ1g per house in each street, after balanc­
ing irains and losses, ranges from nil to £3/10/ -, and a 
·round fi 4'ure of £1 overall may be used as a l'OUgh esti­
mate. ( [ndividual properties in some cases will make much 
g-realer sadngs than this a\•erage figure.) Applied to the 
12,000 udd dwellings. this iltdicates that about £12.000 
more would he in the hands of the income group whose 
s i>ending is J)redominantly local. 

16 

SOME RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES 

(See Plate I opposite) 

CHIRNSIDE STREET 

Four consecutive houses, three of average 
quality and one of poor type, all of 33ft. , 
frontage .. 

SCHILD STREET 

Two houses, one of fair type but old, its 
neighbour newer and of more modern type, 
both of 42ft. frontage, 

LENNOX STREET 

A good type timber house with a large front. 
age (66ft.) and nice garden improving a rather 
poor street. Its neighbour is a poorer type 
old timber house, also with a large frontage 
(54ft.). 

SOUTHAMPTON STREET 

A good type of house, improving a rather poor 
street. Opposite Is an inferior type house 
tending to depreciate the values of better pro­
perties. Both are of the same frontage (50ft.) 



No. H 
X.A.V. Hate £4 1 o 
r.c.v. Hate £2 12 o 

SOME RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES 

No. t3 
£3 16 6 
£2 12 0 

CHIRNSIOE STREET 
X.A.V. Hate 
l·.c.v. Hate 

:so. 45 
£3 12 0 
£2 12 (} 

No. 15 SCHILD STREET No. 17 

No. 47 
£2 9 6 
.£2 12 0 

PLATE I. 

N.A.V. Hate £4 1 0 l:.C.V. Hate £3 6 6 N.A.V. Half> .W 17 0 l'.C.V. H1Lte £3 6 6 

No. 1-3 LENNOX STREET No. 5 
~.A.V. Hate £5 1 o r.c.v. natl' £3 19 6 =--.AX. H<1tl• £3 7 6 li.C.V. Hntt• £:: 4 o 

. . 
No. It! SOUTHAMPTON STREET !':o. 13 

:\.A.Y. Hat(' £1 5 O l".C'.Y. Hate £1 o I.I XA.\·. ltal«> £2 9 6 i:.,·.c.v. Hate £2 19 9 



PLA'fE II. SOME HOUSING CONTRASTS 

No. 60 EDGAR STREET No. 24 
N.A.V. Rate £5 1 0 U .C.V. Hate £2 17 0 N.A.V. Hate £3 l(i 6 l ).C.V. Rate £11 18 0 

No. 191 
N.A.V. Rate £3 12 0 £1 7 O (vacant) 
U.C.V. Hate £8 H" 0 .£·1 15 O (vacant) 

Frontage 
N.A.V. Rates 
"C' .C.V. Rates 

N.A.\'. Hate 
t:.c.v. Hate 

No. 108 
42ft. 

£2 9 6 
£3 15 6 

HYDE STREET 
No. 162 

£2 9 6 
£3 b 0 

No. 106 (part) 
45ft. 

£3 16 6 
£4 0 0 

No. 160 
£1 2 0 

£3 19 0 

HYDE STREET No. 152 
N.A.V. Hate .{;.I 14 6 \T.C.V. Hate £3 11 6 

STEPHEN STREET 
Frontage 
N.A.V. Rates 
LC.V. Rates 

No. 104A (part} 
50ft. 

£5 17 0 
£4 9 0 

No. 104 
50ft. 

£5 17 0 
£4 9 0 

CASTLEMAINE STREET 

No. 27 
A Deteriorated Property tsee page 17) 



SOME HOUSING CONTRASTS 
(See Plate II opposite) 

EDGAR STREET 

A fine modern brick home, improving a rather 
poor street. Frontage, 36ft. Opposite is a very 
inferior type house with four times the front­
age (150ft.), depreciating the value of neigh­
boring properties. 

HYDE STREET 

A very inferior old house with a large front­
age ( 110ft.), and beyond is a vacant lot of 
66ft. frontage held by the same owner. This 
is a poor usage of a corner site. 

Opposite is an at~ractive modern home mak­
ing excellent use of a corner site and improv­
ing a decadent part of the Yarraville section. 
Frontage is 30ft. 

STEPHEN STREET 

Four consecutive houses with a wide variation 
in quality. On the left is a very inferior old 
house with that adjoining also a little below 
average quality. Both are favored by annual 
value rating. 

On the right ar.e two good type timber houses 
which are an asset to a rather poor looking 
sector. Both are penalised by annual value 
rating. 

HYDE STREET 

A poor type house with a vacant lot alongside 
it. Both are of 30ft. frontage. This sector is 
among the longest settled parts of Footsc_ray, 
but has many such vacant lots. 

CASTLEMAINE STREET 

At the last general revaluation, made in 1937, 
this house was valued and rated the same as 
its neighbors. It would then have gained 
under site-value rating. It has sin~ been 
allowed to deteriorate and the annual value 
rates would be reduced on revaluation. 
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Although this income would be spent over all shops, 
if distributed in the same proportions as present t"ade 
between the various centers, about 80 per cent. would be 
spent in the main center, Nicholson, Paisley, Leeds, Hop­
kins, Barkly (to Geelong Hoad). The summary on Table 6 
shows that this area as a whole carries rate increases 
totalling £5,529 under site ,-alue rating, whereas, on the 
same distribution of trade as at present, it would receive 
about £10,000 o.f the 1·ate savings. 

Even if the tenants of the shops in the main center 
had to meet the increased rates on these s ites instead 
of lhe site-owners, the increased business would compen­
sate for the rate increases. As the charge falls upon the 
site-owner, however, the tenants of the shops in these 
centers must gain considerably by the augmented trade. 

Nor does the spending of the rate saving above repre­
sent the full gain to the business community. The 714 
shops outside the main center gain reduced rates to an 
aggregate of £2,'130 unde1· site value rating. In contrast 
to the main center in which the shops are largely run by 
chain store organisations, these shops in minor cente1·s 
are almost exclusively locally run. In most cases, there 
are residences attached and in any case the proprietors 
are themselves local residents whose spending is with 
other shops and local tradespeople. Both their rate savings 
and profits from the increased s1>ending in their shops of 
householders' rate saYings a1·e turned back largely into the 
district. · 

Again, we have merely considered the present trading· 
position as static. In other Melboume municipalities where 
s ite value rating is in force it has been found that house­
building activity is twice as great per acre available for 
buildil'l,.~ as in those using annual value rating-. Increase 
of houses and occupiers brings increased volume of busi­
ness and prosperity for the trading community. We make 
no estimate of the extent of this benefit, although it must 
be very considerable. 

29. RATE INCREASES IN THE MAIN CENTER 
WOULD PALL .MAINLY UPON ABSJ;NTEE SITE­

OWNERS. 
If all site-owners were local residents, while site­

value rating would chang·e the distribution of rates be­
tween individtials, it would leave the total trade of the 
distr ict unaffected, except to the extent that the individuals 
previously bf.>nefi ted by annual value rating are largely 
investors instead of consumers of commodities sold by the 
shopR. 

Where site-value rating r emoves the rnte burden from 
iocal householders and places it upon absentee site-owners, 
the ag·g-regate spendings within the district are increased. 

So far as purf.>ly vacant land is concerned, it has be<.n 
se::n in Section 17 that a minimum of £4,500 increase in 
rates would fall upon persons living in other districts. 

A dissection of all sites which carry increased rates 
within the main shopping streets, shows that over 70 
per cent. of the increases fall upon absentees or estates 
in the hands of executors. the beneficiaries being largely 
residents of other districts. 

The distribution is summarised below for the various 
streets in which rate increases are common, and the de­
tailed fig'Ures for individual properties are given on Table 
7 and Table 9. 

~trl•ct 

l<ntes Carrie•\ by Ratl!S C111·ried by Rates Cal'ri<'!l hy 
Ab,entee Owncl'g Local Own('J's Estates or 

Executon~ 

Annual s:te Annual I Sile Annual J Sit<' 
-----~Value Valu~~ Value Valu" 

£ £ £ £ £1£ 
Nichol~on 

(West Sid~) 6•10 13!13 !l2i 2rni 51:; 13~2 

Nicholson 
<East Side) 2on ~:;7 6•1:; lfiO 

Paisle~· .. .. 212 
Leeds • • • • • . 8·1 
Hopkins ..• . . 112 
Barkly (to 

Ge•long Rd. l 
Anderson 

Totals ...• 

461 
18!1 

11<!18 

32:! 
167 
16:• 

972 
2~0 

3i~O 

J!Jl 83•\ 
262 410 

61 82 

g:;4 1368 
4ll 68 

--I 
I 

2!180 
I 

5!l31 

a.~a 

77 
32 

241 

869 
119 
83 

42 



Increases are: local owners, £1,842; Absentees, £2,951; 
Estates, £1,586. 

Of the total increase of .£6,379, only £1,842 falls upon 
locally resident owners and £4,537, on the other two 
classifications. 

Reference to the detailed tables shows that it is only 
in Nicholson Street that conside1·able rate increases occur 
on shops under site value rating, the amounts in other 
streets being very small as a business cost. 

There are only 11 local owners in this main center 
and of these 7 operate the shopping business as well as 
owning the site. These seven thus draw part of their 
income from site rent as well as ordinary trading profits. 
They are, thus, in a privileged trading position as com­
pared with their competitors and the increased rates merely 
take a l>Ortion of the site-rent for municipal purposes, still 
leaving them much more favorably placed than their 
competitors. 

This site rent is something not created by their own 
efforts, but is due to the presence of a large population in 
the district and to the various civic and state amenities 
provided. It represents an income presented gratis to the 
owner by the municipality, and no real hardship can be in­
volved if the municipality decides to take an increased 
portion for its own needs. 

The ability to meet additional charges may be illu­
strated in the case of Forge's Pty. Ltd. This firm has a 
large frontage (82 ft.), in the best situation and operates 
a drapery store. The land is valued at £28,800, so that the 
firm is receiving, in its returns, a site i·ent of £1,440, 
apart from the ordinary business return of its competitors 
on tenanted premises. Site value rating would increase 
the rates by £378 up to £555. This is a very considerable 
increase, but still leaves the owner with an annual income 
in site rent of £900 above his competitive trading profit. 
The ability to carry this charge is indicated in the fact 
that the owner, only this year, purchased the site of 
Woolworth's Stores in the same street, valued at £11,550. 
The rate.:; in this case ai·e paid by Woolworth's. 

This firm has a much larger increase in its rates than 
any other because it occupies as much as 5 ordinary shop 
frontages in the most valuable section, and because the 
premises were of very little value. They formed a fire­
risk, and were burnt out while this study was in progress. 
When they are re-built, they will carry a substantially in­
creased rate under annual value rating, because the im­
provements will be !'lew and modern. 

Of the other local owners of sites in this street, 
Scovell & Spurling are large investors in property in Foot­
scray, both vacant and built. Caldecott and Hudson also 
are investors in other properties, some of which would 
gain reduced rates under site value rating. 

Of the absentee owners in this street, 10 are firms 
whose head office is elsewhere, but which own the site 
nf their business. The remainder are individuals or in­
vestment agencies. As the firm's income includes site 
;·ent as well as ordinary business profit, they are well able 
to absorb increased charges and are still better off than 
similar firms on rented premises. 

30. AGREEMENTS UNDER WHICH THB TENANT 
PAYS THE RATES. 

While it is clear that owners can afford to contribute 
a larger part of a value which is due to the community 
at large and not the result of their own efforts, the ques­
tion arises as to whether the owner always pays the rates. 

It is true that owners cannot usually pass on to their 
tenants rates falling on site values, but there are tem­
porary exceptions in cases where terms of leases require 
the tenant to pay the rates. In these cases, of course, the 
rent is reduced by the rates normally expected, and in fact, 
the owner is really paying them just as he would in the 
absence of an agreement. However, with a change in the 
rating system, which increases the rates, under such an 
agreement the tenant would have to pay the increase for 
the balance of the term of his lease. This would not usually 
be a long period as ordinary leases are commonl~r only 
for 3 to 5 years. 
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With this in mind, the terms of tenancies were inves­
tigated to find to what extent tenants would be called upon 
to meet such increases temporarily, and wl1ether 
they could afford them. Irrespec:tive o~ the extent of suc:h 
a<,.reements, it has been shown m section 28 that, even 1f 
the tenants were called upon to pay these increases, the 
increased spending power in their shops would compensate 
for the charge. 

In considering· ability to meet such charges, it is 
considered that chain organisations, with a number of 
branches either in the same or other districts, are better 
able to afford the payment than those where the proprietor 
must pay the whole amount from his own pocket. 

Nicholson Street Tenancy. 
A complete analysis of the conditions of the occupiers 

of shops in the Nicholson Street shopping center. is given 
in Table 8. Distinction is made between occupiers who 
are pure! v tenants and those who own their sites. This 
Table also shows whether the firm is a chain organisation, 
or under a single operator. It also shows whether the 
owner or the tenant pays the rates. 

The west side of this street is much more valuable than 
the east side, and the increase in r.ates upon a nor~al 
.frontage is higher than on the east side. The average 111-
crease on the west side is about £70 per annum. 

Nicholson Street, West Side. 
Between Barkly Street and Irving Place there are 37 

shops, of which 25 are occupied by tenants and 12 owned 
br the occupie1·s. 

Of the 25 occupied by tenants, 15 are branches of 
chain organisations, which could readily absorb the rate 
inc1·ease if their contracts required it. Of the remainder, 
1 is an hotel which is able to absorb the increase readily, 
2 are proprietary companief', and only 7 are controlled by 
single inclivicluals. 

Of the 15 chain branches, 9 have leases which require 
the tenant to pay the rates, the other 6 are paid by the 
owner direct. The hotel and one of the two proprietary 
companies also pay thE" rates. 

Of the 7 shops which are not chain branches or com-
1>anies, in the case of 5 the owner pays the rateS; and only 
in two cases does the tenant pay. As leases have not usu­
allv been renewed during the war, it will probably be found 
that even these two are no longer required to pay the 
increased rates. 

Of the 12 owner occupied properties, 9 are chain 
organisations, which can readily absorb the increases, 1 
is a proprietary company, and the other two, Forge and 
Scovell & Spu1fo1g, have been seen to be in a good position 
to meet these ch<irges. 

Nicholson Street, East Side. 
Land values on this side are only about two-thirds 

of those on the west side and, in consequence, the rate 
increases are much smaller. The average increase for a 
16 foot frontage on this side would be about £37. 

Between Hopkins Street and Irving Street there are 
39 shops and business premises, of which 31 are occupied 
by tenants and 8 are owned hy the occupiers. 

Of the 31 tenant occupied shops, 6 are branches of 
chain organisations which can readily absorb the increases 
if their contracts required it. 

Of the whole 31, only in 7 cases does the tenant pay 
the rates, the remaining 24 being paid by the owner 
directly. Of the 7 in which the tenant pays, one is a chain 
organisation. 

In the remaining 6 cases in which the tenant pays the 
rates, the increases range between £6 and .£39. This would 
form a comparatively small increase in their business costs, 
this amount being from 4 to 16 per cent. of their net 
rental value and considet·ably less of the actual rents they 
pay. The increase in their case would be compensated by 
the increased volume of trade refened to in Section 28. 

other Shopping Centers 
Im·estigation shows that there are very few shops 



indeed outside of Nicholson Street in which agreements 
require tenants to pay the rates. Of these few cases a 
number would receive rate reductions under site value 
rating, while the increases in the remainder would be 
small as business costs. These cases are also included on 
T;Lble No. 8. 

In general, the position of I.he whole shopping com­
munity would be improved with the stimulation to business, 
and the increased rates on p1·operties would he carried 
by the owners of the sit-es and 11ot by the tenants. 

31.. HOW SHOP AND HOUSE RENTS AR.E AFFECTED 
BY RATES. 

It has been shown earlie1· in this study that approxi­
mately 90 per cent. of the houst:s and 66 per cent. of the 
shops would actually carry reduced rates under site value 
rating, while a further pr;:iportion would have no appreci­
able change in their rates. 

This limits to a very small figure, the proportion of 
cases in which any attempt at increasing rentals would 
be possible. The competition from the large majority of 
sites which get rate reductions would tend to prevent 
the owners, in the few cases of increases, from passing 
them to the tenants. 

Further, the owners of this very high proportion of 
tenanted houses and shops could afford to take so much 
less rent from their tenants and still han~ exactly the 
same return as before. 

The operation of the law of supply and demand would 
ensure that the rate saving is shared by both owner and 
tenant. On the other hand, in the minority of cases where 
rate increases occurred, they could not be passed to the 
tenant. 

The inevitability of a trend towards reduced rentals 
under site value rating will be evident from the following 
explanation of the process. 

How Rents are .Fixed. 
Although paid by the tenant in one sum, the i·ent for 

a shop or house is a composite of two different rents, (a) 
rent for the improvements, (b) i·ent for the site. 

Both of these component i·ents are fixed by the inter­
play of supply and demand. The rent for improvements is 
fixed by the number of people wanting houses and shops 
compared with the number of houses and shops available. 
This quantity depends directly upon the profitableness of 
buildings as investments. 

The rent for the site depends upon the demand for 
shops or houses compared with the number of suitable 
sites available. This supply is limited in the ultimate by 
nature, but immediately by the number of owners willing 
to sell. 

,. The etfeet upon re'\ts of rates falling Qn those two 
items (a) improvements and, (b) sites, is diametrically 
opposite in nature. 

(a) RAn;s FALLl~G ON fi\lPROVEMENTS. 
If a rate is imposE'd upon improvements, such as 

houses and shops, demand for these improvements is un­
altered. The supply, however, is immediately checked. 
The rate on the buildings r educes the return which the 
owner would get by investing in buildings as against 
other channels of investment. Supply becomes checked 
until the demand of tenants raises rnnts to cover the rate 
imposed on improvements and restores the margin of 
profit to investors in buildings. Thu~, rates falling upon 
improvements are 1>aid by tenants. 

(b) RATES FALLING UPON SITE VALUES. 
If a rate is imposed upon the site only, the demand 

for liouses and shops again l'~rnains unaltered. The etfect 
upon supply is entirely different. In the case of a rate 
upon improvements, the site owner could avoid the charge 
altogether by holding the site unbuilt. A rate upon the 
site cannot be avoided in any war. In this case, an owner 
who holds the site vacant or poorly improved is faced with 
a p.1yment in rates without a revenue from improvements 
t.., cowr the charge. The number of owner11 willing to sell 
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i:- immediately .increased, and demand l'emaining as before, 
the site rent is reduced. At the same time, owners who do 
not sell but are induced to build, by i11creasing the supply 
oi buildings tend to reduce rents. Thus rates faJling upon 
sites must he borne by the owner~ of sites only. 

32. THJ~ DIAMETRICALLY OPPOSITE EFFf;CT OF 
RA'fES FALLING UPON 

(a) Improvements Only. (b) Site Only. 
Immediate Effects. 

1. Vacant site escapes the Vacant site pays the same 
rate altogethe1·. rate as if built upon. 

2. Return to investment in Return to investment in 
buildings is reduced by buildings unaffected by the 
the rate. rate. 

3. Capital investment in Investment in vacant sites is 
buildings is reduced and reduced and diverted to: 
diverted to: 

.i. Increased investment in 
sites. 

5. Speculation in sites en­
couraged. 

6. Price of sites increased. 
7. Cost of building in­

creased. 

8. Demand for 
constant.• 

Final 
buildings 

9. Supply of buildings re­
stricted. 

10. Tenant pays the rate 
charge in increased rent 
for improvements. 

Increased investment in 
buildings. 
Speculation in sites dis­
couraged. 
Price of sites reduced. 
Cost of building reduced. 

Eft'ecls. 
Demand for buildings con­
s tant.* 
Supply of buildings in­
creased. 
Site owner pays the rate 
charge and tenants' rents 
reduced. 

• Demand for buildir111" would a~tu•llf be augment~ lo some extent. 

33. THE AGGRl<~G • .\TE nATE BURDEN UPON 
nIPHOVBMENTS. 

Under the net annual rental value system of rating 
in use in Footscray, the major part of the rates falls upon 
the improvements and only the minor part upon the site. 

The study showed that in its improved condition the 
annual rental value of the district as a whole was 3.7 times 
that of the sites alone. That means, for eve1·y pound of 
rates contributed by sites, there were £2. 7 contributed by 
improvements. Of the total rates raised, £60,500 fell upon 
improvements and only £22,500 upon site values. 

The proportion is not uniform over the district. In 
houses and shops away from the main areas, as much 
as 90 per cent. of the rate payment now falls on the 
buildings. In the main Nicholson Street shopping center, 
the greater part falls on the site and a minor part only on 
the buildings. 

This portion of the rates which falls on impro\•ements 
is already being paid by the tenant. in his rent, except 
where the rents mav be below market rents. The effect 
of transfer of rates \,·holly to the s ite.c; will tend to reduce 
the r ents to the extent that they now fall on improvements. 
Even where no adual reduction of existini? rents is made 
immediately, it 111·ould occur by preventing increases which 
would otherwise occur with the upward tl'end of market 
rents. 

In the main shopping center, where rate increases are 
common, attempts to pass the increase to tenants would 
be restrained by the fact that the tenant may decide to 
move to another center, and that if the outgoing tenant 
was not prepared to pay an increase, it would be difficult 
to get another to do so. On the other hand, if the owner 
had his shop vacant for a few weeks, the loss of income 
would be greater than the amount of the rate itself. 

It may be noted that there is a good deal more fluidity 
between the main and minor shopping centers (so far as 
tenants are concerned), than is generally thought. The 
rel.urn to tenants is not ~really different, the vastly greater 
volume of business in the main center being absorbed by 
t.he site owner in hi!{her site rent, leaving only ordinary 
busine~s profits wi th the tenant!! in whatever center they 
may be. 



PART V. 
HOW FACTORIES AND INDUSTRIAL 

CONCERNS ARE AFFECTED. 
3·t. FOOTSCRA Y ,\S A MANUFACTURING CENTER. 

Pootscray is second only to Melbourne City itself as 
an industrial center in the State of Victoria. In 1940-41, 
it contained 231 factories. There were seven other muni­
cjpalities with a greater number of factories, but the 
magnitude and scale of operations of the Footscray under­
takings is considerably greater than for any other, with 
the exception of Melbourne City. This will be evident from 
the following factory statistics for Footscray, which, fo1· 
almost each item, are in excess of those for any other 
Municipality. The figures are for the year 1940-41. 

I tern Footscray 1· Next Largest 
City 

Persons Employed 
Salaries & Wages Paid . 
Value of Land and 

Buildings . . . . . . 
Value of Plant and 

Machinery ..... . 
Value of Materials Used 
Value of Production .. 

19,510 
£4,761,899 

3,147,107 

4,521,743 
11,261,448 
20,011,945 

19,160 
£4,240,508 

3,350,823 

3,190,798 
8,946,655 

17,174,416 

The industrial concerns of Footscray vary greatly 
among themselves, as in every Municipality. Some are 
modern, of pleasing appearance and an asset to the locality 
in which they are situated. Others are old, dilapidated, and 

36. THE SCOPE OF THE I~ACTORY INVESTIGATION. 
All considerable undertakings in Footscray have been 

c:assified into the accompanying lists covering some 121 
properties. Although this is only a little over half of the 
total factori es according to returns, the remainder (apart 
from a very few !'mall concerns which may have been 
missed) appear upon factory returns only because they use 
some mach;nery or employ more than four persons. For 
all JJractical purposes, it may be taken that the investi­
gation has coYered all factories. 

All of these undertakings have been classified accord­
ing to the degree of economic de,·elopment of the sites. In 
some cases, firms have other holdings in the district in 
addition to their works. It has been the aim in this study 
to include all such holdings of an interest, as far as pos­
sible. to give a true overall picture. At the same time, 
the degree of economic development of the sections has 
been giYen separately. 

37. T~DUSTIUAL PROPEHTIES CLASSIFIED. 
When the industrial properties wel'e classified accord­

ing to their degree of economic development, it was 
found that they fell into two distinct groups so far as the 
incidence of the rating system was concerned. 

