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	Language assistance
Русский (Russian): 03 9679 9813
Polski (Polish): 03 9679 9812
Ελληνικά (Greek): 03 9679 9811
廣東話 (Cantonese): 03 9679 9810
普通話 (Mandarin): 03 9679 9858
Italiano (Italian): 03 9679 9814
For other languages not listed, please phone 03 9679 9814.
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If you are deaf or have a hearing or a speech impairment, you can phone us through the National Relay Service (NRS):
· TTY users dial 133677, then ask for 03 9209 6777
· Speak and listen users phone 1300 555 727, then ask for 03 9209 6777
For more information - accesshub.gov.au
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Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc225760675]Project background
City of Port Phillip is strengthening urban greening across our city through our Urban Forest Strategy (2024–2040).
To support the implementation of this strategy, Urban Forest Precinct Plans are being progressively developed for each neighbourhood. These plans guide tree planting and biodiversity projects to help achieve the Strategy’s targets and create a healthy, biodiverse and connected urban forest.
[bookmark: _Toc225760676]The Urban Forest Precinct Plan has been developed by LatStudios and the City of Port Phillip, with research from the Swinburne Institute of Technology Walk Quality project. The Walk Quality project looked at how easy and safe it is for people to walk in the area. It studied street conditions and suggests ways to make walking more comfortable. It also identifies streets that are used a lot but have little shade, making them a high priority for more tree planting.
[bookmark: _Toc225760677]What we set out to achieve
We prepared a draft Urban Forest Precinct Plan (UFPP) for Albert Park and Middle Park to guide and prioritise future tree planting and biodiversity projects. The plan aims to help create a healthy, diverse, and connected urban forest across these neighbourhoods and supports the delivery of Council’s Urban Forest Strategy 2024–2040.
[bookmark: _Toc225760678]This project sought community feedback on the draft plan to understand what is working well, what could be improved, and where priorities should lie. This feedback will help inform revisions to the draft Urban Forest Precinct Plan before it is presented to Council for consideration and endorsement.
[bookmark: _Toc225760679]Some aspects of the project are fixed and could not be changed, including:
· [bookmark: _Toc225760680]the decision to prepare an Urban Forest Precinct Plan for Albert Park and Middle Park
· [bookmark: _Toc225760681]the overall project timeline and budget.
[bookmark: _Toc225760682]About this report
The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of what we did to engage with community and stakeholders, and what we heard.
[bookmark: _Toc225760683]Before reading this report
The following should be considered in reading this report:
The findings are based on qualitative feedback from people who chose to take part. This means the views shared are not statistically representative of the whole community and may only reflect a portion of local voices.
While we aim to include diverse perspectives, some community members may have faced barriers to participation, including people with disability, multicultural communities, older people, and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.
Participants refers to everyone involved in the engagement; respondents refers to those who answered a specific question or activity.
The report summarises what we heard. Feedback has not been independently verified, so some comments may be incorrect, unachievable or outside the project scope. Not all individual comments are shown; themes, quotes and numbers are used to reflect the range of views.
Some people may have contributed more than once across different activities, which may result in unintentional double counting.
Demographic data was not collected consistently across all activities, which limits our ability to analyse differences between groups.
The report covers Council engagement activities only and does not include communityrun or thirdparty events, surveys or petitions.
This report was developed through a combination of human analysis and artificial intelligence (AI). Human analysts conducted the primary data analysis. AI tools were used to process and analyse large datasets, identify trends, and generate some preliminary findings. Any AI-generated findings were subsequently reviewed, validated, and interpreted by human analysts with expertise in the subject matter. The final conclusions and interpretations presented in this report represent the considered judgment of these human analysts, even where AI contributed to the data processing.



[bookmark: _Toc225760684]What we did
Between Monday 23 February and Sunday 22 March 2026 we delivered a range of communications activities to let the community know about this project and collected feedback through a mix of engagement activities.
[bookmark: _Toc225760685]Communications activities
To increase awareness of the engagement process, we did the following:
	Method
	Details
	Reach

	[image: Mailbox outline] 
Postcards
	Postcards were distributed to the local community, explaining the engagement process and inviting people to provide feedback.
	300 postcards distributed to networks and Albert Park Library.