All of those with an improvement to land value ratfr, 
above about 2.9 were in one group which was benefited 
by site value rating. It was found that the degree of rate 
benefit in this group became more marked, the higher the 
degree of improvement. This group includes all of the 
factories which may be regarded as the greatest asse•:::i 
of the district. 

eyesores, tending to depreciate values of residential and All of those with an improvement to land value ratio 
other properties in their vicinity. Some have a high less than about 2.9 formed another group which was 
degree of economic development of their sites, wh.ile others benefited in lower rates by nett annual value rating. In 
have improvements altogether disproportionate to the this group the degree of rate benefit was found to increase 
value of the sites occupied. as the degree of improvement fell. This group includes all 
35. THE DEGHEE OF l~CONOMIC DEVELOPi'ltEN'f OF the factories which are least improved and, from many 

THE SITE. viewpoints, a liability to the district. 
In this study the various industrial undertakings have At about 2 9, the rates were found to be the same 

been classified and compared according to the degree of under either system, and the dispai·ity between the rating 
economic development of the sites they occupy. That is to system~ became most marked in the extremes of improve-
say, according to the ratio which the value o:f the improve- ment to land value ratio. Site value rating was seen to 
ments upon the site bears to the value of the site itself. favor the best improved and to pe11alise the least improved 

properties. Annual value rating was seen to favor the least 
This is a vital measure of the desirability of under- improved and to penalise the most improved properties. 

takings from a municipal and social viewpoint. Given a These tendencies will be obvious from the detailed 
particular site of an undertaking, the municipal services Table II, showing individual properties. Two lists are 
provided will be practically the same whether the site given, List A, showing all concerns with an improvement 
is poorly or highly improved. The interests of the distl'ict to !And value raiio of 3.0 or more, all of which are 
and the community generally, however, are clearly best benefited by site value rating. List B, shows all concerns 
served by a high degree of development of the site. with improvement to land value ratios of 2.9 downwards, 

The study has, therefore, sought to find how the two these J)roperties benefiting under annual value rating. 
rating systems affect industrial undertakings, according The lists are summarised in groups of 10 and the 
to their degree of economic development. summarised results are given below. 

A. HIGHLY IMPROVED INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES GROUP SUMMARY. 
For details, see Table II, List A. 

Number Total Value Total Value 
Group of of Sites of Improve-

Properties men ts 

1st 10 £65,755 £1,114,087 
2nd 11 34,156 374,524 
3rd 11 51,748 432,717 
4th 10 31,310 221,030 
5th 10 10,841 63,139 
6th 10 117,038 507,402 
7th 9 25,782 82,454 
Total 71 £336,630 £2,795,353 

. rt will be evident that there is a very wide variation 
111 the degree of economic improvement of sites within 
the groupings, The first group has a very high degree 
of tlevelopment, probably nearly at the maximum obtain­
able from the sites. The others are capable of much 
p~·ore. deve~opi:1e.nt of their sitei: with advantage to the 
~hstnct . . \et 1f th~y. we'r~ as highly improved as those 
ll'J"the jirst )!roup 1t 1s ·evident that their rates would be 
increased heavily under annual value rating without any 

: zo 

Ratio 
Impvmts. 

Sites 

17.2 
10.9 
8.4 
7.1 
5.85 
4.4 
3.2 

8.3 

Annual 
Value 
Rates 

£6,065 
2,119 
2,518 
1,306 

383 
3,246 

562 

.£16,199 

Site 
Value 
Rates 

£1,298 
674 

1,031 
621 
216 

2,318 
512 

6,670 

Rate Excess 
Under Annual 
Value Rating 

£4,767 (368%) 
1,445 (215%) 
1,487 (145%) 

685 (110%) 
167 (77%) 
928 (40%) 
50 (10%) 

£9,529 (143%) 

extra Municipal costs commensurate with the increase. 

The 111easl1re of the penalty imposed upon improve­
ments may be seen best by comparing the last group 
"·ith the second. 'fhesl~ two groups have about the same 
;:ite ,·alues, but the second g;roup h;iS about four times 
as valuable improvements. Yet, if the last group were 
improved as it should be, the annual value rat ing system 
would impose increased rates of about £1,400. 



ll. POOIU.Y 1'1PROYED l~DUSTRTAI. PROPERTIES BF:XF:FIT BY ANNUAL VALUE RATING 
GROUP SUMMARY. 

For details see Table II, l.ist B. 

Group 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 

Total 

Number 
of 

Properties 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

50 

Total Value 
of Sites 

£24,080 
52,450 
25,268 
19,651 

1.78,332 

£299,781 

·rotat Value Ratio 
of Impvmts. 

Improvements Sites 

£2,240 0.09 
50,580 0.9(i 
37,572 1.49 
3fl,051 1.8 

452,903 2.55 

£578,346 1.93 

;\nnual Site Rate Excess 
Value Value Under Site 
Hates Rates Value RatinR' 

£136 £479 £'343 (250%) 
534 1,041 507 (95%} 
327 501 174 (53%) 
278 371 93 (33%) 

3,276 3,546 270 (8%) 

4,551 5,938 £1,387 (24%) 

It is evident from this table that the Jess improved indu!';trial film's properties are, the more they are bonussed 
hy the annual \alue l'ating svstem. This bonu~ is gh·en at the expen~e of the firms with highly impro\·ed 

· 1>rnperties in the first list. 

:.:s. THE EFFECT OF HATES l'POl\ nJPIW\'E\lE:"IT 
OF HOLDINGS. 

Compal'i~on ot the two group summaries shows that 
the annual value rating system has a pronounced anti· 
'>ocial effect in discouraging improvement of factories, and 
inducing the erection of poor structures with a low rating 
value. 

There can he no question but that high improvement 
ratios are in the best interests of any district !or all 
classes of the community. Where valuable buildings and 
machinery are located, many more people are employed, 
gene:·ally, than whei e there are poorer improvements. Th~ 
provision of the better impro\·ements in itself, by giving 
a greater demand for labor and for the product,- of other 
industries, reacts to the good of the community generally. 
Good quality mo<lern factories have better working condi· 
tions for staff. They tend to make people content to lh--. 
near them, as against poor class factories which deteri­
orate the values around them. 

Despite the desirability of stimulating improvement 
of these factories, it is found that the annual value rating­
,:;ystem works strongly against this result. This will be 
eYitlent by collecting the totals for the two groupings of 
industr:al prope1ties a!'l under: 

Item Compared 

Number of Firm>: 
Total Site Values 
Total Improvement:; 

Value .. 
Site Value Rates .. 
Annual Value Rates 

List A List B 

Well Improved Poorly Improved 
71 50 

£336,680 £299,7Rl 

2,795,353 
6,670 

16,199 

57~.846 
5,938 
4,551 

It will be seen that although there is little difTerencc 
between the site values of the fi1·ms in the two gl'()Upin~·s, 
the improvements in the first group are more than five 
times as valuable aio< those in the second. The difference is 
much mo1·e startling when the first group or 10 fit·ms in 
List A is compared with the first group of List B. The 
improvements fo1· the former are over a million poun1is 
in value, against a mere two thousand pounds in the latter 
Yet the annual value rates on the more highly improved 
group are .t l times as great as those on the less impro\'e•J 
group. 

39. ABJLl1'Y TO PAY EXA:\llNED. 
It is often thought that because some firms are pros­

perous and ha\·e a large capital investment, the annual 
value rating system will automatically rate them accord­
ing to their ability to pay. Even if this contention were 
true. the tliscoul'agement of improvements seen from this 
~ tudy would tend to otltweigh it. However, closer examin:-.· 
lion of the firms in List s A and B shows that thii; con· 
tention is quite fallacious. 

The first ten firms in List A are prosperous firms with 
a hi?"h capital im·estment and financial resources. which 
permit them to make improvements. 
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But the same thing is true of firms in all sections in 
Lists A and B. For example, compare the fifth group 
in List A with the th·st. This group contains Common· 
wealth Chemi-cals and Fertilisers Ltd., G. Bramall & Ci)., 
Laughton's Pty. Ltd., G. Mowling & Son Pty. Ltd, 
Colonial Sugar Uefining Company Ltd., Sheetleathe1· Pty. 
Ltd., all particularly strong financially. 

These firms, too, are penalised by annual value rating, 
but only to a small extent compared with those at the 
head of the li i-t. On the other hand, the firms in this 
bracket are making comparatively poor use of their sites. 
They haYe al.Jtmdant financial resources to enable improve· 
ment to be effected, but the i·ating system discourages 
improvements which would be attended with greatly in­
creased ?'ates. 

Simiiarly, in the List B which is calle<I upon to pay 
increased 1atcs under site value rating, the second group 
contains Lord's Quarries Pty. Ltd., Victor Leggo & Co. & 
Farme1·s Lt d, Gibbins Farm Implements l.td., Standard 
Quarries Pty. Ltd., Co-operath·e Box Co. Pty. Ltd., Massey 
Pty. Ltd., Boon Spa Pty. Ltd., Mitchell Agricultural Jmple· 
ments Pty. Ltd., Nohel (Aust.) Ltd. (LC.I.), which are all 
finaneially stl'onJ.(' and able to make improvements 01· pa;; 
increased rates. 

lnvei;fl.nent in lmflrovements or in Land Values? 
It is not cu1·1·tmtly realised that strong financial firms 

m:iy have their capital invested either in buildings and 
machinery, or in holding large areas of valuable land. 

Capital investment in huildings and machinery per· 
forms a deflnil e public sen'iceL It crt>'ttt'S a demand for 
further materials Co re1>lace those used up and stimulates 
all related indu,.tries. It gives added demand and sustains 
demand for labor which tends to improve the financial 
and workin!,! condil ions of employees. 

Ca1>ital inve~tment in land does not have any such 
beneficial effect upon industry, for no materials involving 
labor are consumed to need replacement. 

'rhe annual value rating system penalises most 
heavily the flrmio whkh have their capital invested mostly 
in buildings and plant, while rewarding with lower rate1 
those whose capital i!' largely invested in land values. 
Those whose capital is entirely invested in SJ>ecula.tive 
holding- of lanJ receive the greatest rate bonus of all. Th.is 
resul t is highly :inti.social. 
IO. AX~ff .\I, \' ALUE RATES IXCREASE COSTS OF 

PRODUCTION. 
The study has shown that annual ,·alue rating is 

rcspons iblu for a consi1lerable increase in the costs of 
nl'oduction of factories o\·er those under i:iite value ratin~·. 
This increase is A'l'eatest for the most improved factories 
and tapers down the scale. The least developed ancl most 
inefficient concerns actually receive a bonus. 

A ('a1>ital Levy. 
The effect lll>On costs of production will be best 

illustmted hy rousidcring the first and moi;t hil!hl :v im­
l>"OYe•l gt·oup of ten factodes summarised in the Table A 
of se-·tion 37. These ten firms between them pay in rate:;: 
.£4.767 more under annual value rating than under site 
value rating. 



This is a high annual charge imposed on the firms 
rne?'ely because of the degree to which their improvements 
are above the average .for the district. This additional 
charge is equal to the a1mual charges which the business 
would be called upon to carry with an increase in its 
capital outlay equal to the charge capitalised. At 5% 
interest this amounts to £95,340. 

In eff-ect, these ten most improved factories are being 
subjected through the annual value rating system to a 
capital levy of over £95,000. On the total capital value 
of the land and buildings and plant, £1,170,000, this re1>re­
sents 8.1 %. 

This is only a part of the burden placed upon these 
most improved factories. In estimating the full burden 
imposed by the rating system, account must also be taken 
of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works rates, 
which are levied upon the same annual value, and are 
additional to the g·eneral rate. 

The mte imposed by this authority is 1/8 in the 
pound, which means an additional charge of £3,820 above 
what would be paid on the site value rating basis. This, 
in turn, is equal to the charges for interest on a capital 
outlay of £76,400, or an additional 6.5% on the capital 
improved value of the undertakings. 

The two charges together amount to an additional 
annual outlay of £8,587, equivalent to an increase 
in capital cost of £171,000, and an increase in the costs of 
1)roduction of' these firms by 14.6% of the capital value of 
land, buildings and plant. 

Helative Injustice Between Fil-ms. 

If the very considerable increase in costs shown above 
applied equally to all factories and firms, there would be 
no relative injustice between them. Actually, the increase 
is concentrated over the most efficient and improved firms, 
and tapers down to nil with those of only the average 
improvement ratio of the district. With those less improved 
than the district average an actual subsidy is given. 

For example, in the seventh group of Table A in 
section 37, the rate difference is only £50, equal to an 
increase in costs of £1,000 for the Gene1·al Rate, or only 
l % of the capital value in land, buildings and plant of the 
group. In the least imp1·oved group of all (the first listed 
in Table B of Section 37), the rate bonus under annual 
value rating as against site value rating is £343. This 
is equivalent to a capital subsidy of £6,860, due to the 
general rate alone. The position for the various groups 
i::; shown in the summary below: 

EXTENT OF INCREASE IN PHODUCTION COSTS DUI<: TO RATING ON ANNUAL VALUES. 
Summary for Each Group. 

Group Number Ratio Total Value Rate Difference Rate Per Cent. 
of Firms Improvements of Undertakings between A.V. & Difference Difference 
in Group Site Value (Land and Site Value Capitalised In Costs 

(See Note 1) Most Improved Improvements) (Note 2) 

Increase Increase Increase 
1. 10 17.2 £1,180,000 £8,587 £171,000 14.6 
2. 11 10.9 409,000 2,605 52,000 12.7 
3. 11 8.4 484,000 2,677 53,500 11.1 
4. 10 7.1 252,000 1,230 25,000 9.9 
5. 10 5.85 74,000 301 6,000 8.0 
6. 10 4.4 624,000 1,668 33,000 5.3 
7. 9 3.2 108,000 90 2,000 1.8 

District Average 2.80 Decrease Decrease Decrease 
8. 10 2.55 631,000 485 9,700 1.5 
9. 10 1.8 55,000 168 3,400 6.2 

10. 10 1.49 63,000 322 6,400 10.2 
11. 10 0.96 103,000 917 18,400 17.8 
12. 10 0.09 26,000 618 12,400 47.6 
Least Improved Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy 

Note 1: The l'ate difference is the combination of the Municipal General rate and the M. & M. Board of Works 
Rate as compared with site value rate. The General Hate alone accounts for 55~% of the figures in the last 
three columns. 

Note 2: Percentage difference in cost is on the total value of land and improvements and not upon share capital. 

INEFFICIENCY AND LAND SPECULATION 
SUBSIDISED. 

It is seen that the whole trend of the annual value 
rating system is to subsidise those firms with large areas 
of poorly developed land, and to greatly increase the 
production costs of those adequately developing their 
holdings. The proportionate subsidy to those with the 
poorest improvements is extremely heavy-equivalent to a 
capital bonus to 47.6% of the total value of the holding.:;. 

Tht!Se 1·esults are very disturbing, and must be 
l'eckoned as a fundamental weakness of the annual value 
rating system. They are characteristic of the system 
itself. and not a mere peculiarity of the rating system in 
Footscray. 

Rates are commonly thought to be of little importance 
in production, chiefly because it is assumed that they 
apply with equal force between one firm and another, and 
are a .common factor. This view evidently needs complete 
revision in the light of this study, which shows that a firm 
in the most improved group will 1>ay sixteen times as much 
in rates as one in the least improved group holding land 
of an c<1ual total value. 

H. PUODliCI'ION COSTS. AND PLANT EXTENSIONS. 
The figures already given for added costs of production 
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due to annual value rating, althoug·h striking, considerably 
understate the full incidence upon production costs. In 
them the excess rate payments under annual value rating 
have been linked with the capital value of the whole 
undertaking in land, buildings and plant. 

The crippling influence of the rating system is onlv 
seen at its full force when extensions of plant are unde1:­
taken. This will be best seen by considering some actual 
cases of plant extension. 

During the last year three large firms made very 
extensive additions to their plant and their rates were 
revised in consequence. These firms were Imperial 
Chemical Industries Ltd., H. B. Dickie Ltd., and Creamoata 
Ltd. The ratable annual values were increased by £1,250 
£2,300, and £450 respectively, as a result of these ex~ 
tensions. 

The foll?wing paragraph shows the proportionate 
effect of the mcreased rates (general rate and M.M.B.W. 
rate) compared with the cost of making the improvements. 

Per Cent. 
Fil'm Capital Cost Increase Oapitalised Increase 

Imp. Chem. Ind. of Extensions in Rates Rate Increase on Cost 
Ud. .. .. . .£25,000 .£234 £4,680 18.7 

~1:e~~~~~:ii.~~d. 4 ~:iii 4:.~.5 ~::~g 1g 
The propo1·tionate increase in costs of production due 



to the rates on improvements v1nies between one t\rm and 
another acconlin~ lo the proportions in which the total 
''alue h; distributed l>etween land and improvements. 

But in r~pect of each particula r exten~ion, addit ion 
or improvement, the mere fact of making that improve­
ment saddle,,. the enterpriiie with an additional al\naal 
charge in ra tes, under annual lalue rating, equivalent to 
an increaS(; in the capital cost of makinR the improve­
ments by l tl.7 per rent. 

This effect is inhl!rent in the system, and not peculiar 
to Foot,;cray. It will operate in all localities, only the 
perccr.tage varying with the different rates in the £ 
imposed. For Footscray, the percentage is that quoted, 
but for most other llistrkts, where the rate in the £ is 
higher, the pet centage increase in costs will be higher. 
The Footscra~· ratec; in the .£ are relatiYely low, largely 
clue to muni<'ipal proflb on sale of electricity being applied 
lo reduce rates. 

With a Municipality using a rate of 2/6 in the £, 
th~ extra cost would amount to 20.8%1 and with a general 
rat<? of 3, - in the .t:, the figure would be 23.3%. 

This increa,;e in co,,ts or production due to increased 
rates attendinA' additions, extensions or improvements of 
plant is of deep signiflcanc~, for it affects plants great or 
small. It faces even tho11c poorly improved properties at 
present gaining a bonus in low rates, as ~oon as they 
develop their properties. 

12. EFFECT8 t •r oN MAHKET:-i A!\D rnDl'STRl.\ L 
EMPLOnJE:'\T. 

The incidcnre of annual value rating, in raising cosl.:­
of production, reacts a1.,r.iinst the interest of employe1$ 
and employees alike. ll means that reductions in costs 
'' hich should be obtainable from the impro,•ed machine~, 
plant ar.d prembes of the most enterprii-ing firms. are 
offset artificially by the rating system. This tend!-1 to leave 
inefficient firms on the c:ame level as those that do 
modernise their plant and llO les!<ens the incentl\'e to 
improve. 

Reduction of ro11ts to the most efficient firms, obtain­
able under site value rating, would tend to be paRsed to the 
public, in whole or pa1t, in lower prices. Lower prices 
would tend to widen the markets with increased demand 
for the productf;. lncrea1.ed clemand for products would 
tend to greatel' employment lhan would otherwise be 
needed. 

Heference to the til ms in Lists A and B of Table H 
will show that those in List A 1d'e vast!)' more emplOl'­
ment than their corre111>011di11p; grouping:i in List B. This 
follows as a matter of course, for where there is heavy 
<·aJ,>ital investment in buildinll',;, plant and machinery, there 
i~ generally a henvy demand for labor to operate and use 
them. On the other h11nd, "here there iH little im·estment 
in such plant the1·t> i11 little to require the ser\'ices of 
labor. 

t:nder these condit ions the incidence of the annual 
\·alue rating system seems opposed to commonsense, in 
that it takes a heavy imposition from tho!.e firms which 
ha,·e shown a willingness to make heavy capital outlay 
on plant which will itive a lhelihood to many thousands 
oi people. On the other hand, it actually gh·es a rate 
bonus to those flrms which hove shown no willinlt'JleSs to 
make such expenditure. 

By contrast, the site value rate being a definite amount 
whether the properhl· is improved or not, offefll every 
inducement to the Cu lest development. 
-13. FACTORY R.\TES <:OMPAR E O WIT H \I UN IC IPAL 

SERVICES RECEJ\'ED BY FA CTORIES. 
Municipal rates are intended to be payments for 

:;crvices rendered, and 11houlcl, therefore, bear a definite 
relation to the Rervicc" reeein•1I or available for use. This 
angle is so genc1·ally forgotten and yet so all important, 
that a special ~ection i11 gi"en to it in this 11tudy. 

It is found that the t·ate contribution from the most 
imµr°'·ed factories is altogether disproportionate to the 
\'alue of the services r.-cei"ed, while that of the lea st 
impro,-ed firms is well below the value of the services 
received from the Council 
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In lhe CtlS(• <1( factoriN, the Municipal services 
1 c1.dere<l are practic4lly confined to road maintenance and 
a share in the overhead charge~ of the Municipality. Other 
facilities which are ll\'ailcd of by residential sections and 
add to 1esidentinl land \'&lues (,,uch as parks and gar~ns, 
public libraries, creches and baby health centers, garbage 
collection, etc. I are little &\'ailed of by factories. 

On the other hand, a large proportion of the wear on 
the main roads must be credited to factories, owing to t he 
heavy usage by thei r \'ehicles. Ne,•ertheless, that the 
factory contribution i!I r!'latively too great, having regard 
to the servires render ed is evident from estimated main­
lenance and l'eplacement costs supplied by the City 
Engineer. 

Jn the sPction of Whitehall Street between Lyons 
Street and Fl'anc1s Street, there are found thirteen of the 
firms Usted in Table 11. The estimated annual maintenance 
co:-t on thic; section ~r"ing the factories is £5 0, which, 
with an additional tl!l6 annually as a charge towards 
replacement at the rnd of its ui:eful life, gi\'eS a total 
Jnnuai co:::.t for thii. i;ection of £'i76. Under annual value 
rating, the rate contribution of these firms is £4, 160, under 
s ite v:ilue ratinif, it would be i'2,830. 

Even if it be assumed that only t he factories con­
tribute to local 1·evenue in t his seetion, and that the few 
rei:idences and two hotels contribute nothing, it is evident 
that under site \'lllue rating, the11e factories contribute 
four times the annual costs on the whole section of road, 
while under annual 'alue rating they contribute nearly six 
times the cost. 

Actually. it is not approprinte to debit the whole cost 
of thi,,, section against the factories concerned. For a con­
siderable part of its length, this street i~ a main highway 
to approach the City, uSPtl by all clas.c;es of "·ehicles and 
not e:xclusi\·ely for factory traffic. Further, although the 
annual costs t1uoted cover the whole len~h of the section, 
almost a thi rd of the length is not fai rly chargeable to 
these factories. Counting both side~ of the street, t here 
are 140 chain<1 of frontage of which 26 chains front the 
Electricity Commission store yard, which is exempt from 
rates. A further thirteen chains is frontage to Hanmer 
Resen ·e and Y arra\ Ille Gardens which are municipal 
property and non-l'atable. The costs for these sect ions are 
most appropriately to be spread over the whole Mun ici­
pality in proportion to the value of holding<1. 

While this rloes not take account of other municipal 
services and the share of overheatl expenses, it deals with 
the main one conce1 nin~ factories. ll is evident that these 
factories would not be escaping lightly under 1<ite value 
1a ting, and that their contribution under annual value 
ratin~ is <1uite disproJ><lrtionate to the value of services 
received. 

High Prol)Ortion of llevenue in Factory Rat~s. 
Analysis shows that the 71 well-impro\•ed factories 

of List A, Table II, contribute, under annual value rating, 
t'.16,199 of the total rate revenue, £83,000, i.e., 19.5 per 
cent. of the total. This is an enormous figure coming 
from less than half of 1 per cent. of the total holdings in 
the 'Municipality. 

Under site value rating these factories would con­
tribute £6,670, i e., 8 per cent. of the total rate revenue, 
which is still a hi~h figure from such a sm.t.11 number. 

The poorer group of factories in Lic;t 8, Table II, pay 
£4.551 under annual \"&lue rating, or 5.5 per cent. of the 
total, spread o'er the :;o factories or fl rms in the group. 
l:nder site \Blue rating their rates would actually be 
increase1l to r:;,o:ui or 'i'.1 per cent of the total rate 
revenue. 

It would appear that the relath•e rate share of these 
two factory g roups is much more equitable under site 
Yalue rating than annual value rating, having regard to 
the relative numben (71~o0) of flrms in the groups. 
U . HIGH F \ C'TORY HATES 00 XOT \IE\N LOW 

HOUSE UATES. 
Many people view with equanimity, high rates imposed 

upon factories, in t.he belief that these high rates mean 
correspondingly low rates upon houses. This view is 
<1ui te understandable, as the residents of the district, as 



well as forming the great majority of the ratepayers, a1·e 
those who contribute most to its continued prosperity. If 
the annual value rating system were found to give lower 
rates to homes generally, that would be a strong influence 
to nullify the disadvantages seen in its incidence on 
f actories. 

However, it needs to be stressed that the facts shown 
by the study are the very reverse of what has been 
currently assumed. So far from houses gaining by th'e high 
rates on factories under annual value rating, the over­
whelming majority of houses as well as factories pay 
considerably more under annual value rating than under 
site value rating. 

The higher rates on good factories mean lower rates 
not for houses, but for holders of vacant land, very poorly 
improved land, and for owl\<ers of most valuable shop­
sites in Nichol~o.n Street, as well as for the poorest and 
least developed firms and factories. 

Houses Gain More Than Factories Under Site Value 
Rating. 

It has been found that houses gain proportionately 
greater reductions in rates than do factories under site 
' 'alue rating. On the whole, homes have a higher improve­
ment to land value ratio than have factories, and it is 
only the much larger size of the latter that makes their 
rate saving look larger. 

The highest ratio for any factory is the Victorian 
Woollen Mills Pty. Ltd., with 29.0, and this high ratio i.; 
only due to the land being cheaper than normal, as it is 
on the edge of a swamp. There are only two other firms 
with ratios of as high as 20. Jn fact. reference to the firms 
on List A of Table 11 shows that there are only 19 
factories with an improvement ratio of 10 or over in the 
whole City. 

By contrast, there are no less than 32 streets in which 
the average houses have improvement ratios greater than 
10, and ranging up to 25. In many other streets individual 
houses often exceed these values. On the other hand, it 
is very rarel y that houses are fou nd with such low im­
provement values as in the factories in list B of Table II. 

A further reference to the Housing Section of this 
s tudy shows that approximately 90 per cent . of the house,; 
would have rate 1·eductions under site value rating. On the 
other hand, only 59 per cent. of t he fh'ms and .factorie,8 
Y.ain reduced rates under site vahte rating. 

These proportions are :-:ubstantially the same as in 
other districts in which the rate incidence has been studied. 

45. THE TEN .MOST Il\IPROVED FACTOIUES." 
Some interesting features of the ten most improved 

firms in Table II, List A, should be remarked upon. The 
most creditable factory in the distl'ict, in appearance, is 
that o.f Warren & Brown Pty. Ltd., Engineers, which 
appears fourth on the list. It does not head the list because 
land values are relatively high in its locality in Ballarat 
Road. It is a comparatively small concern alongside the 
others in the group. TJle building is new and of a very 
attractive appearance, ami a decided asset to the district. 

Jn this group of ten firms penalised most by annual 
value rating a1·e two others of the Yery few which have 
:;;hown some civic pride in the design and layout of their 
factories. These two are the Olympic Ty1·e & Rubber Co. 
I.tel., and Southern Can Co. Pty. Ltc.l. 

The former has a splendid factory in Cross Street, 
designed with a view to ornament as well as utility. It 
stands back from the road and is set in well kept garde11s 
and lawn. The civic pride of the management has extended 
to levelling off and turning into rock gardens and lawn, 
at its own expense, the land on the opposite side of the 
street, which belongs to the Railway Department. 

This firm has a second factory which is not very 
~ttractiYe in appearanc·c, being· surrnunded by a galvanised 
iron corrugated fence. Jt hou~es valuable machinery which 
is heavily rated, but the buildings are not nearly in fo e 
same class. Nevertheless, the "show" factory carries 
nearly twice the rates, a lthough the site value is almost 
the same in each. 
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SOME HOUSING CONTRASTS 
(See Plate Ill. opposite) 

BAYVIEW ROAD 

On the left are two very attractive working­
class homes with well kept gardens, penalised 
by annual value rating. 
On the right is an old type residence of equal 
frontage, but much inferior quality and with 
no garden. All of these three houses would 
pay about the same under site.value rating. 

HOTHAM STREET 

On the left is a poor type house with a larger 
than average frontage, 57ft. Such properties 
depreciate the value of neighboring properties. 
On the right is the adjoining house of good 
type, with well kept garden and good frontage, 
48ft. 

BENA STREET 

A very attractive worker's home with well 
kept garden, trellis work and ornamental per­
gola work which have increased the annual 
value rates on this property to above the aver­
age for the street. On either side of this 
house are vacant lots of the same frontage, 
40ft. Compare the rates on the built and 
vacant lots, 

GEELONG ROAD 

Geelong Road is, in the main, a very good 
residential street, but is spoilt by properties 
such as the fuel yard and large vacant lot 
seen in the right hand photo. Such properties 
contribute little in rates under annual value 
rating. 

CORAL AVENUE 

A street of good, modern timber homes with 
tiled roofs, all penalised by annual value rat­
ing. Frontages are 42ft. 

HANSEN STREET 

A street of good type modern brick and timber 
homes with tiled roofs, all favored by site. 
value rating. Such properties are an asset 
to a city. Frontages are 42ft. 



SOME HOUSING CONTRASTS PLATE IIT. 

F'rontago No. 73 33ft. No. 75 36ft. 
£5 1 0 
£3 12 0 

BAYVIEW ROAD No. 79 
N.A.V. nate £~ 14 6 Front., 36ft.: N.A.V. Hate, £2/1~/6; t ·.c.v. Hate, £3/ 12/. 
l; .C.V. Rate £3 5 0 

No. 14 HOTHAM STREET No. 10 
N.A.V. Hate £2 14 0 lJ.C.V. Hate £5 17 0 N.A.V. Hair- £5 7 0 l'.C.V. Rate £4 17 0 

BENA STREET 
· No. 9 (vac.) No. Jl (house) 

Frontages 40ft. -10ft. 
N.A.V. Rate £1 2 0 £5 l 0 
lj ,C.V. Hate £3 19 6 .£3 19 6 

I•'rontages .J2ft. 

CORAL AVENUE 
Nos. 1. 3. 5 etc. 

No. 13 (va<'.) 
40rt. 

£1 2 0 
£3 19 6 

N.A.V. Rate £4 10 0 l:.C.V. Hate £4 3 0 

GEELONG 
l~uel Yard 

Frontages 66ft.. 
N.A.V. Hate £2 5 0 
LC.V. Rate £8 0 0 

ROAD 
Shop 
181'1 .. 

£4 10 0 
£2 3 0 

HANSEN STREET 

Vacant Land 
lOOft. 

£3 16 6 
£13 10 ll 

No. 67 No. 69 
~.A.V. H.at!lS £-1 10 0 £4 14 6 
l'.C.V. Hates £3 7 o £3 7 O 

No. 7l 
£4 6 0 
£3 7 0 

No. 73 
£4 H b 
£3 7 0 



PLATJ·: l\·. DUSINESS SITES WHICH ARE A CREDIT TO THE CITY 

FIRE STATION IN DROOP STREET 
Frontage, 1111'1. "t'./' •. V. Ra te, .£102 ; 1·.cx . Rate. £22. 

F INE THEATRE IN HOPKINS STREET 
Fronta:-;<> . Rft. '.'\.A.\" . Rate, £115: 1·.c. v . Rate. £122. 

V.W.C.A. r.E:>ICENTIAL IN GORDON ~TF:EET BALLARAT ROAD 
Frontage. lOOCt. N.A.V. Hate. £102: l l.C'.V. Rate. £14. Frontage, um. N.A.V. Rate, £10/ l / ·; 1'.C.V. Tiate. £2/17 /· 

ANO SOME W HICH ARE NOT 

ANDERSON STREET 
Pronl:igP, ~Sft. :'\.A.\'. Hate, £3/7/6: 1·.c .v . Rate. £9/ 101-

BARKLY STREET 
Shops:- 48ft . N.A.V. Rate, £6/1/·: r.c.v. R1ltt', £18/ 11 / · 
\'acant:- 4.5ft . N A.\". R a te, £5/ 1/ .; 1·.c•.v. RatP, .£17/16/· 

GAMON STREET 
fi'rcn tagc , 84ft. X.A.\' . Hate , £2 16/ · : t-.c.v. Hate, £111. 

BALLARAT ROAD 
l•'rnntage, li9ft. :-.: .A.V. Rate . .£2/ H / ·; l'.C'.V. Hate, £9/ 10/-



BUSINESSES WHICH ARE A CREDIT TO 

THE CITY ARE PENALISED BY ANNUAL 

VALUE RATING 

DROOP STREET 

A fine residential fire-station of . which resi­
dents are justly proud. The municipality 
makes a grant to the Fire Brigade, but takes 
a large sum back in rates under annual value 
rating upon such a well improved property. 

HOPKINS STREET 

On the right is a splendid theatre which is an 
asset to the business section. 

GORDON STREET 

On the left is the Y.W.C.A. residentia l club 
built by the Commonwealth War Workers' 
Housing Trust at an inflated war-time cost of 
£20,000. Buildings constructed at these modern 
cost-levels are treated more harshly under an­
nual value rating than those built at lower 
cost levels. 

BALLARAT ROAD 

A fine modern block of shops on the inter­
section with Summerhill Road. Although 
right at the extreme boundary of the city, this 
block is rated among the highest shops, apart 
from Nicholson-st. 

BUSINESS SITES WHICH ARE NOT A 

CREDIT TO THE CITY ARE FAVORED BY 

ANNUAL VALUE RATING 

ANDERSON STREET 

Left, a poor timber building, used as a laun­
dry. A fire.risk spoiling a good shopping 
centre. 

GAMON STREET 

Right, a poorly improved property owned by an 
absentee firm in Werribee, A poor usage for 
a main street, 

BARKLY STREET 

These inferior shops and vacant land adjoin 
the fine Girts' High School seen in the back­
ground. 

BALLARAT ROAD 

An unsightly junk yard on the intersection 
with Droop Street. 

(See Plate IV. opposite) 

i! 
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Southem Can Coy. is vel'y well laid ou. and raises 
t'he ton~ of its surroundings. It is set back from the 
street " ;th well kept lawn an<l gardens. 

The others in the group have thei1· high l'atio in the 
costliness of the buildings and machinery, with the ex­
ception of the Central Wool Committee stores, which owe 
their high ratio to the low cost of the land. These stores 
are located on the extreme limits of the district, where land 
is cheaper. 

It should be noticed that in this group (and in all others 
in the tables) there are firms which have a high degree 
of improvement for their works, but which also have other 
holdings of low improvement value, which tend to reduce 
and offset the gain on the highly improved properties. 

l n some cases, in List B, the gain on the works is 
more than offset by the increased rates on vacant or poorly 
developed holdings additional to the works. This shows 
the importance of taking account of all holdings in order 
to get a true picture overall for the firms concerned. 
* Most of the:;e fit-ms are included in the 1>hotogra1>hs of industl'ial 
prOl)ertieg shown in Pl>tte V. of thi• study. 

·l6. THE TEN LEAST IMPROVED FIRMS. 
Of the firms least imp1·ovecl , most have considerable 

areas of vacant land associated with them. The first two 
hold particu\al'ly valuable factory sites, completely vacant, 
not even being fenced. At the head of the list is the 
Australian Mercantile Land and Finance Coy. Ltd., a very 
prosperous firm holding 8~ acres. The second on the list 
is a South Melbourne firm, with 2~ acres. 

No;;. 5 and 6 are timber mer.chants on main s treets 
(Gamon and Barkly), the latter being particularly un­
sightly and holding up the development of this important 
!'>hopping street. These classes of business have heavy 
wear on roads. 

ThP higher rates on the quarries are appropriate, as 
the existing rates are quite disproportionate to the heavy 
wear on the roads associated with this class of business. 

The firms with ratios below 1.0 in the first twenty 
iirms of List B aI"e mainly poor looking, and tend to drag 
down tl1e areas around them.* 

Other Types of Poor Husiness Properties. 

Apart from factories, there is a more numerous class 
of poor business premises which contributes little in rates 
on annual value rating, but would contribute more under 
site value rating. In this class are wooclyards, junk yards, 
storage yards and a propo1·tion of old business properties 
which have become decadent and derelict, having only 
demolition value. Such properties often occupy land in 
good streets with a high value per foot. The rate con­
tribution from this class of prnperty, in the aggregate, 
is considerable under site value rating. 

.t7. CONCLUSIONS REGAHOING INCIDENCE OF 
FACTORY RATES. 

(i) The present annual value rating system operates 
against the best interests of the district by bonussing 
poorly improved factories through the rating system, 
at the expense of heavily increased rates to the highly 
improved factories and the home owners of the 
district. 

(ii) A change to site value rating would work towards 
improvement of the district by encouraging- better 
and more frequent improve1uents to be made, in the 
knowledge that the capital and production cost~ 
would not be inflated by extra annual charges through 
making the improvements. 

(iii) Firms which were not willing to improve thPir 
properties under site value rating would be called 
upon to pay their fair share towards Municipal ex­
penses under site value rating. 

(iv) Stimulation of improveme-nts under site value rating 
would mean added demand for labor and make the 
district more attractive to live in. 

,. Many o( these 1u·o1)e1·ties Rl'e included in the t>hotogra1>hS of indus­
tri1tl 111·011ertioo on Plate VI. of this study, 



PART VI. 

MUNICIPAL FINANCE ANALYSIS. 

HOW l~ATI·; PA YMEl'\TS COMPARE WITH THE 
VALUE OF SER\'ICf;S RECEI\'ED. 

-18. THE SATURE OF RAn;s ANO THE SCOPE 
OF INYESTIGATION. 

In considering the merits of alternative l'ating 
systems, it is most important to bear in mincl that muni­
cipal councils exist to rendet· ce1·tain definite services to 
the ratepaye1·R, ancl that the rate payments are, in essence, 
payment!' for the services receivecl. 

Some or these sen·ices are general commitments fol' 
the municipality as a whole, of the nature of overhead 
expen!'es, and the cost of these must be spread over all 
1·atepayers in some definite proportion. 

Other services, such as road and street maintenance 
and capital costs, are localised in particular loca)jties, and 
the payme.nt for these may be shared in a different pro­
portion to that for the overhead anti related items. 

In equity, it should be possible to show that the rates 
payable are at least roughly proportionate to the value of 
the benefits received under whatever form of rating is 
regarded as best. 

Under both the annual 1·ental value and the site or 
unimproved land value rating systems, the 1·ates are bo1·ne 
only by p1·operty owners. In the former, rates are p1·0-
po1tionate to the value of the land aml improYements 
combined. Jn the latter, they a1·e proportionate to the 
\ alue of the site exclusiYc of the impro\'ements. 

We have, therefore, to compare the rate incidence 
upon two broad classes of properties, i.e., built properties, 
.and unbuilt or \'acant properties, respectively. 

The object, in this section of the study. is to find out 
which of thf' two systems of rating requires a rate pay­
ment most closely proportionate lo the value of the bene­
'fits received. 

With this object, municipal expenditure has been dis­
sected and classified into two distinct groups: (A) Items 
connected with localised services, and (B) Overheacl items 
for the district as a whole. 

49. THE .\1.ETHODS OF COMPARISOl\ USED. 
Of the items connected with localised ::-e1 ,·ices, by far 

the greatest is expencliture on maintenance of roads and 
streets and replacement of the surface at the end of its 
useful life. These items account for more than half of 
the total expenditure in the category of localised services. 
They have, therefore, been used as a basic s tarting point 
to compare the adequacy of the rate contrib\ltion on built 
and unbuilt s ites. 

Compreheni;ive figures for the average annual costs 
ior road maintenance and replacement at the end of the 
useful life, for various classes of roads and streets, have 
been supplied by the City Engineer. These costs have been 
reduced to a cost "per foot of frontage" basiR and compared 
with the ra te payment per foot of fronta~e for built and 
for unbuilt sites. 

A separate sub-section is devoted to the comparison 
of road costs fo1· these two classes of p1·operties. Groups 
of streets are considered in ne\\"ly established residential 
areas, older residential areas, and factory areas respec­
tively. In a later sub-section the other localised services 
are examined and, finally, the apprnpriate share of the 
g.eneral 01· overhead charges of the municipality is con­
s1derecl. 

50. SHAIU NG THE ROAD MAINTENANCE COSTS 
BETWf$N BUILT AND VACANT ~ITES. 

In most of the residential street~, the initial costs of 
roadmaking are a special charge upon the individual 
ratepayers concerned. Capital cost has therefore been 
ignored in thi:: comparison for such pt·opertie!'. The figures 
used are c~clusfrely average annual l"oad maintenance 
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charges, and the annual share towal'ds reconstruction of 
the road ut the end of its useful life. 

Nevertheless, there are a good numbe1· of important 
roads, the capital cost of which is met by the Council. It 
woulcl be appropriate to expect an extra contr ibution 
beyond maintenance in these cases. 

The 11inimum Rate Share. 
As the hal'lic point in this inquiry, we assume lhat the 

very minimum rate ·which t'.an be <expected of any rate-
1>ayer must be suflicient to cover the maintenance cost and 
share of replacement cost at the end of its useful life, 
for the frontage of roadway (and footpath) serving his 
own 1Jroperty. 

In addition, the minimum must include not only such 
cost for his own frontage, but also a pro-J'ata share 'of the 
rate-exempt frontages, road intersections, opening roads 
anti others which do not contribute to council revenue and 
for which the cost must be spread over a ll ratepayers. 
The proportion of non-ratable to ratable frontages varies 
widely in different streets, and the fairest allocation is to 
use the overall proportion for the district as a whole or, 
better still, that for the ward in which the street is located. 

The proportion of non-ratable to ratable lengths in 
the various wards was given in the Section 4 (3) of this 
Study, and from it we find that the minimum share must 
cover maintenance and replacement charges for' an 
additional 54 pe1· cent. (North Ward), 50 per cent. (Mich.lie 
Wa1·d) , 33~ per cent. (South Ward), 39 per cent. (North­
West Ward), and 27 per cent. (Kingsville Ward), abow the 
frontage of the particular ratepayer in question, as the 
shal'e of the non-rat~ble frontage cos ts. 

It sh()uld be s tressed Chat the appropriate ratt> fi.gure 
must be something higher than this maintenance cost. On 
fop of this there will be some addition for the other 
localised services and the share of the overhead expenses 
of the Council. This figure merely forms the lower irreduc­
ible limit of the rate payment which may fairly ht expected 
for any property. 

Rates on Vacant Lots J)o Not Cover Annual Maintenance 
Costs. 

This Study has shown that in none of the residential 
stl'eets clo the annual ,·alue rates on vacant land anywhe1·e 
nearly reach this minimum figure required to cover the 
maintenance on their own frontage of roadway, let alone 
any contribution to the other expenses of the Council. 

It is not merely a matter of being i>lightly below the 
rE:(JUired figure. In the g1·eat majority of the !<treets the 
contribution of ,·acant lots urider annual value rating 
amounts to only between a quarter and a half of this re­
c1uired minimum figure. 

This featme of the study is regarded as of the greatest 
im1iortance, not merely to Fo-0tscray, but to all municipali­
ties U14ing annual value rating. If vacant . and JlC>orly im-
1>rnved pro1>erties are contributing less than tht>ir own 
maintenancl.' costs, it. means that the least desirable class 
of ratepayers are being subsidised through the rating 
system, at the expense of those who are an asset to the 
dis trict. This conclusion is supported by the olber section& 
of the Study. 

ROAD MAIN'l'ENAXCE ~D 1mPL1\ CEMENT COSTS 
emf PARED WITH THE RATE YIE LD OF \ ' ACANT 
SITES ANO BUILT SITES UNDER ANN UAL VALUE 

AND SITf: VALUE RATING RESPECTffEL\". 

Comparisons a1·e made of costs per foot of frontage. 
(a) RESIDENTIAL S'J'Rt;f;'I'S. 

These streets are all macadam roads for whkh the 
dish·ict average maintenance costs are l)!,d. per square rard 
of road surface, and for which the pl'ovision for replace­
ment at the end of the useful life of the surface is 2d. 
per square ya1·d. 

Annual ,·11lues per foot, built an1I unbuilt, are obtained 
by divi<ling th'! avemge annual values on the street graphs 
of Section 8 of •,his Study, by the average frontages on the 
same graphs A to D. 



* Figures for costs include the share for the rate­
exempt frontages to the average proportion for the Ward 
in question. For each ratable property, this share additional 
to that for its own actual frontage amounts to: South 
Ward (33~ per cent .), Kings,•ille Ward ( 27 per cent.), 
North-West Ward (3!> per cent.) , 1\1jddle Ward (50 per 
cent.), North Ward (54 per cent.). 

The accompanying table gives comparisons of the 
actual COf;t per foot of ratable frontage in residential 
streets of the type of road construction which is employed 
in the overwhelming majority of the residential streets. 
The detail~ are given fully in the table to enable the basii:: 
of wo1·king to be readily checked. The last four columns 
are the ones to be compared, these four showing the 
average cost to the Council comparer! with the rate which 
the Council receives unde1· annual value rating and site 
\'lllue rating respectively. All of these figures are reduced 
to a figure per foot of ratable frontage. 

The rate yield under annual value rating is shown 
separately for vacant lots and for built lots (average). The 
site value rates being the same for vacant ai; for built lots, 
only one column is needed. 

The !<treets for which particulal's are given cover 
compact blocks of residential streets in three different 
wards. All of these streets have vacant lots. In some, 
the vacant frontage is very large. 

What The Table Shows. 
Compare the column headed "cost pe1· foot of ratable 

frontage" with the next one which shows the rate yield 

Width of Area Cost per 
Metalled Per Ft. Ft. of Road 

Road or Street Surface Length 
Feet Sq. Yds. d. 

SOUTH WARD 
Blackwood .. 24 2.6 18.8 
Dickens • • • • 24 2.6 18.8 
Buninyong •.•. 26 2.9 21.0 
Fehon .. 40 4.4 32.0 
Gladstone •. 23 2.5 18.2 
Prederick •. 25 2.8 20.2 
Ducker • .. 40 4.4 32.0 
Gray . . .. .. 30 3.3 24.0 
Hall . . . . .. 24 2.6 18.8 
Hughes • . . . . 28 3.1 22.4 
Kent . . .. . . 22 2.4 17.4 
Lennox • . ' ... 32 3.5 25.4 
Marjory .. 15 1.7 12.3 
Newcastle . . 24 2.6 18.8 
O\·ens •• . . 24 2Jj 18.8 
Powell . . . .. 40 4.4 32.0 
Simpson .. 24 2.6 18.8 
Sussex ... 25 2.8 20.2 
Tarrengower .. 24 2.6 18.8 

KINGSVILLE WARD 
Chirnside • • 25 2.8 20.2 
Coronation . 26 2.!l 21.0 
Empl'ess 26 2.9 21.0 
Jo::dgar ..•• 38 4.2 30.0 
Queensdlle. 25 2.8 20.2 
Geelong .. 25 2.8 20.2 
Wales • . 28 3.1 22.4 .. 
Bena .. 20 2.2 16.0 
Eirene •• .. . . 20 2.2 16.0 
Kingston .. 20 2.2 16.0 
Severn • • •• 24 2.6 18.~ .. 

:\'ORTH-WERT WARD 
Adelaide- •• .. 24 2.6 18.8 
Swan .• 23 2.5 18.1 
Southhampton 23 2.5 18.1 
E'·erard 23 2.5 18.l 
Eleanor 25 2.8 20,2 
Leander 24 2.6 18.8 
Stalford .. 21 2.2 16.0 
Dudley ...... 24 2.6 18.8 
Liverpool . ... 22 2.4 17.4 
Summerhill .. 38 4.2 30.0 
Market . . .. 31 3.4 2.t.6 

of vacant lots in these streets, under Annual Value Rating. 
It is seen that in no case is the rate contribution anywhere 
nearly adequate to meet road costs, let alone overhead 
tharge1' in which vacant lots should share. 