	[image: Email outline] 
Emails
	Direct mails were sent to numerous government, community, environmental, education, and resident groups who have interest in greening, biodiversity, and community wellbeing across Port Phillip.
	25 groups and organisations.

	[image: Online Network outline] 
Social media
	Social media posts were included on both Facebook and Instagram to promote the engagement process.

	Greening Port Phillip IG + FB Post:
Total Views: 15.1k 
Total Reach: 6.8k
Total Engagements: 954
Post link clicks: 267


	[image: Internet outline]
‘Have your say’ webpage
	Council’s dedicated engagement website, ‘Have your say’ included a page for this project, with information on the process, a timeline, contact details, and opportunities to engage.
	545 views
512 visits
452 visitors
10 contributions
6 page followers


[bookmark: _Toc225760686]Engagement activities
To collect feedback from the community we did the following activities:
	Method
	Details
	Participation

	[image: Clipboard Partially Checked outline]
Feedback form

	We had an online feedback form via the Have Your Say webpage where community members, groups and organisations were able to provide feedback on the draft Urban Forest Precinct Plan. We asked community members also to provide their demographic details. 
	10

	[image: Kiosk outline]
Albert Park Library pop up
	We held a pop-up stall at the Albert Park Library on Monday 16 March from 10am-12noon. We asked people for their feedback on the draft Urban Forest Precinct Plan.
	10


In addition to the activities above, the project team offered bookable 20‑minute online sessions on Tuesday 17 March (12.30–2.30pm) and Thursday 19 March (5.30–7.30pm), and an option to upload responses via the Have Your Say webpage; however, neither option received participation.
[bookmark: _Toc225760687]Who we heard from
[bookmark: _Toc224893499][bookmark: _Toc225760688]Demographics
Through our surveys, both online and printed, we asked questions about participants’ demographic details. Of the total 20 participants, approximately half shared their demographic information with us. The following explores those demographics.
[bookmark: _Toc161384104]GENDER
Of the 10 people who provided their gender, the amount who identified as female (7 respondents or 70%) was slightly higher than the amount who identified as male (1 respondents or 10%). 
No respondents identified as non-binary and 2 said they would prefer not to say (20%). No respondents elected to fill out their gender manually. 

Figure 1: Number of respondents by gender (n=10)


SUBURB
9 respondents told us their residential suburb. 5 respondents (55.6%) said they lived in Middle Park. The second highest cohort came from Melbourne, Ripponlea, South Melbourne and St Kilda (1 respondents or 11.1%). No respondents lived outside the City of Port Phillip. 
Figure 2: Number of respondents by suburb (n=9)
AGE
The highest represented age group was people aged between 35 and 49 years who made up or 40% of the respondents (4 respondents). 
Another cohort were the 2 respondents who said they were between 60 and 69 years (20%). This was closely followed by the 1 respondent (10%) who said they were between:
· 18 and 24 years 
· 25 and 34 years 
· 50 and 59 years 
1 respondent (10%) said they prefer not to say
Figure 3: Number of respondents by age (n=10)
RELATIONSHIP TO ALBERT PARK AND MIDDLE PARK
5 respondents (50%) said they lived in Albert Park and Middle Park.
One respondent said they travelled through the area. No respondents said they worked, parked or had no connection to the area.
Four respondents selected other and told us their relationship to the area. Two said they lived just out outside the area, one said they were a member of an organisation on the foreshore and the other said this question was not applicable to them.

Figure 4: Number of respondents broken down by their relationship Albert Park and Middle Park (n=10) 
DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION
We asked people if they identified with any of the following statements. The statements included in order of number of responses: 
· ‘I am a person with disability’ (2 responses or 20%).
· ‘I identify as LGBTIQA+’ (1 responses or 10%).
· ‘I speak a language other than English at home’ (1 responses or 10%).
· ‘I am from an Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background’ (0 responses or 0%).

6 participants (60%) said none of these apply to them.
PAST PARTICIPATION
To help us understand if we were engaging with new community members, we asked participants had provided feedback on any other Council projects in the past 12 months. 
In total, 6 respondents said they had provided feedback to Council in the past 12 months (60%). 4 respondents said they had not (40%). No respondents said they were unsure.