On the other hand, compare the next column showing 
the contribution of built properties per foot of frontage. 
In all these cases the built properties contribute much more 
than ~ufficient to meet the costs. It is evident that vacant 
lots are not contr ibuting their fair share of the council 
co:-ts in rel\pect of their frontages, and that built properties 
are compelled t o make up the deficiency by contributing 
more than their fair share to rate reYenue. 

It will be evident that the last column, showing the 
rate yield per foot under value rating, is a far nearer 
approximation to the costs incurred than is represented b,· 
either of the other columns. · 

Further, as road charges form such a la1·ge part of 
Council expenses fol' services rendered, and this service 
is rendered alike to the vacant as to the built frontage, the 
enormous difference in rate contribution per foot on these 
two classes of property cannot be l'egarded with 
ec1uanimity. 

Can a rating system be regarded as economically or 
morally sound which differentiates in the 1>ayment required 
for the same service between built and vacant properties, 
to the degree shown? If differentiation in payment is 
justified ut all, should it not rather be in favor of the built 
property which is an asset to the district, rather than the 
reverse? Is it eronomically sound to bonus vacant holders 
at the expense of those who build? 

Cost per Ft. Rate Yield per Foot Jo~ron~ge ___ 
of Ratable Annual Value- On Site Value 
Frontasre'" Vacant Built on Either 

d. d. d. d. 

12.5 3.75 27.2 14.3 
12.5 3.75 28.0 14.3 
14.0 3.75 30.5 14.3 
21.3 5.05 26.5 19.0 
12.1 3.75 20.6 14.3 
13.4 3.75 24.0 14.3 
21.3 3.75 34.0 14.3 
16.0 3.75 25.0 14.3 
12.5 3.75 24.1 14.3 
15.0 3.75 23.1 14.3 
11.6 3.1 25.9 12.0 
17.0 3.75 22.6 14.3 
~.3 4.2 23.2 16.5 

12.5 :u 21.5 12.0 
12.5 2.5 22.5 9.5 
21.3 5.0 25.8 19.0 
12.5 3.75 25.4 14.3 
13.4 8.75 24.0 14.3 
12.5 3.75 23.1 14.3 

12.8 5.0 28.1 19.0 
13.4 5.0 32.5 19.0 
13.4 5.0 28.0 19.0 
19.0 5.0 22.6 19.0 
12.R 5.0 29.6 19.0 
25.6 6.25 25.0 23.8 
14.2 5.0 28.8 19.0 
10.2 6.25 25.0 23.8 
10.2 5.0 26.7 19.0 
10.2 3.75 21.2 14.3 
11.!l 'i.O 2'.i.2 19.0 

13.0 3.75 23.1 14.3 
12.5 3.75 23.2 14.3 
12.5 3.75 22.8 14.3 
12.5 3.7:.i 25.0 14.3 
14.0 :;.o 25.0 19.0 
13.0 3.75 25.9 14.3 
11.l 3.75 24.9 14.3 
13.0 3.75 25.5 14.3 
12.1 3.75 24.1 14.3 
20.8 5.0 28.7 19.0 
17.0 5.0 25.7 19.0 

.. E"rh fool of road ha• two feet of frontage. 
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Hoad Costs I•'or Other Than Residential Streets. 
The road maintenance cost can only he regarded as a 

minimum figure which may be rightly expected to be 
recovered in rates. In some classes of sites, it is reasonable 
to expect considerably more than this amount to be re­
couped. For example, the shopping sections are focussing 
points for traffic over the district and much of the wear on 
arterial and subsidiary road;;, as well as that actually 
fronting the shops themseh·ei:, can be rightly debited to 
these centers. (t would, therefore, be inadequate only to 
cover the actual maintenance on the frontage to these 
(·enter~ in the rate receipti; . Simila1·ly, factory sites may 
be expected to eover mo1·c than the bare road maintenance 
on their own frontages. 

;)l. THE OTHER ITEMS Of' EXPENDITVRJ~ O:S 
SERVICES. 

Munici11al Expenditure Dissected. 
Othel'• municipal services which are localised in pa1·ticu­

lar localities must be considered besides roads. These 
services are lii•ted below with the amounts provided for 
each of them in the Ac<·ounts for 1944-45. 

A. Items Connected with Localii;ed Services. 
Item Amonnt 

(a) Capital Expenditure on Roa<ls & 
Streets. 
( i) Recouped by special charge to 

Hatepayer ............. . 
(ii) Not paid for by individual Rate-

payer ....•. . .•... ...... 
(b) :Maintenance Expenditure on Roads & 

Streets . . . . . . • • • • • . • ••• 
(c) Street Lighting .. ..••.....• 
(d) Parks, Gat·dens, etc ...•....... 
(e) Street Cleaning . . • , . . . . 
(f) Drains, Culverts, etc .••.... 
(g) Garbage collection •. 
(h) Baby Welfare Cente1·s 
(i) Health . . . . . .. .••.. .. 
(j) Municipal Baths . . . . . . . . 
(k) Children's Library , ••. , .. . 
(1) Town Hall ........... . 

£250 

9,269 

37,017 
3,200 

12,944 
10,713 

2,950 
6,690 
1,920 
5,769 
1,944 

655 
1,850 

£95,171 

lt will he seen that items (a) and (b) covering the 
maintenance and reconstruction of roads and streets, 
account together for £46,386 of the total expenditure on 
i<ervices. This is almost hall of the total gross expenditure, 
and considerably more than half of the net expenditure, 
laking account of revenue received from items {d), (i), 
(j), (k), which return £7,100 between them. Jn normal 
peacetime years, an additional expenditure would be in­
cuncd on footpath maintenance to about £.3,500 annually. 

The item (i) Health, p1·incipally covers sanitary pan 
;;ervices for unsewered properties in the municipality, and 
costs of meat supervision. A special charge of 33/ 6 per 
pan is made for the former, and charges are also made for 
the latter. The revenue received from this item is £3,032 
and the nett expenditure is therefore £2,737. 

52. THE MOST SUITA BLE BASIS OF PA Y:\lENT. 
Of these services, roods and streets have already been 

treated, and for this item it was seen that the site value 
bnsis represented a closer approximation to the value of 
the service than did annual value rating. 

With regard to all of the remaining items, we ha\·e to 
find the rating method which best approximates t he value 
or the senict> rendered. The value of these services will be 
\'ariable according to the distance from the point at which 
the se1Tice is 1·1:11dered. The effect of the availability of 
each 1Jf these services is to make it more desirable for 
p~ople to live in the neighbourhoods with the street lighting, 
the parks and gardem;, welfare centers, baths and library. 
The ''alue of these services is evidently greater in their 
immediate vicinity than remote from them. Hence, it is 
ieasonable to expect heavier contribution towards them in 
thei1· immediate \' icinity than at a distance. 
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F or all of these services, the effect is to increase or 
sustain land values in their immediate vicinit}', and beyond. 
That the services have such an effect upon land valuei:; is 
well recognised and needs no elaboration here. The effect 
is greatest in the vicinity of the service and diminishes 
by 'gradations with the distance. 

So far as rates are required to cover these localised 
service:., therefore, the level of land values forms an ideal 
measure of the value of the service received, and the ral e 
11ayment based upon s ite value is a most appro11riate form 
of rate payment. 

The alternative fol'm, annual value rating, bears little 
relation, if any at all, to the value of this service ~o the 
ratepayer. Under that system, the rate payment is far 
more directly dependent upon the impro,rements made u.pon 
lhe sHe by the owner. It is only affected to a very m~nor 
deg1·ee by the variations in the yaJue of the service received 
as reflected in the land value. Thus, although two proper­
ties may be identical so far as site and the value of the 
services to t he s ite are concerned, the rate payment on 
the one \\ill be several times that upon the other, if the 
former is more highly impro,·ed. Again, a house in the most 
ciistant part of the district is called upon to pay only 
:<lightly less in rates than if the i:iame house were in the 
central area, notwithstanding that the outermost parts 
1·eceive only a \'ery minor fracti on of the value of the muni­
cipal services received by the inner areas. 

Of the services li;;tec.I, garbage collection is the only 
one paid for in the general t•ate, and only rendered to 
householf!ers. It might at fir;;t be thought that this would 
justify a special and separate rate for the se1·vice limited 
only to householde1·s and not owners of vacant lots. Re­
flection will show that the value of garbage collection is 
l'eftected in land values, which would be much reduced if 
the service were not <l\'ailable or to be withdrawn. Again, 
although i;rarbage is only collected from the houses and !1ot 
yacant lots, the collector~ have almost as much travelhng 
and work to do in serving the few houses in a largely 
vacant street as they would if the street were fully built. 
There seems no reason to think that the obvious suitability 
of site values as a i·ate basis for the other services does 
not apply equally to the payment fo1· ga.1·bage collection. 

53. THE OVERHEAD ITEMS OF COUNCIL 
EXPENDITURE. 

In addition to the expenses of the actual services pro­
dded, there are standing costs which the Municipality is 
committed to, irrespective of these services. These costs 
have to be distributed to the ratepayers in their rate pay­
ment.". The items in this overhead class are listed below: 

B. O\·erhead Item11. 
(a) Interest & Prindpal payments on 

Loan$ . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . .. £31 ,0:~o 
(b) Staff, Wage!', Salaries, etc., other 

than already inclurled under service 
item11 ..............•••. 

(c) Spencer St. Bridge contribution .... 
(d) Infectious Diseases Hospital Con-

. tribution . . . . . , . . . . . . . . , . 
(dd) Heatherton Sanatorium Contl'ibution 
(e) Fire Bri!?ade Contribution •••.•• 
(f) Donations, Variou!' ••....••.... 
( g) Printing, Stationery, Books, Tele-

phones, Advertising, Elections, In-
surance, etc. . . . . • . . . . . • , . . . . 

(h) Afr Raids Precautions ....• , .... 
(i) Retiring Allowances .••.•......• 
(j) Part Wages Employees on Acth·e 

Service .... 
(k) Pay Roll Tax ............ .. 

8,550 
201 

1,803 
112 

2,45-1 
2,013 

3,135 
1,935 

235 

1,000 
1,650 

---- .£54,118 

DisCributing Tht- Cor,ts. 
Thes3 items have to be co,·el'ed by rates from the 

prnperty owners f]Uite independently of whether their lots 
nre built or vacant, trned or unused. In apportioning the 
1ates to ('oveT them, the guiding principle, in fairnes>', 
should he to apportion the charges according to the general 
henefits re<'eh·ecl by the s ite <'wnel'l' from the existence of a 



municipal m·ganisation. These benefits ob\'iously vary with 
iocation, being co·1centratell in the rentral ar~as and few 
in the outermost ~tions. The differing de~rees of benefit 
are mo!'t faithfully rceordec.I in the variations of land 
value per foot or acre in the Yarious p111·ts of the district. 

To base the rate pay menl needed to cover overhead 
items upon the site value basis, lherefore, appears the 
fairest imd indeed, t he only logical mum~ of distributing 
lhe obliv;atiun . 

The annual value method le sometimes claimed to 
appol'tion the payment according to the income received 
uy the owner. It is noted that built properties bring in 
ca~h income, whereas vacant lots do not. 

This view overlooks the fact that the value of land 
is itself due to the existence and continued operation of 
municipal and other public 11en•ice11, and not to the in­
dividual efforts of the owner. This value is due to the fact 
that the muni<'ipality am! other public bodies have pre­
:,.cnted the owner with a nett income, of which the selling 
price of the land is the capitalised amount. In the case 
of the owner who builds upon his pt·operty, this income is 
ieceived continuously as he goe'- along. In the case of the 
meant holder, it is stored up and received finally in a lump 
sum on sale. In either case, thi..; income is real and is fair!~· 
chargeable for municipal costs. 

Annual ,·alue rating, howe,·er, charge;:: rate:; many 
times greater to the built property than the vacant one in 
which the income is stored up. When sale of the vacant 
lot is effected, there is no means of the municipality shar­
ing in the appreciated price. The result is that owners of 
built sites are penaHsed as comrared with those of vacant 
;::ites. The position is aggravate< by the fact that the actual 
income of the owner of built property i!'I also subject to 
heavy income taxation annually, wherl!us the vacant holder 
escapes any such contribution, and e,•en on final sale is not 
called upon to contribute for the taxation avoided over 
the period. The nett effect i!I to disadva11tage the owner 
who de\·elops his site as compared with the mere specu­
lato1·, and to give a premium to hrnd Rpeculation. Site 
owners of buil t and unbuilt lotA are placed on the same 
footing under s ite value rating. 
54. l\I UNICIPAL IrnVENl/E OTH ER 'l'H • .\N RATES. 

The items of total municipal expenditure previously 
listed ma y be grouped in the rollowing three sections with 
the moi<t appropriate means of charging for each: 

Classi fi cation 

1. Road maintenance & re­
construction . . . . . • 

2. Other localised services •• 

3. Ch-erbead items • • • • . • • • 

.\mount 

.£.16,286 

48,635 

54,118 

£149,039 

:\lost Suitable 
Ra te Base 

Cost, mo~ t 
closely gken 
by site value 
rating. 
Site \•alue rat­
ing. 
Site ,·alue rat­
ing. 

This e..xpenditure, howe,·er, doe- not ha\'e to be wholly 
met from general rates, being otrset by considerable items 
of re\-enue received f rom other sourCE-s. In the estimates 
the sums available we1·e set down at £67,564, and the sums 
required at £149,71.J, leaving a balance of .£82, 150 to be 
raised by the general rate, which in turn, requi1·ed a rate 
of 2/3 in the £ of annual value. 

This rate in the £ ii; particularly low, and is brought 
about by the fact that the !lUms available from other 
sources to F oot:;cray Council are much greater th an for 
most councils. They incluue no less than £30,553 profits 
from the E lectric Supply Department. lri being a distri­
butor of electric power on such u Reale, Footscray is un­
usually favorably situated, and this revenue applied to 
reduction of rates is somewhat fortuitous. Without this 
profit and on the same basis as other municipalit ies, so 
much more would have to be rai~ed in rates, and the rate 
in the.£ re{iuired would be 3 1. 

In arri\'ing at the relative col'ts incurred for the other 
localised services and o,·erheacl items on the same basis as 
already done in section 50 for roacls, the aggregate actual 
expenditure must be used and the 1·esults rebated by the 
share of the £67,!)64 revenue from sources other than rates. 

55. THE COST TO THE COl'l'\CIL FOR ALL ITE'1S 
COllPARED WITH R.\TE REC~IPTS I~ \-ARlOUS 
PARTS OF T HE CITY-t»;H }'OOT OF FRONTAGE. 

The two tables below summarise Lhe three classes of 
expenditure per foot of frontage in various localities, and 
compare the rate yield per foot under annual value and 
site value rating. The first four columns of figures are the 
approximate costs fur the items and the last is the rebated 
amount which the rates should be expected to cover after 
maldng allowance for the other revenue i·eferred to above. 

A restricted numb~r of st1·eets are given illustrative 
of various parts of the municipality, but the tendencies 
shown are perfectly general and could be extended to all 
s treets. 

Uoad costR are on the basiR of average maintenance 
and reconstruction costs huvini.r regal'cl to the class of road 
as in the previous list of Sect ion GO. The "other service" 
a nd "overhead" items ue clistributetl proportionately to 
the levels of ~ite-valuc per foot. 

Allowance has been made for the fact, shown earlier 
in this study, that the vroportion of rate-exempt property 
,·aries widely in the different wards, and that those wards­
with a higher than average proportion of rate exempt 
property should bear a somewhat higher allocation of the 
costs for these items a111l vice-veri:a. The average pro­
portion of !ate-exef!lP~ property for the district being 3i%, 
lhe following muJhphers are u~c<I act'ording to the ward 
concerned. 

Per cent. Rate­
Exempt to Ratable 
:\lultiplier Used 

North Middle South North Kings­
Ward Wanl Ward Wei;t ville 

5-t • • ~o . . aa~ . . 39 • . 21 
1.12 •• 1.09 •• O.!li •• 1.01 .• 0.93 

(a) COSTS T ABULAT ED. 

Land Approx. Costs per Foot Front 
Clas!' of Area and Name Value Road Other Overhead Total He bated Ward 

of Street per ft. Mtce. Servfoes ltems Cost 
.il cl. d. d. d . d. 

:\fain Shopping Section 
Nicholson (Harkly-Rly.) 860 27. 1100 1210 2337 1200 North 

Shopping Areas 
260 Paisley (Nich.-Leeds) .. 71) 11.5* 236 503 278 North 

Barkly (Nich.-Victoria} 50 16. 157 174 347 191 North 
Victoria <Chules-nuckley) 10 2Ui 30.8 34 86.4 47.6 Middle 
Somerville (Wmstn.-Rly.) . 10 35.2 27.2 30 92.4 51 South 
Geelong Wmstn.-S'ville) .. 8 25.6 20.9 23 68.9 37.7 K'ville 
Ballarat (Droop-S'hill) .. 10 10.8 22.3 26.7 5!U~ 38 N. West 

Factory Area 
Whitehall (Lyons-Francis) 5 26.6 13.6 15.0 54.2 29.7 South 
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Costs per Foot {Continued) 

Class of Area and Name Land Approximate Costs per Foot Frontage Ward 
of Street Value Road Other Overhead Total Rebated 

per ft. Mtce. Service Items Cost 

Uesidential (Macadam Roads) 
Blackwood .. .. . . .. 3 12.5 8.2 9.0 29.7 16.4 South 
Hall . . . . . . . . .. . . 3 12.5 8.2 9.0 29.7 16.4 South 
Newcastle .. . . . . .. 2~ 12.5 6.8 7.5 26.8 14.8 South 
Fehon .. .. 4 21.3 10.9 12.0 44.2 24.2 South 
Simpson . . . . . . .. .. 3 12.5 8.2 9.0 29.7 16.4 South 
Chirnside .. . . . . . . .. 4 12.8 10.4 11.5 34.7 19.0 K'ville 
Coronation . . . . . . .. 4 13.4 10.4 11.5 35.3 19.3 K'ville 
Edgar .. . . . . . . .. . . 4 19.0 10.4 11.5 40.9 22.4 K'ville 
Geelongt . . . . . . .. 5 25.6 13.7 15.1 54.4 30.0 K'ville 
Bena .. . . . . . . 5 10.2 13.7 15.1 39.0 21.4 ,K'ville 
Kingston . . . . .. .. 3 10.2 8.3 9.1 27.6 15.2 K'ville 
Seve1·n .. . . . . .. . . 4 11.9 10.4 11.5 33.8 18.6 K'ville 
Southhampton 3 12.5 8.4 9.3 30.2 16.6 N. West 
Leander . . .. 3 13.0 8.4 9.3 30.7 16.8 N. West 
Market . . . . . . .. .. 4 17.0 11.2 12.4 40.6 22.4 N. West 
Summerhill . . . . . . .. 4 20.8 11.2 12.4 44.4 24.2 N. West 

Unmade Streets with Houses .£ d. d. cl. c\. d. 
Aston . . . . .. i 1.4 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
Brunel .. . . .. . . ~ 1.4 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
Blackshaw's .. .. . . ~ 1.4 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
Braid .. .. .. . . 2 5.5 6.2 11.7 6.5 K'ville 
Cullen .. . . . . . . .. 1 2.7 3.1 5.8 3.3 K'ville 
Fontein .. . . . . .. .. 1 2.7 3.1 5.8 3.3 K'ville 
Incl we 3 21 2.3 4.4 2.4 K'ville . . . . . . . . . . .. 
Kemot .. . . . . . . . . .. ~ 1.4 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
Hex . . . . .. . . .. 1 2.7 3.1 5.8 3.3 K'ville 
Saltley . . .. . . . . .. ~ VI 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
Vernon .. .. . . .. . . . . ~ 1.4 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
Dongala .. .. . . . . . . l 2.8 3.1 5.9 3.3 N. West 
Napoleon . . . . .. .. . . 1 2.8 3.1 5.9 3.3 N. West 
Oxford . . . . .. . . .. 1 2.8 3.1 5.9 3.3 N. West 
West .. . . . . . . . . . . 1 2.8 3.1 5.9 3.3 N. West 

Sub-divided, Hut No Houses 
· Angliss . . .. .. 1 2.7 3.1 5.S 3.3 K'ville 

Adeney . . .. . . 1.4 1.6 30 1.6 K'ville 
Ballard .. ~ 1.4 1.6 3.0 1.6 K'ville 
!Gelman .. . . . . 1 2.7 3.1 5.8 3.3 K'ville 

-t Side road maintenance only considered. This is a three lane roadway, anti no allowance has been made for the 
main cent!'al section towards which the Country Road;; Board contributes part. 

~' See l~ootnotc to Part ( b) of Table. 

(b) RATE YIELD COMPARED WITH COST 

This table compares the rate yield per foot of frontage with the rebated cost above, i.e., the cost which should be 
recovered in 1·ates after allowance has been made for other revenue than 1·ates, which offsets the actual cost. 

Class of Area and Name of Street 

Main Shopping 
Nicholson (see above)"' ......... . 

Shopping Areas 
Paisley (see above) "' ............. . 
Barkly {see above) ............ , . 
Victoria {see above) . . . . 
Somerville (see above) . . . . . . . . . . 
Geelong {see above) . . . . . . . . . ... 
Balla1·at Road {see above) . . . . . . . . 

Factory Area (Specially Treated) . . . . . . 
See Comment In Conclusions 

Cost to be 
Covered by 

Hates (per ft.) 
d. 

1290'-' 

278* 
191* 
47.5 
51 
37.7 
33 
29.7 

30 

Rate Yield per foot Under 
Site Value Annual Value Rating On 

Rating on Built Built Lots Vacant 
or Vacant Lots (Average) Lots 

d. d. d. 

1660* 

356'-' 
237* 

47.5 
47.5 
38.0 
38.0 

204 

250 
125 

60 
70 
81 

115 

390 

440 

93 
62 
13.5 
13.5 
10 
10 
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Continued Comparison Rate Yield Compared With C'ost11 per Foot 

Rate Yield per Foot Unde1· 
Cost to be Site Value Annual Value Hating On 

Class of Al'ea !!nil Name of Street Recovered by Rating on Built Built Lots Vacant Lots 
Rates (per ft.) or Vacant Lots (Average) 

Residential, :\lacadam Hoads 

Blackwood .. •.•...•• .... ••. . 
Hall ••......•...••.•.•••••.. 
Newcastle •••••.••.•••.••.•••• 
.Fehon •.........•..•..•.•. 
Simpson ....•... 
Chimside ....•....• 
Coronation . • • • . • . • • • 
Edgar ............•• 
Geelong (K'ville Ward) .••....•..•• 
Bena .. .... ........ .... . . 
Kingston ...•••....•..... , •.. 
Se,·ern • . . . • • . . • . • . • • . ••.•••• 
Southhampton • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • 
Leander ..........•.•...•••• 
l\'larket . . . . . .•. ... •• , . . . . 
Summerhill . . . . . . . . • • . . . . • , .. 

llnmade Streets with House!' 

Aston ••.....•.... 
Brunel ........... . 
Blackshaw's . . • , .. 
Braid • • . . • . • • • . . . 
Cullen • • . • • . • • • • • • 
F'ontein . . . . . • . . . . . • • • . .. . 
Indwe .•....•.....• , .. 
Kemot •. 
Hex • • • . • • 
Saltley ............... . 
Vernon .....•.. ... •• , ... . 
Dongala ....••.......... 
Napoleon ...••. , ...••.... 
Oxford ••.•.•••••••••.•.. 
\Ve;;t ................... . 

~uh-divided, But Nu Hom!l's 

Angli"" .• 
Adeney •. 
Ballard •• 
Kidman •. 

cl. 

16.4 
16.4 
14.8 
24.2 
16.4 
19.0 
19.3 
22.4 
30.0 
21.4 
15.2 
18.6 
16.6 
16.8 
22.4 
24.2 

1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
6.5 
3.3 
3.3 
2.4 
1.6 
3.3 
1.6 
1.6 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 

3.3 
1.6 
1.6 
3.3 

d. d. d. 

14.3 27.2 3.75 
U.3 24.1 3.75 
12.0 21.5 3.1 
19.0 26.5 5.0 
14.3 25.4 3.75 
19.0 28.1 5.0 
19.0 32.5 5.0 
19.0 22.6 5.0 
23.8 25.0 6 .25 
23.8 25.0 6.25 
14.3 21.2 3.75 
19.0 25.2 5.0 
14.3 22.S 3.75 
U.3 25.9 3.75 
19.0 25.7 5.0 
19.0 28.7 5.0 

2.2 4.2 0.6 
2.2 8.5 0.6 
2.2 9.4 0.6 
9.5 25.0 2.5 
4.75 20.0 1.25 
4.75 11.5 1.25 
3.6 18.2 1.0 
2.2 11.1 0.6 
4.71; 17.0 1.25 
2.2 6.0 0.6 
2.2 9.7 0.6 
4.75 20.5 1.25 
4.75 20.0 1.25 
4.75 20.0 1.25 
.t.7ii 18.0 1.2..5 

4.75 1.25 
2.2 0.6 
2.2 0 .6 
4.75 1.25 

"' Road costs are only included on the actual frontage to these centers, but a considerable portion of the mainten­
ance upon arterial and subsidiary roads may be 1·ightly debited against the shopping area.;1 which they serYe. 

56. CONCLUSIONS UPON cos·rs AND RATE 
PAYMENTS. 

In these comparisons, it is evident that rates based 
upon site value rating very closely approximate to the 
conect proportion of the costs and represent a far fairer 
distribution than the annual ''alue rating basis. 

In 1iractically all areas the annual value rates upon 
built 1.ots are considerably greater than the share of council 
costs for which they are supJ>Osed to be a payment. The 
rates on vacant lots, on the other hand, are much below the 
council costs. Jn few cases only is the annual ,·alue rate 
on built properties closer to the appropriate share than 
are the site value rates, and in these exceptional cases the 
disproportion of the annual value rates on vacant lots is 
all the more accentuated. The conclusion seems fully 
justified that it is a characteristic of annual value rating 
lo bonus vacant sites at the expense or built sites . 

In the main shopping center, the rnte contribution 
under annual value .. ating, for both built and vacant 
properties is much below the appropriate share. It appears 
that these centers (on the surface view) pay a little above 
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the sha1·ed costs under site value rating, although the 
margin is con!<iderably less than the present deficiency 
under annual value rating. Closer consideration of table 
(a) shows that the road maintenance shown is absurdly 
low considering that these centel's are focal points for 
the dii'itrict, and that a large part of' the maintenance on 
main and subsidiary roads could be appropriately charged 
against these centers. The actual road figure used is that 
for the shopping street itself. 

The disp1·oportion between the costs and the rate pay. 
menti< is particularly marked in the unmade streets with 
houses already built. The houses in the!<e areas are par· 
ticularly penalised by annual value rating, compared to the 
value of the services received. 

Even where no road!I a1·e provirled and maintained as 
yet, the annual value rate contribution upon vacant land 
is only about a third of the appropriate share of the O\'er­
head and other cost;; of the council. 

The impression that factories would not contribute o 
fair share under site value rating is \IUite erroneous. The 
figures quoted relate to the whole section of Whitehall 



Stl'cet on the East side, between Somen·ille and F1·ancis 
Streets. They inclu<le four of the largest concerns: 
Commonwealth Fertilisers Pty. Ltd., Imperial Chemical In­
dustries Ltd., Colonial Sugar Refining Company, Albright 
and Wilson. Whitehall Street is the main road serving these 
and other concerns, and there are 40 chains of it included 
in this section. 

While portion of the maintenance costs on other 
arterial and subsidiary roads can rightly be regarded as 
chargeable to these concerns, the fact that the site value 
yield per foot is some six times that of a property with 
normal depth, shows there is a very considerable margin 
to meet council costs. It is evident that the higher rate 
under annual value ratirig is extortionate, having regard to 
the services rendered. Hoad services form the most im­
portant rendered to the faetories, and in concerns of large 
a1·ea, road provision per unit of area is comparatively small 
(see Factory Section 43) . 

57. FINAL NOTE ON ROAD MAINTENANCE. 

In recent discussions upon the merits of alternati\'e 
l'atinir systems, it has been suggested by advocates of the 
annual value system, that as the owners of vacant lots 
fronting roads do not themselves use the roads, the cost 
of muintenanc~ shoul<I be entirely borne by the holders of 

ltuilt property, and none by the owners of the vacant lots. 
It has been inferred that the annual value method in which 
the rates upon vacant lots are ,·ery nominal, is therefore 
the better. 

This contention is hardly likely to prove acceptable 
~enernlly since, even though the service is not actually 
usecl by vacant owners, the fact that it is avuilable when 
1·equired is capitalised into land values. Again, the usage 
of the road in residential streets is mainly by the trades­
people ser,·ing the houses-dairyman, baker, butcher, 
greengrocer, etc., and the wear on the surface is substanti· 
ally the same in serving a few houses in a largely vacant 
f1treet, as it would be if the street were fully built with 
houses. The fact that the tradesmen do t1·averse the st.reet 
is itself a factor that works to increase the value of the 
,·acant lots. 

Fu1ther light upon this point has been provided by the 
present study. The Footscray City Engineer has advised 
that the light traffic, such as found on most purely resi­
dential streets, is actually beneficial to the 1·ot1d sul'face. 
Indeed, if there is no traffic or insufficient t·oad traffic 
to keep the surface compacted and prevent cracks, the 
sc:-i ling of the road is affected anc! deterioration hastened. 
1t is evident, therefore, that failu re of vacant lot owners 
to make use of the roads in residential streets is not a 
virtue justifying low rates. It may, on the othe1· hand, be 
damaging and justify penalty rates. 

PART VII-A BALANCE SHEET. 

58 • ..\n .\1>11roximate Dish·ibution of Ifate Gains nnd Los8es. 

Gain UnJer Site 
Class of Prope1·ty Value Rating 

Number Amount 

Gain Under Annual 
Value Rating 

Number Amount 

1. Houses ....... ..• . . ........ · · · · 
2. Poor utility buildings not included elsewhere 
3. Nicholson Street, Shop and Business . . . . 
4. Other Shop and Busines!'. . . • . . . . . . . 
ii. Well Improved lnclusti·ial . . • , . . . . . . 
H. Poorly Impl'O\'ed Industrial 
i. V;icant Land only •. 

'l'utals ..•••... 

10,000 

28 
750 

71 

10,8-19 

£ 

15,000 

244 
3,046 
9,500 

27,880 

£ 

1,760) 
250) It,900 
78 4,68-l 

194 1,8fl6 

50 1.400 
4,400 8.000 

6,732 27,880 

APPENDIX. 

L\BLE No. I. 

UNIMPROVED LAND VALUE IN EACH WARD 

The totals given below are approximate only, as 
some streets, part of which lie in each of two wards, have 
been wholly included in one or the other in the figures 
below. 

Ward Unimpro\·ed Lant! Value 

North •• 
Middle •• 
South ..•. 
North-west • . . • . • • . • • . . 
Kingsville • . • . 

Total .... 

£1,530,000 
£491,000 
£843,000 
.£597,000 
£626,000 

.£4,087,000 
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TABLE l\o. 2. 
DISTRIBUTION OF NON-RATABLE FRONTAGES 

An approximate allocation of the non·ratable frontage>; 
for which the cost mu~t be spread over the ratable front­
ages is as follows. 

Heading Frontage in Feet 
Chm·ches and Cha1·itable . . . . . . . . • . 8,800 
Municipal Parks, Gardens, Reserves . . 39,000 
Other Mu11icipal . . • . . . . . . . , . • . . . 3,400 
Frontages to Railways .... , • • • . . 23,800 
Commonwealth Government . . • • . • . . . . 5,800 
State Electricity Commission • . . . . . . . ::l,300 
Schools . . . . . . • • • . • . . • - . • • . • . . 5,500 
Lost .Pronts at corners . . . . . . . . . . . . 212,000 
Roadway square~ at street intersections 16R,OOO 

Total ....•• • , ...... •... .... 469,600 



TABLE No. :~. 
LISTING ALL HOLDINGS OF VACANT LAND A BOVE 

£500 IN UNIMPROVED LANO VALUE 
(Not in<' luding vacant land held in co11ju11clio11 with 

fac toriei; or other buildings) 

Name of 
Owner or 
Nominee 

Angliss, 
Sir Wm. 

Mason 

Sh·erson 

Loftus 

Lord, A.B. 
&A. 

Locality 
Where Occupation 

Resident 

Auburn Director 
Canterbury Managt>l' 

(Norn.) 
Canterbury Mana.e;er 

(Norn.) 
Yarra- Turner 

wonga 

Foctscr1:1y Contractor 
and wife 

Melbourne ? Slatterie 
Sayer, A. 

& G. Toorak Manufr. & 

Mitchell 
Hansen 
Binge 
Milnes 

Brighton 
Footscra~· 
Footscray 
ParkYille 

Murphy W. 
& N. Footscray 

Furneaux Footscray 
McDougal Brim 
Massey W. 

& I. A. Footscray 

Carter 

Hills 

Smith 

Caulfield 

Pootscray 

Footscray 

Shillabeer Melbourne 
Fowler Bentleigh 
Westwood Pootscray 

Bunting 

Cronnolly 
Uox 
Spurling 
Grassi ck 
Harold 

Sleap 
Gray 

Mccubbin 
Mccubbin 
Bates 
Kay 
Fathers 
Collie, G. 

& W. 
Wales, A. 

G. 
Weickhart 

Hobertson 

Gaudion 
Lester 
Kennedy 
Green 

Taylor 

Footscray 

Footscray 
Essendon 
Footscray 
Kew 
Abbotsford 

Wmstown. 
Hawthorn 

Footscray 
Footscray 
F'ootscray 
St. Kilda 
F ootscray 

Melbourne 

Toorak 
Footscray 

Bacchus 
Marsh 

Footscray 
Footscray 
Ivanhoe 
Ca rnegie 

\\'erribec 

wi!e 
Nominee 
Builder 
Contractot• 
.M:anagn 

(Norn.) 

Contractor 
Tanner 
Retired 

Coy. Dir. 
& wife 

Home 
Duties 

Timber 
Merchant 

Estate 
Agent 

Contractor 
Nominee 
Estate 

Agent 
Director 

(Nom.) 
Laborer 
Engineer 
Ta ilor 
? 

Manufac-
turer 

Traveller 
Home 

Duties 
Clerk 
Butche1· 
Laborer 
Manager 
Contractor 
Manufac-

turer 
Director 

(Nom.) 
Manufac­

t urer 
? 

Engineer 
Rotelkeeper 
Secretary 
Home 

Dut ies 
Wood 

Dealer 

Annual 
Value of 

Lan cl 

£4,900 
.£250 

.£108 

£!)j 

£l08 

£86 

£95 

£90 
£80 
£70 
£71 

£50 
£70 
£63 

£80 

£62 

£65 

£58 

£56 
.£49 
£.t7 

£46 

£46 
.£45 
£44 
£42 
£41 

.£40 
£36 

£35 
£34 
£40 
£32 
.£30 

£30 

£30 

.£30 
£29 

£28 
£21) 
£2:i 
£25 

£2fi 

Unim· 
proved 

Value of 
Land 

£98,000 
£5,000 

£2,160 

£1,900 

.£2,160 

£1,720 

£1,900 

£1,800 
£1,600 
£1,400 
£1,420 

£1,000 
£1,400 
£1,260 

£1,()0(1 

£1,2.JO 

£1,300 

£1,160 

.£1,120 
£980 
.£940 

£920 

.£920 
£!100 
£880 
£840 
£~10 

£801) 
.£720 

£700 
£680 
£800 
£640 
£600 

£600 

£600 

.£600 
£580 

£51)0 
£520 
£500 
£500 

£500 

These holding s ha \ ' C been lis tP<t at their 1·ated ( 193'i ) 
,·:ilue.;, and do not include apprcdat ion in \";iluc t o 1!1<12. 

Thf~ Total Ifold inl(':-; aborn numbc1· 43, of which 2J a rr 
:thsente<'><. a ml l !l a rc resident in Foot!!cray. The total 
annual va lue of thci;,e holdh1i:r~ is £7,312, and the unim­
Pl'OYed land ,·alue is £146,240 a t I !J37 YalllE'l'I. Rate!; 011 

rresent Annual Valu,> basis art' £822; on U nimpro\·ed Val ue 
J.:1i:is woulcl !Jc £2.900. 
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TABLE No. 4. 
WE'.\1BLY P.ARK ESTATK 

Dissection !:'howing the extent of absentee speculat h·e 
h olding in this estate. Holdings of annual value sufficient 
to qualify for a vote are listed for those streets which 
lie purely \\·ithin the area bounded by Geelong· Hoad, 
Robert :.=:tr~et, Fl'a ncis Street, and Richard Street. 

There are holdings of lesser value which do not appear 
on the Holl, i.>ut which may be expected to follow the same 
pror ortions between a bsentee and local holders. The Voters' 
Holl No., Dist r ict in which the owner lives, and annual 
value of land as rated ar~ given. The land is in Ballard, 
Urwin, Stooke, Kidman, Angliss, Adeney, Sanderson, 
St.a ng-er Streets. 

Voter i;' 
Roll No. 

Locality 
Residence 

Annual 
Value 

No. of 
Lots 

327 
~ 0~> 
·162 
!H O 

1102 
106 1 
13111 
165~ 
IS, 0 
1~8 1 
195-l 
2 U)(j 

:::221; 
2215 
229~) 

2806 
237!) 
24!~H 

25ti 
:!5:jx 
:?634 
274H 

Stratford . . . . £6 2 
Melton . . • . . • £6 2 
X. S . Wa les • • • • .£6 2 
Donald . . . . . . . • £6 2 
Daylesford .... . , • • . . £G 2 
Loch ... • •... , • . • £6 2 
Malmsbury . . . . . • • • . . £15 5 
).;tea • • • • • • • • .. • • • £() 2 
Leonga t ha • • • . .. • • i'G 2 
Leongatha . . . . . . £12 4 
Corowa, N.S.W. . . . . .£6 3 
Balldale, N S.W. .. .. £ 11 r; 
Bacchus Marsh • . • . £29 10 
Neerim North . • • • • • .£6 2 
\\farrnatnbool . . .. • • .. £9 a 
Corowa, N.S .W. • • . • • . £1l 2 
Elwood .... • , £6 2 
Broadfol'<i . . . . • • .£6 2 
Footscrny . . . . . . . £9 3 
Parwan • . . . . . . • £t; 2 
Coburg • . . • • . • • • • • . £G 2 
Hamilton . . . . . . . . . . £6 2 

Total of 22 Holders-63 lots. Only 1 Footscray Holder 
and this holding s peculative. 

T.\BLI'; No. 5. 
.\ ~ALYSJS OF HOBERT STREET HOLDINGS. 

The annual ''alues here fol' single loti. are .£4 or £5, so 
tha t almost all holdings in this street are covered. Most 
are within Wembly Park Estate, but some in the extension 
of Robert Street. 

Roll 
No. 

1353 
153H 
1553 
2724 
2742 
287 1 
1574 
1680 
17JH 
11<.J !'> 
1868 
1!)23 
1961 
1969 
2873 
2883 

Re!.'idence 

Brighton .. 
Warragul .. 
Footscray .. 
Kynet-On ••• 
Benalla •.. 
Kyneton • 
Regent •• 
Kyneton • .. 
Kyneton •. . 
Footscray 
Yarram • 
Footscra y 
Malvel'n . 
E lwood, . 
Kyneton • 
Neerim .• 

No. Roll 
Lots No. 

Hesidence No. 
Lots 

~~~~~~~~~-

1 156 
1 162 
3 375 
1 394 
1 442 
3 489 
1 490 
1 497 
1 2043 
1 2044 
2 2496 
2 628 
1 711 
3 930 
3 968 
1 1235 

l\Ioonee Ponds • 1 
Footscray . • 1 
Leongatha • 3 
Footscray • • 2 
Footscray • • 1 
J indivick 1 
Footscray . • l 
Brooklea . • 1 
.Jindivick 1 
Ripplebrook 1 
Lang Lang • 2 
Footscray . • 1 
Carnegie . . 5 
Footscray . • 2 
Footscray . • 5 
Str e zleekie • 2 

22 of 32 Holdel's are absentees. 13 Holders own more 
than 1 lot. 



TABLE No. 1 . 
. \'.'11.-\LYSI~ 01<" SHOP SITE:) JN i\IAIN SHOPPING CENTtms WHI CH WOULD .HAVE T BEm IUTES INCREAS ED U"'.'iDf:H .A C.: KA:'\GE TO SITE VALUE 

RATING. 
Listing all owners of sites which would carry increase cl rates within the main Shopping Sections, according to the ownership of the Site. 

Sites which would carry r educed rates under site value 1·ating are not included in this table. (See Footnote.) 

Owned by Local Resident 

St. Owner's Name Rates Under 
No. I Anni. I Site 

I Value I Value 
I £ I £ 

NI C:.: HOLSON ST. (WE~T) 
'i 8 Scovel & Spe1·1ing 
1'12-~•0 Forge • • . . • • . . 
H4 Lloyd • • • • • • • • • • 
9~ I ... ee~ . . . . . . . . . . . . 

10!{- 10 Forge . . . . • • • • . . • • 
Hif)-X Arnot • • • • • • • . • • 

NICHOLSON ST. (EAST) 
10'7 Taylor • . • • • • 
117 Griffiths • • • • • • • • 
119 Eymer ...•••.. 
155 Caldccott . . . • . . . . 
Hi!>-li:~ Hudson . . . . • • • . . . • • 

PA ISU~l' STltEl<;'l' 
7 P. Frith .. 

1:} A. L. Frith 
19 Aston •• • ••• 
~ l-:{ C. Munro .. •• .... 
'!.7 Dc.binson . . • • . . . . 
21'1 P. Frith 
3 1-=~ U. P . Society •••. 

4 Canoll . . • • • . • . 
H O'Callaghan •• .... 

LEEDS STlrnET 
33-5 Wilson .. 
a7 Gilbank .. 
39 Ifankin .. 
49-51 Hoss . . • • 
5i> Shallard .. 
38 Douglas . . . • 

.. . 

110 
182 
42 
42 
91 

I lf>3 
I 

177 
555 
113 
113 
228 
207 

I 
I 
I ,- --
. G::!O I 1393 

1- -1 
I 41 I 100 

41 I 95 
27 75 
28 I 67 
63 I 120 

I 

1-2001~ 
I 2g 29! 

21 29 
19 29 

40 l 60 19 34 
21 41 

19 22 37 1_57 
' ii; 22 
I--I 212 I~ 

I 
28 
14 

8 
16 
12 

6 

38 
20 
20 
49 
24 
16 

84 167 

Owned by Absentee or Firm with Head Office 
in another District 

St. 
No. 

80 
92 

102 
104 
106 
120-2 
134 
136 
144-50 
156- 60 
162-4 
170-82 

79-89 
91 
93-7 
!)9 

101 
109 
111-3 
115 
133 
143-6 
157 

1-5 
17 

2 
6A 

12 
14-6 

Owner's Name 

Davis • ... •••. .. 
Cant .. . . .. •••. . . 
White P t y .•••••.•• 
Sassella Pt~·. . • • • 
Jones . .... •• . 
City Mutual In. . . . . 
Herbt. Adams Pty. . . 
BotanicaJ Invest. • • • • 
Patersons Pty .•••. •. 
Sassella Pty. . • 
Clarke & Co .• • 
Allied Agencies •• .. 

Shaw, J . W . •••• •• •• 
Kidd & Co .. . •••••••• 
Colehurst P ty. • • . . • • 
Batwood ... .•• .... 
Berbett Pty. . • • . . . .• 
E. L. Torr .. •••• .. •• 
Maple!: . .. .. . •••• • • 
Commercial Bank •.•••• 
Miller .... ••.• .. 
Stewart ...... .. .. •• 
H. E. Caldecott. • • . . • • 

A. 'f. Johnson ••. ... 
Schafer .. . . . . ••.. 
Bank of N.S.W .•• 
L. A. Ward Pty . •. 
Colonial Gas • ••. 
E. L. Gauld •••. 

211-31 A. Ca1·ter ... .. .. . 
41-3 Launder ... . 
45-7 Wittne1· . . . . . . • . 
57 & A Mor oney • • • • • • • • • • 
59 Mo1·gan . . . . . • • • • . 
61-3 Appleton . . . . • . . . 
48-54 A. Johnson . . . . . . . . 
56-66 Harrii:: • • • • • • • . . • 

Rates Under 
I Anni. \ Site t Va1ue Va~ue 

II 56 
42 
;12 

121 
113 
113 
124 
124 
202 
113 
128 
424 
178 
123 

I
ll :~ 

113 
63 
63 

200 

I 

79 
39 

132 

927 

130 
36 
80 
37 
42 
38 

130 
45 
27 
54 

434 

2197 

167 
100 
192 

I 100 
100 
100 
336 
130 

55 
127 

26 I 63 

645 I 1470 ___ , __ _ 
53 
19 
40 
11 
32 
3(1 

i 
88 
29 
98 
22 
50 
49 

191 336 

22 
20 
24 
24 
15 
27 
75 
55 

50 
44 
49 
25 
23 
49 
96 
74 

262 410 

An Estate or in hands of Executol's 

St. 
No. 

Owner's Name Rates Under 

112-118 McFee .... ... •.. 
128 Storen ••.. .. .• 
130 Hendry ••.•.••• 
132 Brown .... ..•• 
138-42 ~wars, W. A. . . . , 
152-54 I•;wars, W. A. . . • • 

121-7 Mitchell ••.. .. •.•. 
129-31 Buzza . . • • • • • • • • 
135-41 Clark . . .. . • • . • • 
147-53 Mitchell .. .... •• , . 

9-11 Armstrong . . . • • • 
15 Malouley . • . . • • 
25 Storey ..•.•••••. 

25-7 Mitchell •. 
53 Wittner •• 

I Anni. l Site 
I VaJue Value 
I £ I £ 

I 172 I 449 
46 111 
49 H 2 
49 111 

106 304 
!)3 265 

515 1352 

108 
45 
97 

104 ! 
i 
I 

I 

252 
111 
254 
252 

[ _ _I_ 
I 
I 

354 869 , __ _ 
I 

39 II 19 
19 

I 

I 
I 

5!) 
29 
31 

---1---
77 I 119 

17 I 59 
15 I 24 

---1---
1 

I 
I ' , __ _ 

I 32 I 83 
----!---



SHOP SITES IN llAIN CENTER!:> WHICH WO LLD C,\Hft)" ll\Cltl-:ASlW RATES U:Sl>l.;R Sl'fE ,. ALUJ.; UATl?\G CLASSIFrnD ACCORl>ING 'fo 
OWNERSHIP. 

Sites owned by Local Residents 

St. Owner's Name 
No. 

HOPKINS STRE.ET 
l25-7 T. V. Marson 
135 A. Dewar •••••• 
141 N. Griffin •••••• 
149-53 Dr. Box . . . • • • • . • .•. 
130 N. Griffin •••••••..• 

ANDERSON STREET 
29-31 
53-5!) 
47-51 
45 
17-21 
11- 15 

1-3 
40 
42 
4-1 
46-8 

Haslam ..... . 
Williams ..••.••.•• 
P. Coxhead •.•...•• 
G. Wilson •••..••••• 
R. McPherson • . • • • • 
A. C. Holmes . • . • . • • • 
G. Hunter •...•.•. 
E. White ....•.•. 
Simmers & Co. . . • • • • 
W. Long & Co ..... 
A. C. Holmes .... ..•• 

HARKLY !STREET 
{To Geelong Road) 

163-5 Cakebread . . . . . . . . . • 
173- 5 Smith . . . . . . • . . . 
183--0 A. Clarke • . . • . . . . • • 
187 Adler • . . . . . . • • • . • 
189 Hendry ..•..••••.•• 
191-3 A. H. Johnson •• 
273 Gilmour . . • • • • 
289- !) 1 Bowdern . . . . 
2!J3 Shallard . . . . 
2fl!) Myall . . . . . . . . . . 
297 C. Whitehill . . . . . . 
301 O'Halloran . . . . . . 
303-9 Sperling . . . . . . . . 
31t T. Marson ........ .. 
3 l 3-3A Staropoli . . . . . . 
315-!) D. Davis . • • • . • 
327 Bills . . . . 
32!! Gri ITi ths . • • • . • 
164-82• F. Hills • • • • . • 
l96-8• Bettess . . . • • • . • . ••• 
228-32 Armfield .• 
234-6• Griffiths . • • . • • 
238-40 Sperling • . . . . . • • 
242- 50 Yeomans . . . . . . . . 
252-G• W. M. Whyte • . . • 

CHAHLBS ST1rn1'J f 

• ln<lielitcs vatant shop site. 

Rates Under 
! Anni. I Site 
l Value ! Value 
I £ I £ 

l ~ 

24 
12 
20 
45 

I 
38 
20 
26 
67 
18 

I " I 
1

--1-
112 1-1-69_ 

I 24 I 
I 27 I 

29 
11 
20 
14 

6 
u 
14 
5 

25 

189 

30 
32 
45 
12 
12 
24 
8 

26 
8 

10 
10 
8 

33 
12 
16 
26 
10 
10 
44 
14 
13 
8 

19 
21 
10 

461 

30 
33 
32 
13 
26 
19 
10 
26 
28 
14 
28 

259 

62 
67 
50 
23 
23 
39 
25 
43 
13 
16 
16 
16 

111 
14 
20 
39 
17 
17 

154 
20 
26 
23 
25 
75 
28 

962 

Site Owned by Absentee or Firm with 
Head Office in another District ---------

St. Owner's Name Rates Under 
No. l Anni. I Site 

Value I Value 
.£ i £ 

145 J. & H. Davidson •. 
I 

15!; J. & W. Shaw .. 

132-4 M. IJavidson • . • . • • 

34-6 R. Nickel .. 
38 l\foran & Cato . • . 

15$)-61 E. Fraser ...•..•. 
Hi7-!) National Bank ....•• 
111 Battr . ........ . 
177-81 S. S. Bank ....... . 
195 Aust. Sewing Machines • · I 
1~)7-21 7 A W. C. Angliss (Investors 

Pty. ) . . . . . . • •••.••••• 
215-21 A. Smith • . • . • . . • 
223-9 J. Smith . . . . • . . . 
235-·H Hooper ..... . 
2!)0 A. Whitehill .. 
243- 25:m W. Angliss . . . . 
259-71 Shill a beer . . . . . . 
275-5A J. Gilmour . . . ... 

321-5 
216-26 
2<i~ 
270-2'" 
274-8t 

Schwartz ..•..... 
Kleiner • • • • • • • • • • 
Crouch •.•••.•.•• 
Simpson •.•.•..• 
W. Angliss ••••.•.. 

T. H. Murra~, . . . . . . . . I 
Notes and Symbols 

Hi 21i 
15 19 

30 37 

61 82 

27 43 
13 25 

40 68 

42 75 
47 99 
16 33 
54 112 
15 21 

180 234 
49 109 
&5 89 
43 82 

!I 18 
143 157 
77 151 
15 31 

30 47 
55 69 
~ 10 
7 18 
!• 18 

854 1368 

4 16 

St. 
No. 

129-31 

Site pal't of an Estate or in h1tnds 
of Executors 

Owner's Name Hates Under I Annl. I Site 
Value I Value 

.£ I £ 
Friedman .. . . I rn 32 

133 & A G. Mitchell .. :n :n 
137-9 G. Nathan ••.•• .. 
126 J. Brodrick .. . . 
136-4 J. G. Russell .. 
142-6 J. Goodman .. 
14~56 J. Box .. 

37-43 E. J. Smith .. . . 
23-25 Ridout· .. ...... 
26-30 Pedley ........ 
32 H. M. Proctor • • • • • • 

255-7 J. Cordy .••......... 

27 :14 

11 ta 
;J(j .&4 
29 51 

I 88 us 1-----
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

_24_1 ~ 329 

52 56 
15 24 
42 54 
14 29 

163 

30 42 

J_s_o_
1 
__ 4_2_ 

71-77 Hinkson ........ ...... J 25 33 

t lndi<:ale:; im)lrovements are negligible or in det'elict condition. 



HIGHLY IMPROVED INDUSTRIAL 
PROPERTIES 

(See Plate V. opposite) 

VICTORIA WOOLLEN CO. PTV. LTD. 

Occupying 1 ~ acres on the edge of swamp land. 
Due to the low value of the site this firm has 
the highest ratio of all (29.0) for 'the value 
of the improvements/value of site. Note 
the very poor condition of the road serving it. 

WARREN &. BROWN PTV. LTD. 

A most attractively designed modern engineer. 
ing works on relatively highly priced land. It 
has a frontage of 100ft. to Ballarat Road. The 
ratio of value improvements/ site is very 
high (19.4) . 

OLYMPIC TYRE &. RUBBER CO. LTD. 

One wing of the very fine works in Cross St. 
covering 10 acres in a garden setting. The 
land seen in the foreground belongs to the 
Victorian Railways Department, but has been 
put under lawn and rock garden by .the firm. 
The ratio improvements/ site is very high (21.2) 

BRADFORD COTTON MILLS PTY. LTD. 

A highly improved works occupying 5 acres at 
the intersection of Moreland and Parker Sts. 
The ratio of values of improvements/site is 
20.8. 

MAIZE PRODUCTS PTY. LTD. 

The main works is highly improved, covering 
2 acres In Moreland and Maribyrnong Sts, with 
additional less improved holdings for storage 
in the foreground and elsewhere. The overall 
ratio of improvements/ site is 16.5. 

SOUTHERN CAN CO. (AUST.) PTY. LTD. 

A very attractively designed factory in a gar­
den and lawn setting on Geelong Road. The 
area occupied is 4~ acres. The ratio of im­
provements/site is 14.0. Evidences of civic 
pride are attended with higher rates under 
annual value rating. 

CREAMOATA MILLS LTO. 

A highly improved works on Sunshine Road. 
The additions recently made and still in pro­
gress were attended with substantially in­
creased rates. The area occupied is 2 acres. 
Ratio of improvements/ site is 13.7. 

PURVIS GLOVER PTV. LTD. ANO BURLEY 
MILLS Pl Y. LTD. 

Two good quality small factories In Hopkins 
Street. Purvis (.;lover is an engineering firm 
with 66ft. frontage and ratio improvements/site 
of 6.6 to 1. Burley Mills has 53ft. frontage and 
a rat io improvements/site of 8.4 to 1. 
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POORLY IMPROVED INDUSTRIAL 
PROPERTIES 

(See Plate VI. over page) 

VACANT FACTORY SITE 

A valuable site occupying 2i acres in a pro­
claimed factory area. It is on the corner of 
Sunshine and Grainger Roads and is owned by 
a South Melbourne firm. The improvements 
are nil, not even fencing. 

J. TAYLOR 4 SONS 

A monumental works in Albert St. with 60ft. 
frontage running through to Nicholson Street. 
Such properties do not enhance the value 
of the nearby residential properties. Ratio 
of i mprovements/ site is 0.20. 

GIBBINS FARM IMPLEMENTS LTD. 

Occupying 3.4 acres to Hopkins and Cowper 
Streets. Buildings are W.B. and G.I. in a bad 
state of repair. Note the hole in the roof 
where corroded through. Ratio of improve. 
m ents/ site is .080. 

F. C. HILLS, TIMBERYARD 

This property has 174ft. frontage to Barkly-st. 
in a most valuable business section. It is partly 
vacant a.nd partly under weatherooard buildings 
of little value with a high fire r isk. Such pro­
perties tend to depreciate values of nearby 
business premises. Ratio of improvements/site 
is 0.10. 

MITCHELL &. CO. PTY. LTD. 

The improvements here are quite good in 
quality. but only occupy a small part of the 
total 11 acres. The ratio improvements/ site 
is 1.10. 

VICTOR LEGGO &. FARMERS L TO. 

Occupies a large site of 9 acres and is rela. 
tively poorly improved. It is situated in a 
good residential section. Ratio of improve. 
ments/site is 0.70. 

IMPERIAL CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES (Nobel} 

Occupying 151 acres to Sunshine Road. The 
ratio of improvements/ site is 1.20. This firm 
has another much more highly improved works 
wh ich would benefit under site value rating. 

GOLDSBOROUGH MORT LTD. 

A well improved wool store but occupying only 
a small part of the 201 acre holding, the rest 
being completely vacant. The ratio of im­
provements/ site is 1.55. 



HIGHLY IMPROVED INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES PI.ATE \'. 

VICTORIA WOOLLEN CO. PTV. L TO. 
Area: H acres Impts./ Slte, 2!1.0 
N.A.V. i{ate • .£155. l".C.V. Hate, £20. 

OLYMPIC TVRE &. RUBBER CO. LTD. 
Area: 1 O aC'reR Impts./Slte, 21.2 
N.A.V. Hate, £1040 l'.C.V. Rate, £197 

MAfZE PRODUCTS PTV. L TO. 
Area: 2 at•res Impts./ site. lti.5 
N.A.V. Hate, £780 l'.C.V. Rate. £170 

CP.E"A"MOATA MILLS LTD. 
Area: 2 acres l mptS./Slte, 13.7 
:X.A.\'. Rate. £111 t.: .C.\' . Hate, £30 

\\ A ~ ~ E'."' l I!! ;;: ;, \\ N ::1 • 

~3' .... (~==~~ 

WARREN & BROWN PTV. LTD. 
Frontage, lOOft. lmpts./Slte. 19.4 
N.A.V. Hate, £1'5 1·.c.v. Rate. £16 

BRADFORD COTTON Mil.LS PTY. LTO. 
Arm: 5 acres Impts. / Site, 20.8 
N.A.V. Hate. £725 l'.C.V. Hate, £126 

-. 

$0UTt-:ERN CAN CO. (AUST.) PTY. LTD. 
Area: 4~ llCres Impts ./Site. 14.0 
!11.A.V. Rate, £42u r.c.v. Rate. £107 

PURVIS GLOVER PTY. LTD. AND BURLEY 
MILLS PTY. LTD. 

Purvis Glovtr: T/S 6.6: KA. V. Rate, £27: l:'.C. V. ftate, .£13 
Durley Mills : l / S s..i: K.A.V. Rate. £26: r.c.v. Rate, £11 



PLA'l'E VI. POORLY IMPROVED INDUSTRIAL PROPERTIES 

VACANT FACTORY SITE J, TAYLOR & SONS 
Area: 2:1. a<·r0s Impts./ Site. nil 

~.A.V. - Hate, £13 U.C.V. Hate, £50 
Area: ~ aC're · Impts./Site, 0.20 

N.A.V. Hate, £9 U.C.V. Rate, £30 

GIBBINS FARM IMPLEMENTS LTD. VICTOR LEGGO &. FARMERS L TO, 
Area: 3-4 a<·res. Impts./Site, 0.80 Area: 9 acres Impts./Site , 0.70 
1'.A.V. Hate, £28 l'.C.V. Rate, £60 N.A.V. Rate, £48 n.c.v. Hate, £107 

F. C. HILLS, TIMBERYARD 
Frontage, 174ft. Impts./Site, 0.10 

MITCHELL e:. CO. PTY. LTD. 
Area: 11 ac l'es. Impts./Site, 1.10 

N.A.V. Hate, £44 U.C.V. Hate, £155 N.A.V. Rate. £122 U.C.V. Rate , £218 

IMFERIAL CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES (Nobel) GOLDSBOROUGH MORT LTD. 
Aroa: 15! a cres. Impts./Site, 1.20 
N.A.V. Hate , £88 L C.V. Hate, £174 

Area: 20~ acres Impts./Site, 1.55 
.N.A.V. Hat e. £190 1'.C.V. Hate, £285 



TABLE No. 8 . 

.SHOWING THE :'\ATt'RE OF TENA~CY OF NICHOL SO:'\ STREET SHOPS .\~D WHO P.\ YS THE R.\ TES 
UPO~ THE.M. 

Any firm having more than one branch, whether in Footscray or elsewhere, is treated in this table as a chain 
organi i=ation. 

Street 
No. 

Name of Occupier Rates 
Paid 
By 

Street 
No. 

Name of Occupier Rates 
Pajd 
By 

WEST SIDE 
(A) TENANT OCCU PIED 

90 
92 

104 
106 
108-10 
112a 
112 
114-6 
llS 
120-2 
130 
132 
136 
13~42 
150 
152 
154 
166--8 
170 
172 
174 
176 
178 
180 
182 
156 

S. E. Dickens (Chain) . . . . . . . . 
Wright lsros. Pty. (Chain) ..... . 
W. C. Angliss (Chain) .... 
Natio11al Tailor Coy. (Chain ) ...••. 
Woolworths (Chain) ........•.•••. 
Gorham & Sons (Chain) .......•.•.. 
Allenby (Chnin) . . . . . .....•. 
Xational Wines & Spirits (Pty.) •. 
Bon TailfJring (Coy.) .........• 
Snow's Ltd. (Chain) ......... . 
Bradley, I!:. S. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 
Harzme»<>r (Chain) . . . . . . . . . • 
Hamilton (Chain) ..... ...... . 
G. J. Coles (Chain) ......... . 
Turner, 1\1. • • • . • . . . . • • • • . • • • , , • 
Rene Allan ........... ...... , .•.. 
Puntons (Chain) .............. , , • , 
Courthouse HotPl . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • 
Waters, J. ?.J. . . • . • . . .•••••••••• 
Wright Bros. Ply. (Chain) ....•.•..• 
F'ootscl'Uy Butchering Co. (Chain) .•.••• 
Stern & Sterling ............ .. 
Crofts Stores (Chain) •......... 
\Vebb, E .••••...•...........• 
Harris ................... . 
Needham ..•........ ......... 

26 Tenanted P roperties. 
13 Rates paid by owners. 
13 Rates paid by tenants of which: 

T 
T 
0 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
0 
T 
0 
0 
T 
T 
T 
T 
0 
T 
o. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11 are chain orl!ani!~.ations or hotels, 2 are indh·idual 
proprietor.-. 

(B) OW~tm (){'( ' l ' PIEB 

'iR 
M2-90 
98 

100 
102 
128 
134 
144-8 
156-60 
162-4 
94 

Scovel & Sperling (Pty. Coy.) 
Forge's Pty. Ltd. ( Pty. Coy.) 
Lees, D. A. (C'hain) 
All:ln's Manchester Home (Pty. Ltd.) 
White, H., Pty. Ltd. (Chain) 
Storeu, E. H. & Coy. (Chain) 
Herbert Adams Pty. (Chain) 
Paterson's Pty. Ltd. (Chain) 
Sassella B1·os. Pty. Ltd. (Chain) 
Clarke & Coy, 
Lloyd, P. W. (Chain) 

J>IWPEltTIES IX OTHER STREET S 

HO?KIXS STREE'I' 
52* Burleigh Mills 

109* Preston Motors 
116--22* Miller's Bon Stores 
139 H. Conal>ere, Leatherware 
1~9 K. Mcl.ennan, Optician 
lfil Warrance Tea Rooms 
132 T. J ane Pty. Ltd., Hardware 
1;)6 Commonwealth Bank of Sydney 

E.\ST SIDE 
(A) TENAr\T OCCUPIED 

79 
81 
83 
85 
87 
89 
93 
95-7 
99 

101 
109 
121 
123 
125 
127 
129 
131 
183 
135 
137 
139 
141 
145 
147 
149-51 
153 
165 
157 
1S9 
161 
163 

J . D. Burns ................... . 
H. Hall (Chain) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
\Vinwartl ......... ...•..••. 
Gleeson, K ...•...•..•.••.•••• 
Liver:-age & nussell . . . . . . . • . • • . 
H. & D. Baker . . . . . . . . • • • . • . 
Harknesi; . . . . . . . . . ....•••.••• 
Ezywalkin (Chain) . . . • . . . • • • 
Cumming:> •.. ..........••• 
B1·oaclwa~· • . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • • • 
Lopez ••...... .. ....•.• · 
Lucullus (Chain) .... 
Madden . . . . . . . . . . • . 
Spencer (Chain) ..........•• 
Crnfts (Chain) . . . . . . . . . . . • 
Newdick , ................••. 
Brodin .•.................. 
It"· in . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .•.•••••• 
National Tailor Co)'. (Chain) • • • • • . 
Sander.- ............ . . 
Cons •..•••.......... 
Ansips , •.• •......... .• ..•• 
Christie ••.... ........••.•.• 
Colena ..•...............•••• 
Hall iwell . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Goss ....•...... ......... 
Ferguson ............•. , • 
Baile)' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Red Cherry ... .. . 
N. B. C. Trading .. 
N. B. C. Trading 

31 Tenanted prope1ties. 
23 rates )Jaid by owners. 

8 rates paid by tenant... o! which: 
1 is d1ain organisation. 
7 arc individual proplietor:;. 

(H) OW\ El< O<'<.'Ul'IED 

91 Kidli, J . S & Co. Pty. (Chain) 
lOS L. A. Wal'tl Pty. Ltd. (Chain) 
107 Stewart & Taylor 
111-13 Maples (Chain) 
115 Commercial Bank (Chain) 
111 D. P. G1•ilfiths Pty. Lttl. 
119 Eymer 
143 G. & D. Stewa1 t 

\''/HEim TE:'\'.\:'\T PAYS RATE8. 

BARKLY :O,Tl~EET 

153 
157 
159 
161-3 
183 
154* 
264* 
320* 

Davi1lson, Billiards Room 
Watkins, Knitted Wear 
Goble & Nobbs. Chemis t & Hairdresser 
Gordon & Son Pty. Ltd., I l'onmonger 
Browu, Ory Cleaner (Chain) 
Royal Hotel 
" :\lail ," Publishers 
Foot~cray ~totors 

There are also 11ix sites in Paisley and t·.vo in Anderson Streets iu which rates are paid by tenants, in the remainder 
thP.~' are paid by the owners. 
• Signifie~ that rates are lower under ~ite value rating. 

37 

r 
0 
0 
0 
T 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
'f 
0 
0 
0 
T 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1' 
T 
T 
0 
T 



TABLE No. 9. 

l'\lCHOLSO.N STREET SHOPPING CENTER. 

Comparison of the rates payable under annual value and unimproved land val~e rating systems. 
Unimproved value rates at 4~d. in£; annual value mtes 2/3 in£ (see Note 5). 

Symbols Represent: * Absentee; t Local Owner; :i: Estate of Deceased or in hands of Executors. 

Sti·ect Numb• 1· and Own•r 0£ 
Site 

Occu1,ier 

EAST SIDE 
Byron Street 
73-Solomon 
nA-Solomon 
73B---Greenberg 
75-Est. J. Box 
77-Est. J. Box 

I 
I 

* I J Dennis 
* 1 t Oliver 
* I Canning 
:t: I { Cunningham 
:t I Mair 

I 

I 

I 

Nature o( Busine•s 

Financier 
Dealer 
Library 
Confectioner 
Hes. 

Hopkins Street 
79-J. W. Shaw 
81&A-J. W. Shaw 
83-J. W. Shaw 
85-J. W. Shaw 
87- J. W. Shaw 
89-J. W. Shaw 
91-J. S. Kidd & Co 
93-Colehurst Pty. 
95-7-Colehurst Pty. 
99-G. Batwood 
101- Berbett Pty. 
105-Ward Pty. 
107-Taylor 
109&A-E. L. Torr 
111-3-Maples Ltd. 
Paisley Street 
115-Comml. Bank 
117-Griffiths 
119-Eymer 

I Total in Above 

I 
I 

Section 

I 

121 l Est. Mitchell 
123 I & Sons 
125 ~ " " 
127} " " 129 Est. Buzza 
131 " " 
133-Miller 
135 l Exec. Clark 
137 " 
139 " ,; 
141 " " 
143 Stewart 
145 " 
1471 Est. Mitchell 
149 I ,, 
151 ~ " " 153 J " " 
155-Caldecott 
157-H. E. Caldecott 
159- 1 Hudson 
161-3 J " 
Irving Street 

* I r Burns 
* I Hall Pty. 
* Winward 
* I~ Gleeson 
* I l Liversage 
* I Baker 
* I Kidd & Co. * Harkess 
* F~zywalkin 
*I Cumming 
* I "Broadway" 
* Ward Pty. 
t I Taylor 
* I Lopez 
* I Maples 

I 

* i "Commercial" 
t I Griffiths 
t I Eymer 

I l j ~1~duJ!~s 
:i: Spencers 
:I: I Crofts 
:i: I {Buzza 
:I: I Brodin 
* I Irvin 
:I: I r Sanders 
:i: 11 N.T.C. 
:I: It Con's 
:I: I Ansips 
* I Stewart 
* I ~ Christie 
:t: I r Colena 
:f; I I Halliwell 
:i: 1 ~ Halliwell 
:t I l Goss 
t I Ferguson 
* I Bailey 
t I f Red Cherry 
t I ) B.N.O. ' 

Total Hopkins to Irving Sts. 

Bank 

I 

I 

I 
I 

Grocer 
Financier 
Pastry 
Milliner 
Tailors 
Hairdresser 
Hardware 
Confectioner 
Shoes 
Chemist 
Frocks 
Newsagent 
Pastry 
Fruit 
Furniture 

Jeweller 
Draper 
Cakes 
Dairy Produce 

I Grocers 

I 
Grocers 
Chemist 
Beauty Salon 

I 
Modes 
Drapery 
Tailors 

I Cafe 

I Leatherware 

I 
Pastry 
Confectioner 

I Milliner 
I Silks 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 

I 
l 

" Confectioner 
Stationer 
Lingerie 
Confectioner 
Stoves 

} 

:Fronl 

Feet 

15 
15 
15 
19 
rn 

20 

39 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
40 

22 
16 
19 

161 16 16 
16 
14 
14 
14 

13 l 21 
13 
17 J 
16 ( 
16 ( 
161 
161 
16 ~ 
16 J 
17 
16 
19 l 
39 J 

Value of 
Land Impvta. 
<a) (bJ 

£ £ 

375 2,525 
375 2,025 
375 1,485 
475 1,125 
475 1,125 

2,075 8,285 

9,600 I 16,440 
See Note (1) 

5,000 

9,750 
5,000 
5,000 
5,000 
5,000 
5,000 

17,000 

6,600 
4,800 
3,800 

12,800 

5,600 
2,800 

12,800 

6,400 

1,400 

4,390 
1,640 
2,500 
3,000 
1,340 
l,800 
6,000 

1,400 
2,500 
1,000 

6,400 

2,400 
2,000 

4,000 

2,900 

:i2,800 l 5,200 

3,400 I 1,400 
3,200 1,300 
7,800 6,420 

(See Note 2) 
I 

149,150 I 75,430 

Ratio 
(bl 
\a) 

6.7 
5.4 
4.0 
2.4 
2.4 

4.0 

1.72 

0.28 

0.45 
0.33 
0.50 
0.60 
0.27 
0.36 
0.35 

0.21 
0.52 
0.2() 

0.50 

0.43 
0.72 

0.31 

0.45 

0.41 

0.41 
0.41 
0.81 

0.50 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

l 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Net 
Annua.l 
Value 

£ 

145 
120 
93 
80 
80 

518 

r400 
80 

1
146 
172 
172 
200 
320 

{ 
335 
372 
332 
375 
400 
367 
340 

1,150 

400 
365 
240 

f 
240 
240 
240 

1
240 
265 
135 
240 

!
200 
240 
200 
200 
240 

}~~~ 
{

225 
225 
225 
240 
225 

{ 
185 
370 

' 10,991 
1 

Rate~ Payable Under 
Annual Unimp1:0\>ed 
Value Land Value 

£ 

16 
13i 
10! 

9 
9 

58 

44 
9 

16! 
19 
19 
22~ 
36 
38 
42 
37 
42 
45 
41 
38 

130 I 

!~ 1,1 

27 
27 I 

27 ii 27 
27 
so I 
~t I 
29~ I 
22~ I 
22~ I 
2s I 
26 I 26 
26 I 
~~ ,1 
28 
26 I 
21 I 

42 1111 
1,244 

£ I 
I 

7.', I 
7~ I 
7!J 
9 I 
9 I 

40~ 

57 
11 
21 
25 
25 
28 

100 
91 

101 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
336 

130 
95 
75 
63 
63 
63 
63 
73 
38 
55 
60 
74 
60 
60 
65 
62 
63 
63 
63 
63 
67 
63 
40 
80 

2,896 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
II 

I 
I 
! 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

;1 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

1; 

Difference 
in 

Rat.:• 

£ 

Dec. 

" 
8~ 
6 
3 

Dec. 17! 

Inc. 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" ,, 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

" 
" 
" 
,, 
" 
., 
" 

Inc. 

13 
2 
4~ 
6 
6 
M 

64 
53 
59 
63 
58 
55 
59 
62 

206 

85 
54 
48 
36 
36 
36 
36 
43 
23 
28 
3n 
4C 
3n 
3n 
37 
36 
37 
37 
37 
37 
39 
37 
19 
38 

1,652 



TABLE No. 9 {Continued). NJCHOLSON STREET SHOPPING CENTER (Continued Table). 

Stre~-t Numb<-1· and Owner of 
Site 

Oeeu1iier Natur<' o( Busin"'" 

WEST SJDE l 
Barkly Street (Note 6} 
78---Scovel & Sperling t Scovel &: Sp. Tailors 
81)-Davis • I S. E. Dickins Pty. Grocers 
82-91)-Forge t I Forge's Pty. Drapers 
92-Cant •t j Wright Bros. Produce 
94-Lloyd Pty. Lloyd, P. W., Ptv. Produce 
98-Lees, D. A. · t I Lees, D. A. Chemist 
100-Armstrong t I Allens Pty. Mancheste1· 
102-White Pty. * I White Pty. Shoes 
104-Sassella * W. C. Angliss Butchers 
106-Jones * Ntnl. Tailor Coy. Tailor 
108-10-Forge t Woolworths Stores Stores 
112a l McFee Est. :t r Gorham & Sons I Cakes 
112 j ., ,. :t Allenby, W., & Co. Butchers 
114-6 ,. ,. t ~ Natnl. Wfoes & Spirits Pty. 
118 • ,, ,. t l Bon Tailoring Co. I Tailor 
118a ., :t Wilson I Confectioner 
Paisle}• Street j 
120-22-City Mutual As. • Snow's Men's Wear Ltd. 
124-6-Cwlth. Govt. I Commonwealth Bank 
128-Storen t I Storen, E. H., & Co. 
130-Hendry t / Bradley, E. S. 
132-Brown t Harzmeyer 
134-Adams, H. * I Herbt. Adams 
136-Botanical Invsts. * Hamilton 
138-42-W. A. Ewars Est. :t 1 G. J. Coles 

150 • ,, n * I Turner, M. 

Boots 
Chemist 
Confectioner 
Cakes 
Butchers 
Chain Store 
Furniture 
Tobacco 

} 

144-48} Paterson Pty. " ! I Patersons Pty. 

152-Ewars Estate :t ! Rene Allan 
154 ,, ., :t I Puntons Pty. 

Ladies' Draper 
Shoes 

156- l Sassella * Needham 
158-60 J ,. * l Sassella Pty. 
162-64-Clarke & Co. * Clarke & Co. 
166-68-Arnot t Courthouse 
170) Allied Agencies Pty. * r J. M. Waters 
172 I ,, ,, ,, * I Wright Bros. 
174 1 ,, ,, ,. * 

1
1 I Footscray Butcher. 

176 j ., ., ,, * , 1 S. tern & Sterling 
178 ,, ., ,, * I Crofts Stores 
180 ., ., ,. * ! Webb, E. 
182 " ,, * l l Harris, T. 

I 

Fruiterer 
Butchers 
Mercers 
Hotel 
Pastry 

I Produce 
Coy. 
I Fruit 

Grocers 
Milliner 
Estate Agent 

l<"ront 

Feet 

22~ 
1n 
82 
16~ 
16a 
16~ 
16~ 
16~ 
18 
18 
33 
10 
14 
30 

22 

29:: 

16 
16~ 
16 
16~ 
18! 
46 
48 
18 
24 
21 

6 
27 
24 
42 

u1 I 20 

I
I 14 ~ 

151 
14 
12 J 

1 I 

Value or 
Land lmpvlM. 

(A) (bl 

9,000 
6,125 

28,800 
5,775 
5,775 
5,775 
5,775 
5,775 
6,300 
6,300 

11,550 
3,500 
4,900 

10,500 

7,700 

10,412 

5,644 
6,687 
5,542 
5,775 
6,475 

15,600 
15,800 

5,760 
7,200 
6,300 
1,740 } 
7,300 
6,000 

10,500 

21,400 

£ 

10,500 
3,875 
3,700 
1,725 

I 1,725 

I 1,725 
1,725 

I

I 1,725 
2,440 

I 2,440 
I 4,690 

I
I 1,200 l 

S,100 j 

I 
3,240 

1,200 

I 9,590 I 
Not Rateable 
I 2,676 I 
I 3,053 I 
I 3,200 
I 5,465 
I 4,765 

l 3,200 
5,440 

I 1,100 
I t.,ooo I 2,100 

I 4,960 

I 880 
I 16,700 

I 

2,080 

Irving Place 
184-Vict. Railways 

= I 
Totals Barkly St. to ln•ing- Plac:P 261,685 111,819 

1,280 
1,580 
1,580 
1,050 
1,550 
1,550 
1,350 

186 
188 
190 
192 
194 
196 

.. ,, .. 
,, 
,, 
,, 

,, 
: I 
: I 
* I 

,, 

" 
,, 

Lancaster 
Brown 
Moran & Cato 
Haddow 
Bancroft 
Mmray 
Kara gain 

Chemist 
Fruit 
Grocers 
Florist 
Dyers 
Hairdresser 
Fishmonger 

24 
14 
14 
15 
15 
15 
15 

720 
420 
420 
450 
450 
450 
450 

Ratio 
(b) 

(a> 

1.16 
.62 
.13 
.30 
.30 
.30 
.30 
.30 
.39 
.39 
.40 

.51 

.31 

.16 

.92 

.44 

.53 

.58 

.94 

.73 

.20 

.35 

.19 

.14 

.43 

.55 

.15 
1.60 

.10 

. 42 

1.70 
3.70 
3.70 
2.33 
3.45 
3.45 
3.00 

Nt!t 
Annual 
v .. luc 

£ 

975 
500 

1,625 
375 
375 
375 
375 
375 
437 
437 
812 

{ 
235 
400 
687 

, 370 l 
l 75 j 

1,000 

406 
437 
437 
562 
&62 
940 

1,062 
343 
410 
450 

700 
344 

1,360 

f 
175 
200 

1225 

i 162 
162 

l 125 
125 

18,615 

100 
100 
100 
75 

100 
100 

90 

Rntca Pnyablc U nde1· 
AnnuaJ Unimproved 
Valut' Land Vaine 

£ I 

1~: 1, 

182 
42 
42 l 

42 II 42 
42 
49 

~~ fl 266 
45 
77 

50 

113 

46 
49 
49 
63 
63 

106 
120 
38 
46 
51 

79 
39 

153 
20 
23 
25 
18 
18 
14 
14 

2,092 

11 
11 
11 
St 

11 
11 
10 

£ 

177 
121 
555 
113 
113 
113 
113 
113 
124 
124 
228 
sg 

104 
207 

152 

202 

111 
112 
110 
113 
128 
310 
311 
113 
142 
124 

178 
123 
207 
63 
72 
81 
58 
58 
45 
45 

5,124 

14 
8 
8 
9 
9 
9 
9 

Dill'et'~n~e 
in 

R11lt• 

Inc. .. ,, 
,, 
" 
" ,, .. .. .. .. .. .. 
,, 

.. 

.. 
,, 

" .. .. .. 
" 
" 
" ,, .. 
.. 
,, .. 
ti ,, 
,, .. ., 
,, .. 

Inc • 

Inc. 
Dec. .. 
Inc. 
Dec. ,, .. 

£ 

67 
6S 

373 
71 
71 
71 
71 
71 
75 
75 

137 
35 
49 

130 

102 

65 
63 
61 
50 
65 

204 
191 
75 
96 
73 

99 
84 
54 
43 
4._Q 

56 
40 
40 
31 
31 

8,032 

3 
3 
3 

i 
2 
2 
1 
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(Continued Table). NICHOLSON STREET SHOPPING CENTER TAllLE No. 9 c Con ti cued). 

Value of Ratio Net Rall!ll Payable Untler Difference 
Strec.-t Numb~r and Ownu of Occuplfr Naturl' of Uu•ine~5 l,.ront Land Impvts. (bl Annual Annual Unimproved in 

Sil~ (a) ( b) (a) Value Valu~ Land Value Ralt'S 

198 " .. • 1 Krantz Ladies' Draper 15 450 1,350 I 3.00 I 90 I 10 I 9 I Dec. 1 
200 ,, " * Clough Dentist 15 450 1,350 I 3.00 I 90 10 I 9 I ,, 1 
202- l Dewars Estate :I: [Budd, W. K. 

15 } 
l I I I I 

204- ~ ,, .. l \ l Bruce Small Cycles 18 1,820 7,180 I 3.95 I l 450 I 50 l 36 
1: 

n 14 
206-8 J " " t King, H. Tailors 40 Note 7) I I I 
210-12-Taylor & Sons t I Vacant Sites 66 Rated to Albert St. I 
214-22-Mitchell Est. :I: I S Mitchell Buildings I I 

I l Fed. Hall, Hotel, 3 shops) 120 3,000 I 21,800 7.30 I 1,240 140 59 " 81 
224-Stone, J. t J. Stone I Umbrellas 17 255 

I 
745 2.92 I 50 5! 5 ,, l 

226- Webb t Webb Printer 18 270 1,610 6.00 94 10~ 5~ .. 5 
228-Fraser * Moyvin School , Dressmaking 18 270 490 1.82 1 38 4~ 5! Inc. 1 
230-E. Davis * Hum" \ Put" 18 270 

I 
1,230 4.55 I 75 8~ 5~ Dec. 3 

232-4-H. L. Caldecott t Morrison S/H °Furniture 33 495 2,005 4.07 I 126 14 10 .. 4 
236-"Advertiser Press" t "Advertiser" Printer 20 300 2,440 8.10 II 187 15 6 9 ,, 
238-E. G. & M. Fowler • J3elgravia Hotel 72 1,800 22,600 12.5 1,220 137 36 101 " Buckley Street ,1 

Totals Irving Place tn Buckley Rt. 12,740 I 72,740 5.70 4,274 478 252 Dec. 226 

' I 

Note I-Thia total includes shop No. 155 around the corner in Hopkins Street forming part of the block. Rates are distributed only to the Nicholson Street shops 
in the rate column. 

Note 2-This total includes shops 62, 60 and 58 in Irving Street, around the corner, forming part of this block. 
Note 3-The values for improve.ments are approximate only, being the difference between capitalised annual values and the unimproved land value at 5%. This tends 

to overstate the value of poor improvements. 
Note 4-By adding 1 to the figure in the ratio column, the ratio used in the graphs for the improved to unimproved annual value is obtained. 
Note 5-The modified rate of 2/1 in £ would reduce the A.V. total irom £1244 down to £1150. The difference is insufficient to require recasting of the table. 
Note 6-Includes Shops fronting Barkly Street. 
Note 7-Jncludes Residence at rP.ar. Buckley Street. 



TABLE :So. 10 

RATABLE ANNUAL VALUES OF AVERAGE SINGLE SHOP SJTES I~ VARIOUS SHOPPING CENTERS. 

Showing the relath·e cc>ntribution, under annual Yalue rating, of shop sites in the various shopping centers. Th~se 
tigures should be considered together with Section 27 on the relative \olume of business in the centers. 

The shop sites and ratable values shown have been taken dircetly from the Voters' Rolls. Most, hut not all, of 
thP- shops in the streets haYe been included in the averages. 

:-.:umber of sites and not cstablishmenti:; is quoted, i.e., a shop 0ccupying street Nos. 2-4-6 counts as th1·ee sites. 

Street 

r-;QRTH WARD 
Nicholson (E. & W.) 
{Barkly-Railway) 
Paisley • . • • • . 
Leeds •.•.••.• 
Hopkins ..•• 
Barkly 

Main Center 

Droop .... , ••. 
Irving . . . . . •.. 
Geelong .....• 
16 Mino1· Streets • , 

SOUTH WAHD 
Anderson •.•.•• 
Ballarat . . • • . • 
Somerville • • • • • • 
Gamon ........ . 
Stephen •••• 

mDDLE WARD 
Charles ......• • 
Pentland Pa1·ade .. 
Victoria ..•• , • 
Buckley ...•..•• 
16 Minor Streets , • 

NORTH Wl<~S'l' WA RD 
Ballarat Road . . • • • 
Barkly ......•••• 
12 Minor Streets . • • • 

KINGSVILLE WARr> 
Williamstown . . • 
Somerville . . • • • • 
Geelong ....• , •• 
7 Minor Streets • • . • 

Number of Shop 
Sites 

8!) 

27 
- 24 

56 
114 

310 

20 
20 

7 
42 

56 
35 
36 
12 
22 

22 
14 
42 
52 
67 

13 
47 
27 

1G 
23 
11 
8 

Proportion with 
Dwellings 

% 
21 

48 
29 
64 
48 

38 

70 
15 

100 
88 

11 
17 
36 

27 

36 
43 
50 
62 
72 

92 
75 
74 

37 
30 
:J6 
37 

Total Annual Average Rated 
Value Annual Value per 

shop site 

£ £ 
17,190 193 

3.21)1 121 
1,051 RR 
4.698 83.5 
9,393 82.5 

35,593 115 

1,442 72 
1,2fl4 63 

401) 58 
2,308 55 

.J,125 74 
1.644 47 
1,704 47 

637 53 
934 42 

1,329 60.5 
684 49 

1,849 44 
2,082 40 
3,327 49 

1.009 77 
2,923 62 
1.197 44 

1,024 ll-l 
1,:l!)!l 61 

520 52 
443 55 

The difference between the business potentialities of the above centers is shown by the figures in section 27, 
and perhaps even more accurately, by the difference in land values per foot of frontage, viz, Nicholson Street 
(overall in t11e section coYered above) £300 average. Other streets (appr<>x. for both sides averaged). 

Paisley, £85; Hopkins, £40; Barkly, .£50; Leeds, £fi0; Anclerson, £50; Charles, £1R; Other named streets, £10; 
!\1inor streeti-, £4-10. 

Thus, Nicholson Street is about thirty times as gond a business cent.er as the £10 :;treets, but contrib•Jtes only 
three to fh-e times a" much in rates, under annual value rating, per site. 

41 



TABLE N•>. 11 

LIST A. 

IXDUSTRIAL PlWPERTIES WHICH WOUl,D BENEFIT UN DER SITE \"ALUE RATING. 

This table covers all industrial properties which 
would benefit under site value rating in proportion to the 
degree to which the sites have been improved. The table 
is arranged iJ1 descending order of the degree of improve­
ment as shown in the column headed "Ratio" (i.e., the 
ratio between the value of the imp:ro,·ements upon the 
site to that of the site itself). 

The values of improvements shown have been obtained 
by c.apUalising th-e annual rental value at 5 1>er cent., and 
deducting the value of the land. This method is an a1>proxi­
mation only, and results in understatement of the improve­
ment values for the mos t improved groups and 
ovt•r-statemenl for lhe poorly improved pro1>erties. The 
relativity within the group is substantially correct. 

Firm or Nominee 

1. Viet. Woollen Mills Pty. 
2. Bradford Cotton Mills 
3. H. B. Dickie Ltd. 

(Mills) •. 
(Vacant Land) •• 

Overall . • , • • • 

4. Warren & Brown Pty. 
Engrs. . . • • . • . • 

5. Port Phillip Mills Pty. 
6. Maize Products Pty. 

Ltd .......•••• 
(Main Works) . . . . 
Aust. Woodpipe Site 
Storage Sites . • . . 

Overall . . . . . . 

7. Olympic T)·re & Rubber 
Coy. .. •• 
Cross St. Works 
Mephan St. Works .. 

Overall 

8. Imperial Chem. Ind. 
Ltd. 
Whitehall St. Works 
Storage ....•. 
Vacant Land •••. 

Overall ..••••.. 

!>. Central Wool Commit­
tee Wool Stores •••• 

10. Southern Can Coy. Pty. 

Front or 
Area 

UAc. 
5 Ac. 

4Ac. 
97' 

100' 
UAc. 

2Ac. 
264' 
219' 

9 Ac. 
llAc. 

91 Ac. 
107' 
l:W 

22Ac. 
4~Ac. 

Land 
Value 

(1) 

£ 
1,000 
6,400 

4,000 
268 

4,268 

800 
2,000 

4,600) 
2,640) 
1,362 

8,602 

9,000 
8,250 

17,250 

11,400 
535 
400 

12,335 

7,700 
5,400 

Where firms hold vacant land or less developed hold­
ings as well as their works, these holdings have been in­
cluded and the position overall is shown. Such holdings 
are shown separately from the works wherever posi::iblc. 

The figures in this table correspond to the entries on 
the Municipal Voters' Roll for the year ending August 
12th, 1945. 

lmpvts. 
Value 

(2) 

£ 
29,000 

133,600 

85,624 

85,624 

15,520 
38,950 

141,900 

318 

142,218 

lVl,000 
107,750 

298,750 

181,660 
865 

182,525 

112,300 
75,600 

Rate in £ used: 
(a) Unimproved Capital Value or Site Value, 4!id. 
(b) Nett Annual Value, 2/1. (The current rate is 2/ 3, 

but revaluation in line with land values makes 
the lower figure more appropriate-see Section 
4 (ii) of the text). 

Annual 
Value 

£ 
1,500 
7,000 

4,000 
13 

4,013 

816 
2,050 

7,325) 
182) 

84 

7,541 

10,000 
5,800 

15,800 

9,653 
70 
20 

9,743 

6,000 
4,050 

Ratio 
(2) 
(1) 

29.0 
20.8 

21.4 

20.1 

19.4 
19.4 

19.5 

0.2 

16.5 

21.2 
14.2 

17.3 

15.9 
1.6 

14.8 

14.5 
14.0 

Rates 
Annual 
Value 

~ 
155 
725 

417 

85 
213 

780 

1,640 

1,0lO 

620 
420 

Under 

Site 
Value 

£ 
20 

126 

16 
40 

170 

340 

243 

152 
107 

Group Totali:; (1-10) 65,765 l,114,0R7 58,513 17.2 6,065 1,298 

11. Creamoata Ltd. Mills 
12. Clensel Pty. Ltd. . . . . 
13. Ammonia Products Pty. 
14. Richardson Engineers 

\Vorks •••••••• 
Foundry •• 
Storage .. 

Overall .••• 

Annual \'alue Hates exceed Sit.e Value 

2Ac. 
l Ac. 
~Ac. 

2t Ac. 
1 Ac. 
lfi3' 

1,500 
250 
250 

2,i50 
1,000 

715 

4,4115 

20,500 
2,950 
2,950 

46,150 
5,000 

965 

52,116 

42 

Rates by 

1,100 
160 
160 

2.445 
300 

R-l 

2,829 

£ t.767 or 368%. 

13.7 
11.8 
11.8 

16.8 
s.o 
1.3 

11.7 

114 
17 
17 

293 

30 
5 
5 

88 



CONTINUED TABLE. INDUSTRIAL PROPEHTIES BEJ\EFITIXG ON SITE VALUE RATING. 

Firm or Nominee 

14.A K.F.B. Metters Pty. 
Ltd. . . . . • • • • 

15. James Hardie & Co. 
Pt)· .......... . 

16. Albright & Wilson Pty. 
l i. Indust. Service Engrs. 
18. Airedale Weaving Mills 

Vacant Land ..•• 

o,·erall • • . • • . 

19. Hunter, Mfg. Grocer . 
20. Hardie Trading Co. 

Pty ..•.....••• 

Group Totals (11·20) 

Front 
or 

Area 

13Ac. 

19~ Ac. 
5 Ac. 
140' 
150' 
109' 

24' 

3Ac. 

. . . 

Site 
Value 

(1) 

9,700 

3,000 
!l,875 

700 
900 
420 

1,320 

96 

3,000 

34,156 

Impvts. 
Value 

(2) 

110,000 

33,000 
103,205 

7,300 
13,600 

13,600 

904 

28,000 

374,524 

Annual 
Value 

6,000 

1,800 
5,654 

400 
725 

21 

74!) 

50 

1,550 

20,449 

Ratio 
(2) 
(1) 

11.4 

l 1.0 
10.5 
10.4 
15.2 

10.3 

9.4 

9.3 

10.9 

.\nnual Value Rates exceed Site Value Rates by £1, 445 or by 215%. 

21. Joyce Bro~., Sacks Pty. 
21A. Aust. Bobbins Pty. 

Ltd .••..•. · · · · 
22. McEwan, Mfg. Grocer 
23. United Enginr. Ltd. . . 
24. Burley Mills Pty .•• 
25. Vacuum Oil Coy. . . . • 
26. Sulphates Pty. Ltd. , • 
27. "Advertiser" Press .• 
28. Kinnear & Sons Pty. 

Ltd. 
Wo1·ks . . . . • • 
Vacant Land . . . • 

Overall .....• 

29. Excellite Resins Pty. 
30. Cosmos Knitting .Mills 

Works ....•. 
Vacant Land . . • • 

Overall ..... . 

Group Totals (21-80) 

250' 

HAc. 
66' 

UAc. 
53' 

31 Ac. 
1Ac. 

20' 

6!Ac. 
? 

HAc. 

65' 
33' 

£ £ £ 
1,000 9,000 500 

1,000 
198 

1,500 
530 

37,200 
1,000 

300 

6,250 
780 

7,030 

1,500 

325 
16!i 

500 

51,748 

9,000 
1,802 

12,700 
4,470 

312,800 
8,280 
2,440 

56,750 

56,750 

11,800 

3,675 

3,675 

432,717 

500 
100 
710 
250 

17,500 
464 
137 

3,150 
39 

3,189 

665 

200 
8 

208 

24,223 

9.0 

9.0 
9.0 
8.5 
8.4 
8.4 
8.3 
8.1 

9.0 

8.0 

7.8 

11.3 

7.4 

8.4 

Annual \'alue Hates exceed Sile Value Uates by £1. 487 or hy 145%. 

31. J. Thompson Comb. 
Eng. Pty .......• . 

32. A usb·alian Estates Co. 
Ltd. • • . ... 

33. Purvis Glover Eng. 
Pty. Ltd. 
Works, Moreland Rd. 
Works, Hopkins St. 

Overall . . . ...•• 

34. Morris, Pulverised Coal 
35. Parkinson & Cowan 

Ltd. 
Stove Works ••.• 
GM Meters •• 

0Yera11 

36. Graham Ferrum Co. 
Pt~·· ......... . 

37. Colonial Gas Coy. Ltd. 
\\rorks • • • • . • . ••• 
Shop ..... ..• 
Vacant Land .... 

Overall • . . . . . 

2Ac. 

16~ Ac. 

32' 

4! Ac. 
1 Ac. 

132' 

5!Ac. 
33' 

2Ac. 

2,000 

12,375 

47;; 
660 

1,135 

195 

3,375 
750 

4,125 

1,000 

5,250 
2,475 
2,000 

!),725 

15,000 

90,125 

3,925 
4,340 

8,265 

1,405 

21,125 
7,750 

28,875 

6,900 

62,450 
3,165 

65,615 

43 

850 

5,125 

220 
250 

470 

80 

1,225 
42.!) 

1,650 

395 

3,385 
282 
100 

3,767 

7.5 

7.3 

8.2 
6.6 

7.:-t 

7.2 

6.3 
10.6 

7.0 

6.9 

11.8 
1.3 

6.7 

Rates Under 

Annual Site 
Value Value 

621 

186 
585 

42 

77 

6 

161 

2,119 

£ 
52 

52 
10 
73 
26 

1,820 
48 
14 

332 

70 

21 

2,518 

88 

531 

48 

8 

171 

41 

390 

l!ll 

59 
195 
14 

26 

2 

59 

j 
20 

20 
4 

30 
11 

740 
20 
6 

140 

30 

10 

1,031 

40 

244 

23 

4 

82 

20 

193 
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Co11tinued Table. A. INDUSTRIAL PHOPERTI.ES BENEFITlm BY SITE VALUE RATING. 

Firm or Nominee 

38. Alva Woollen Mills .. 
39. Sydenham Ice Works 
40. Taurus Bronze ..... . 

Group Totals (31-40) 

Front 
or 

Area 

20' 
80' 
55' 

Site 
Value 

(1) 

£ 
so 

400 
275 

31,310 

Impvts. 
Value 

(2) 

£ 
520 

2,600 
l,i25 

221,030 

Annual 
Value 

.£ 
30 

150 
100 

12,617 

Ratio 
(2) 
(1) 

6.5 
6.5 
6.3 

7.1 

Annual Value Uates exroed Site Value Rates by .£685 or by 110%. 

41. Lee, Small Factory 33' 198 1,242 72 6.3 
42. Aust. Block & Chain 

Pt" 
.ia. Union Can Coy. Pty. 

Ltd. 
Works ..•. 
Vacant Land •• 

Overall •••.•• 

44. "Rising Sun," Works'p 
45. Hopkins, Odium Pty. 
..J.6. Youell & Son . . . . . . 
47. Mason & Cox Pty. Ltd. 
48. Schutt & Barrie Pty. 

Ltd. 
Chaff Mill ........ 
Flour Mill 

Overall ....... . 

49. Hancrofts Pty. Ltd. • 
50. J. R. Bell & Co ••••• 

Group Totals ( 41-50) 

2~ Ac. 

140' 
48' 

84' 
2A Ac. 
1/6 Ac. 
!I Ac. 

1 Ac. 
~Ac. 

~Ac. 
182' 

2,750 

700 
200 

900 

294 
3,000 

150 
fi25 

1,000 
500 

l,500 

250 
1,274 

10,841 

Annual Value Rates exceed 

51. Nels<>n, EnA'ineer .. 
52. Barrow & Sons Pty. 
53. "Mail" Pl'intery Bldg-. 
54. C'wealth Fertilisers 

Ltd. 
Works .......• 
Land (Somerville St.) 
Land (Hyde St.) •• 
Land (Hyde St.) .. 
Land (Whitehall St.) 
Stables (Earsdon St.) 

Overall • • . . . . 

55. G. Bramall & Co. 
(Rubber) .. 

fifi. Laughton's Pty. Ltd. 
Works .. 
Land (Com'cial Rd.) 
Land (N.W. Ward) 

Overall • . • • . • 

57. Thick. Engineers 
O'Farrell St ..•.. 
Florence St ... 

58. G. Mowling & Son Pty. 
59. Colonial Sugai· Ref. 

Ltd. 
Works ......... . 
Land (Middle Ward) 

Overall •. 

fiO. Sheetleather Pty. Ltd. 

Group Totnl (51-60) 

55' 
~Ac. 
57' 

51 Ac. 
330' 
330' 
60' 

132' 
105' 

4~ Ac. 

240' 
120' 
? 

41' 
38' 

4 Ac. 

26 Ac. 
? 

4 Ac. 

275 
500 

1,420 

61,200 
2,000 

800 
240 

1,680 
800 

66,720 

3,300 

1,200 
660 
300 

2,160 

206 
151 

<i,000 

31,326 
980 

32,306 

4,000 

117,038 

17,250 

5,540 

5,540 

1,706 
17,000 

850 
2,975 

3,000 
5,500 

8,500 

1,350 
6,726 

63,139 

1,000 

312 
10 

322 

100 
1,000 

50 
175 

200 
300 

500 

80 
400 

3,699 

6.3 

7.9 

6.1 

5.9 
5.7 
5.7 
5.7 

3.0 
11.0 

5.7 

5.4 
5.3 

5.85 

Site Value Hates by il 67 or by 77%. 

1,405 84 5.14 
2,500 150 5.0 
7,000 420 4.9 

303,480 

900 

304,380 

13,700 

8 ,800 

8,800 

(1,323 
( 
24,000 

128,674 

128,674 

15,640 

507.402 

18,234 
100 
40 
12 
84 
85 

1~,555 

850 

500 
S3 
15 

548 

84 

1,500 

8,000 
49 

8,049 

982 

31,222 

5.0 

i.J 

4.G 

4.2 

7.3 

4.1 

3.7 

4.0 

4.1 

4.0 

3.9 

4.4 

Annual Yalut> Rat<"~ t>x.~eed Site Yalut> Ratt>ll hy £9 28 or by 10°/c. 

44 

Rates Under 

Annual Site 
Value Value 

£ £ 
3 H 

16 8 
10 6 

1,306 

7 

10·1 

33 

10 
104 

5 
18 

52 

8 
42 

883 

9 
16 
44 

1,980 

88 

57 

9 

156 

835 

102 

3,246 

621 

4 

55 

18 

6 
60 
3 

10 

30 

5 
25 

216 

6 
10 
28 

1,320 

66 

43 

7 

IHI 

640 

79 

2,318 

(ContinuM Page 45. 



THIS JIRE:A IN TH!o: 

U1_ 
Co1'\moNw~l.TH 
~ERTIL\$£0!~ 
l.ll'\1TI:O W01'1CS 

C. S. R. WORl<'i> 

l.C.I. WOl\1($ 

VA(.IJIJc.t 011. coy_ STOl\ES 

IHE PROBLEM AREA OF FOOTSCRAY 
YARRA\/ILLE Si;'.CTOR IS ONE OF TliE OLDEST /\ND 1.at-1<;£.'S;.1. S.ETn.EO PART'S O'F F'OOT'SCRI'\'{ 

AH let'\ P RO PORTION OF' THE E\\Jll.0\NC'-" .)10W OE"f'ER•ORllTIO'N A"IO ·n-1 .. f\E ·~ o...ITTLE RE-6\Jll.on .. c AC:.Tl\ffTY -

'1"ti19 Al\EA SHOIJl.O HA"f' SEE"4 C:OMPLET"EI.'( B\jlLT' "'"NY 'l'EAl"S ACiO aur "f'Hl'D HAS 8EE'4 PREVENTE D 5'( 

~P9CIJLl\TIV[ HOLO •NC OF 'IAC:~T s1-r~s WHICtl '"' EV•OEl'<l' IN T'liE Pc..AN - NO"f'E THE l-ll(iH ~OPORTION OF VA<.fl"IT CORNER \.O'IS -

l'itE VAC:l'INi· "NS POOl'.L~' \ht~EO LOl'S CONTR\&IJ"f'E \.ITTLE '"' RA'ttS ... t(O n•e: OE:FICIT IS MET 5'1' INCREf\seO ~ATES ON BUll.1" L.,()T".i 

Tne WOP.SI" SEC1'IOl'I OF "'-l l'i. BETWEE"I H'r'l)E A\o.(O WlttTEHALL $"f'REE.TS Wl(ICl'I IS 1.M~&tL1' VACANT l\NP C Et-IERA\.L'( PEC.f\OENT 
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PLA'l'E VIU. BUSI NESS CO MPETITORS IN BARK L Y STREET 

BAR KLY STREET 
Left- Frontage, 57.l't. X.A.V. Rate, £39/ 10/ < \'.C.V. Rate, £28/ 4 '-
Hight- 1''rontage, 5Ut. N.A.V. ltate. £11 3 .; l'.C.V. Rate, £28/ 10/· 

SPECULATION IN VACANT SHOP SITES 

Shop::i: ­
Front., 73tt. 
Vacant: -­
Pront., 60ft. 

NICH OL SON STREET 
1'.A.\'. Rate, £41/10/·: l '.C.V. Rate, £36/·/. 

~.A.V. Rate, £11/2/-; 'l:.C.V. Hate, £29/16/ -

Shops:- SOME RVILLE ROAD 
!;'ront., 112ft. ":'.A.V. Hatf', .£50/./ · ; \'.C.Y. Hate, £22/10/· 
Vat·;mt:-
l>'ront., 81ft. ~.A.V. Hale, £4/3/ .; l'.C.V. Hute, £16/·/-

PENTLAND PARADE 
\'acant:- 93ft. :\.AX. Hate, £!i / l 1-; t'.C.\'. Hate. £17; 16/­

Shops:-- !lSft. KA.\'. Hate, £3!1 / 10/ -: l'.C.V. Rate. £20/./· 

Siloos:­
Front.. Mft. 
Vacant: 50Ct. 
Yard:- 60ft. 

B UCKLEY STREET 
!11.A.V. Rate, £15/2/ -; { 1,(',V. Rate. £9/ 16/ ­
N.A.V. Rate, £2/ 5/ -; U.C.V. Rate, £9/16/ ­

N.A.V. Rate, £4/14/6; U.C.V. Rate, £10/16/ -

' 

\·1\l'ant:· - VICTORIA STREET 
Front., 481'1. !l:.A.V. Hate. £2/ l U ·: l'.C.V. Rate, £9/ 8/­
l! Sbo11s: -
Front .. Hft. !11.A.Y. lfate, £15/ IV·; l'.C.\'. Rate, £1!/1 1 -

BALLARAT ROAD 
F1·ont .. 1'5ft. 6in . .N.A.V. HalE', ,!::J/16/ .: l'.C'.V. Rate, £13/10; . 



Continued •ra,b.~e H- LIST A. 

Front 
Firm or Nominee or 

Area 

61. Scott & Son~ Pty., 
Engineers ....... 390' 

62. Michaelis Hallenstein 
Pty ... 26 Ac. 

63. Craven Weaving Mills 
Pty. 
Works .. 52' 
Vacant Land .. 52' 

Overall .. .. . . 
64. Holden & Lewis Pty. 214' 
65. C. Ebeling & Sons Pty. 

Stephen St ..... .. -320' 
Castlemaine St. . . 100' 

()6. Lloyd Bros. & Maginnis 
Pty. 
Works .. ..... 4~ Ac. 
Vacant Land .. ~Ac. 

67. Swallow & Ariel Ltd. UAc. 
68. Australasian Steel Ptv. 40' 
69. McCall, J. & Sons : . 1 Ac. 

Total Group (61-69) 

Site Impvts. 
Value Value 

(1) (2) 

2,300 7,700 

13,000 43,060 

156 1,044 
156 

312 1,044 

1,o70 3,290 

1,600 ( 
300 (5,760 

4,500 (14,250 
250 ( 

1,750 5,250 
200 600 
500 1,500 

25,782 82,454 

Annual 
Value 

500 

2,803 

60 
8 

68 

218 

383 

950 

350 
40 

100 

o,412 

Ratio 
(2) 
(1) 

3.4 

3.3 

6.7 

3.3 

3.1 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 
3.0 
3.0 

3.2 

Hates Under 
Annual Site 
Value Value 

52 

291 

7 

23 

40 

99 

36 
4 

10 

562 

46 

258 

6 

21 

38 

94 

35 
4 

10 

512 

Annual Value Rates exceed Site Value Rat~s by £50 or by 10%. 

This list includes all large industrial concerns and most of the small concerns which would benefit in rates 
under site \'alue rating-in considering it, comparison should be made at the same time with Table B, listing 
the concerns which ht-nefit in rates und~r annual value rating. 

[Continued Next Pal(e-Ta1lle II-List B. 

SOME CONTRASTS IN BUSINESS PROPERTIES 

BARKLY STREET 

Two competitive printing firms side by side. 

On the left is the excellent modern building 

of "The Mail." The building on the right is 

of much inferior type. Frontages are almost 

the same, as also are the municipal services 

available to each-. Yet, under annual value 

rating, the better building carries nearly four 

times the rates of its competitor. 

NICHOLSON STREET 

Showing four shops (Nos. 202-8) and vacant 

land (Nos. 210-12) of almost as great frontage 

forming part of a monumental mason's yard. 

BUCKLEY STREET 

Showing three shops (Nos. 25-29); vacant sites 

(Nos. 31-33); and a woodyard (Nos. 35-37) 

frontages being nearly equal for each group. 

SOMERVILLE ROAD 

A fine block of six modern shops at the inter­

section with Wiliamstown Road. Adjoining 

are five vacant sites now used as a dumping 

ground. 

VICTORIA STREET 

Vacant sites owned by an absentee compared 

with built shops of nearly the same frontage. 

The section is from Nos. 176-184. 

PENTLAND PARADE 

A section from Nos. 30-44, comprising a large 

frontage of vacant shop sites and five built 

shops on either side of it. These valuable 

sites are owned by an absentee. 

BALLARAT ROAD 

A valuable corner site at the intersection with 

Gordon Street. 

See (Plate VIII opposite) 
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TABLE No. JI. 

LIST H. 

INDl'gTRIAL PUOPERTIES WHICH BE~EF11' I~ RA'ff~S l '!\DER .\N!'itrAL YALUF.: HATl~G. 

This tahle co,·ers all industrial properties which bene­
fit in rates under annual value, arranged in descending 
order of gain. This order follows the degree of development 
of the property in inverse rntio, i.e., as the ratio between 
value of the improvements to value of the site itself in­
c:·eases, the benefit disappears. 

Where firms hold vacant land as well as their works, 
these are included as well to show the position overall 
for the interests concerned. 

This table should be considered in conjunction with 

Firm or Nominee 

1. Aust. llercantile Land 
& Finance Coy. Ltd. 

2. James Flood Pty. Ltd. 
3. Walf'.s Quarries • • . • 
4. Lewis Constructions 

Pty ............ . 
5. Bradshaw & Curwood 
6. F. C. Hills, Timber 
7. Taylor & Sons, Monu-

mental ••..•••.•• 
8. E. C. Lymn, Coopera~e 
9. Mac's Foundry . . • • 

10. Runting & Tkkell 
Works 
Vacant Land• 

Overall 

Group Total (1·10) 

Front 
or 

Area 

8~ Ac. 
2~ Ac. 
132' 

? 
140' 
174' 

6()' 
1 Ac. 
198' 

80' 
? 

Site 
Value 

(1) 

6,3"50 
2,500 

600 

800 
1,120 
7,800 

1,500 
800 

1,000 

160 
1.450 

1,610 

24,080 

Site Value Uah~s exceed Annual 

11. Lord's 
Ltd. 

Quarries Pty. 

Office & Works 180' 630 
Vacant Land"' ? 1,890 

Overall . . .. .. 2,520 

12. V. Leggo & Farmers 
Ltd ..... .... 9 Ac. 5,400 

13. Gibbins Farm Im pits. 
Ltd. ..... .. .... 3A{'. 3,000 

14. Standard Quarries Pty. 
Ltd. 
Works .. . . . . . . 34Ac. 2.500 
Vacant Land •.•. ! l,.100 

Overall .. 3,900 

15. Co-operative Box Co. 
Pt:-,' ........... 81\c. 12,800 

16. Massey Pty. Ltd., Egrs. 
\\'orks .......• , • 180' 900 
Vacant Land* ? 1,760 

Overall 2,660 

17. Boon Spa Pty. (Sayer) 
Works .... 79' 500 
Vacant Land* ? 2,260 

Overall . . .. 2,760 

18. Spicer Knitting 82' 660 

list A, showing the t•uncerns whkh benefit under site value 
ratin~ The note at the h~ad of List A regarding the 
method of arrh'ing at the ,·alue of improvements applies 
also to List B. 

The figures in the table correspond to the entries on 
the Municipal Vote1·s' Roll for the year ending August 12, 
1945. 

Impvts. 
Value 

(2) 

£ 

nil 
nil 
nil 

100 
80 

GOO 

300 
200 
400 

5()0 

560 

2,240 

Rates used in £: 
(al Unimproved Capital Value or Site Value, Hd. 
(b) Nett Annual Hental Value, 2/1 in £. 
(See Note at head of List A.) 

Annual 
Value 

317 
125 
30 

.j;j 
60 

420 

90 
M 
70 

!16 
72 

108 

1,815 

Ratio 
(2) 
(1) 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.2 
0.25 
0.4 

3.5 

0.35 

0.09 

Rates Under 
Annual Site 
Value Value 

£ £ 

38 126 
13 50 
3 12 

" 16 
6 22 

44 155 

9 30 
5 16 
7 20 

11 32 

136 479 

Value nates by £3 f,J 01' by 250%. 

070 80 1.5 
!l!i 

!)jO 17ii 0.4 18 50 

3,800 -162 0.7 4S 107 

2,!iOO 275 0.8 28 l\O 

2,500 250 1.0 
70 

2,500 320 0.7 33 77 

13,200 1,300 1.03 135 25.t 

2,280 15!l 2.5 
88 

2,280 247 o.~ 26 53 

2,840 167 5.7 
113 

2,840 280 1.03 29 55 

740 70 1.1 7 13 
* Jndicates appreciation <1n vacant land since 1H37, takel1 at 10%. 

(Continued.) 
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Continued Table. U. INDl1S'l'RL\l, PROP£R'l'IES BENEFITED li\" A~~ll .. \I. \'AI.la : R . .\TI~G. 

Pront 
Firm or Nominee or 

Area 

19. Mitchell Pty. (Ag. Imp.} 11 Ac. 
20. Nobt-l Aust. Ltd. (l C.l.) l5A Ac. 

Group Total (11-20) 

Site 
Value 

(1 ) 

£ 
11,000 

7,750 

52,450 

Impvts. 
Value 

(2) 

£ 
12,500 

9,250 

50,580 

Annual 
Value 

.£ 
1,175 

850 

5,154 

I<alio 
( 2) 
( l } 

1.1 
1.2 

0.9G 

Site Value Hat-cs exceed Annual Value nates by £50 8 o.- by 95%. 
21. A. R. P. Crow & Sons 

Pty. 
Stephen St. • • • . 132' 660 1,540 110 2.3 
Berry St. . • . • • • 130' 640 32 

Overall ......•• 

22. Junction Joinery & 
Timber Mills Pty. Ltd. 
Geelong Rd . •• •• 
Creswick St. . . • • 
8 Shepherd St. . • 
31 Shepherd St . •. 
Vacant Land .••• 
Latrobe St ....• 

o,·erall •• •• •••••• 

23. Richards, Coachbuilder. 
24. Paderson & Co., 

Plastics . .•• •••• 
25. C. H. Jennings, 

Furniture Manufac. 
26. E. Murphy & Sons Pty., 

Carriers 
Whitehall St. . . . . . . 
Stephen St. (Stable) 
Simpson St. (Stable) 

"Land Kingsville Ward 
*Land N.W. Ward 

Overall .. 

28. G. Hagg·, Coachbuilder· 
29. Goldsborough Mort 

Ltd ......... . . 
Wool Stores & Land 

30. F. Long & Co. Engrs. 

Group Total (21-30) 

240' 
150' 
401 

42' 
? 
!)0' 

7W 

264' 
661 

661 

? 
? 

~1' 

20~ Ac. 
132' 

1,300 

1,680 
750 
160 
168 
100 
360 

3,218 

870 

234 

330 

1,320 
198 
198 
880 
400 

2,99G 

650 

14,350 
1,320 

25,268 

1,540 

1,4.20 
2,250 

360 
232 

4,262 

1,130 

305 

4,280 
202 
122 

4,604 

950 

22,150 
2,160 

37,572 

142 

15;) 
150 
26 
20 

5 
18 

374 

100 

29 

40 

280 
20 
16 
44 
20 

380 

80 

1,825 
174 

3,144 

1.2 

0.85 
3.0 
2.25 
1.38 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

1.4 

3.25 
1.0 
0.6 

1.5 

1.64 

1.49 

Site Value Rates exceed Annual Value Rates by .£16 t or by 50%. 

31. Butler, Timberyard 
32. Bishop Implements Ltd. 
33. Duratar Pty. Ltd. 

Works & Land •• 
Storage •. 

Overall ..•. •• 

34, Aus. Porcelain Co. Ply. 
35. West F'cray Eng. Pty. 
36. Blacker, Fibro-plaster 
37. Footscray Monumental 

Pty ............ . 
38. Mephan Ferguson Pty. 

Engineers .....•• 
39. Lewis, Wood Pulleyi; • 
40. W. L. Allen, Foundry 

Co. Pty. 
Foundrv • . 
Storage ..... . 

Overall ....... • 

Group Total (81·40) 

! 
2Ac. 

2 Ac. 
1 Ac. 

2~ Ac. 
100' 
175' 

1l Ac. 

9Ac. 
68' 

RS' 
81' 

320 
J,.)00 

2,000 
1,000 

3,000 

2,750 
1,000 

360 

1,250 

6,750 
408 

827 
486 

1,313 

19,651 

540 
2,500 

6,000 

6,000 

4,890 
1,860 

680 

2,350 

12,750 
792 

2,375 
314 

2,689 

35,051 

.ia 
200 

400 
50 

450 

382 
143 

26 

180 

975 
60 

160 
40 

200 

2,659 

t.68 
t.('18 

3.0 

2.0 

1.8 
1.86 
1.88 

1.88 

1.89 
Ul5 

2.9 
0.65 

1.8 

Sitt' Value Rates exceed Annual Value Rates by 1.9!1 or by 33%. 
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Hate Under 

Annual Site 
Value Value 

£ £ 
122 218 

88 154 

534 

15 

39 

10 

3 

4 

40 

8 

l!lO 

18 

327 

5 
21 

47 

40 
15 

3 

19 

101 
6 

21 

278 

1,041 

26 

64 

17 

5 

6 

59 

13 

285 

26 

501 

6 
30 

60 

55 
20 

7 

25 

134 
8 

26 

371 

I Continued Neiit Pace 



Continued Table II-LIST B. 

Rates Under 
Front Site Impvts. Annual Ratio Annual Site 

Firm or Nominee or Value Value Value (2) Value Value 
Area (1) (2) (1) 

41. Mintaro Slate Co. Ltd. £ £ £ £ £ 
42. Plain, Tannery . . . ... ~Ac. 500 1.000 75 2.0 8 10 
43. Wolfenden Bros. Pty .. ~ Ac. 250 550 40 2.2 4 5 

Enp;ineers .. 
4~ Ac. 1,250 2,750 200 2.2 21 25 44. Elwood Timber Co . . . 
100' 400 1,000 70 2.5 7 8 

45. Qualcast Pty. ( l\fowers) 3 Ac. 2,250 5.750 400 2.5'5 42 45 
46. Federal Cask Co. Pty. 

Storage ....... UAc. 2.600 6,400 450 2.45 
Overall , ... , ..... 349' 1,668 92 88 0.06 

85 
4.268 6.492 538 1.52 56 

47. W, Angliss & Co. Pty. 
& lnvesto1s Pty ..... 
Works, Lynch St. .. 54 Ac. 37.800 376.200 20,700 9.7 
Shops, Barkly St. 18,750 36.650 2.770 2.0 
Shops, Wmstn. Rd ... 720 660 17.4 
Land, Ba1·kly St. 12.480 
(274/ 8) 935 47 0.2 
Vacant Land* .. 107.800 200 5,390 

----
Overall .. , ... , . 166,005 423;530 29.567 2.55 3,078 3,285 

48. Grobbecker, Small Gels. 2.38' 833 2,307 157 2.76 16 16 
49. Weickha1·t & Co. (Duff 

Steel) 
Works, 28 Hopkins St. !)QI 720 1.280 100 1.8 
Works, 44 Hopkins St. 100' 800 5.100 295 6,4 
Vacant Land (N.W. 
Ward) * .. .. . . 660 33 

Overall ...... .. 2,180 6.380 428 2.9 44 44 

50. Footscray Jee Works 33' 396 1.144 77 2.9 8 8 

Group Totals ( 41-50) 178,332 452.903 31.552 2.55 3,284 3,531 

* Vacant land appreciation assumed at an average of 10 ';k from 1937 valuation to 1942 values. 

This list includes all large industrial concerns and most 1of the small concerns which benefit in rates under annual 
re.ntal value rating-in considering it, compa1·ison should 
concerns which benefit in rates under Site Value Uating. 

he made at I.he same time with Table A. listing the 
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