[bookmark: _Toc224893500]Figure 4: Number of respondents who selected whether they had provided feedback to the City of Port Phillip in the last 12 months. (n=10)
[bookmark: _Toc225760689]Targeted groups
[bookmark: _Toc224113946]REPRESENTATIVES FROM COMMUNITY GROUPS
All 10 respondents said they were representing themselves and we received no feedback from community groups.



[bookmark: _Toc225760690]What we heard
[bookmark: _Toc225760691]Community feedback
Overall, feedback numbers were small, with 20 participants recorded. Many comments raised similar points across different actions. The most common feedback related to maintaining existing streetscapes, parks and open space, and canopy performance in tough conditions (each with around 8 comments), showing strong interest in tree choice, shade, and native planting. Some feedback focused on greening beyond Council land through partnerships (6 comments), particularly shade and food‑producing spaces. Fewer comments were received on new street design and heritage or dune areas (4 comments each), where views were generally supportive. Additional comments raised broader issues such as investment equity, footpath safety, soil quality, and alternative greening approaches.
The feedback is set out below in the order of the seven key actions in the proposal.
Key action 1. Designing New Streets for Greening and Shade 
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 3.9.

We received 4 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Concerns were raised about Plane Trees causing allergies, asthma, and mess, with calls for safer, shade providing alternatives (including native trees).
· Clear preference for planting local native trees and plants to genuinely support biodiversity and the local ecosystem.
· Uncertainty about the need for major change, with residents feeling decisions are based on models rather than on the ground experience.
“Please avoid using Plane trees as they cause asthma and allergy symptoms. Please plant trees that are bushfire safe and provide ample shade. Elm trees are great”
		
Key action 2. Enhancing and Maintaining Existing Streetscapes 
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 3.75.
We received 8 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Strong overall support for greening initiatives and expanding them to other areas (such as South Melbourne), alongside pride in Melbourne’s identity as a “garden state”.
· Mixed views on the need for change, with some residents feeling the proposal fixes non‑existent problems and is driven by modelling rather than walking streets and local experience.
· Very strong concern about species choice, including frustration with problematic trees (for example pepper berry and other non‑natives) and a clear demand for locally native species that deliver real ecological value.
· Calls for smarter planting design — including shrubs and garden beds, reduced hardstand, better soil conditions, and appropriate species selection — to lower maintenance costs, prevent tree deaths, and improve summer resilience.
“I always like more green – but locally native green is not interchangeable with exotic green, and I am incredibly concerned that in its current form this proposal will involve the removal of native species and planting of exotic ones. No mention of ecological value in suitability, and no mention at all of native of locally native species, is appalling.”
“I live in the area. You are trying to fix a problem that doesn’t exist. And to substantially change the area. It seems to be based on people looking at computer models instead of going for a walk on the streets.”
Key action 3. Increasing Canopy and Biodiversity in Parks and Open Space 
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 3.8.
We received 8 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Long‑term neglect and unfulfilled commitments at sites like Waterloo Playground, alongside poor maintenance, invasive weeds, and local frustration with change that feels model‑driven rather than based on lived experience.
· Strong demand for an explicit commitment to locally native biodiversity, including wetland species and wildlife corridors, with opposition to replacing old exotic trees with new exotic species (especially London Plane trees).
· Broad support for greener streets through garden beds, shrubs, productive planting, and improved water management (for example, fixing and adding fountains), to cool spaces and reduce maintenance and tree loss.
· Calls to better green major roads and medians with native canopy connections to improve shade, support wildlife movement, and keep animals off busy roads.
“Waterloo Playground and Waterloo Crescent, Playground side has been neglected for years. Promised street trees dating back to 2012 have not materialised. Also a weed known as ‘tree of heaven’ dominates the hill. It needs to be eliminated.”
“Although I agree with many of the plan's goals, I am baffled and incredibly disappointed to find no mention of planting native (and locally native) species outside the foreshore. Biodiversity means nothing if that diversity is comprised exclusively of exotic species.”
Key action 4. Greening Beyond Council Land through Partnerships and Advocacy
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 3.6.
We received 6 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Strong support for more shade, especially around public transport stops, and for greener streets that improve comfort and liveability.
· Broad backing for food‑producing public spaces (fruit and vegetables) that improve access to healthy food and support birds, bees, and other wildlife.
· Concern that the proposal lacks a clear commitment to locally native species, with worries about exotic plants becoming invasive, particularly along the foreshore.
· Calls for smarter foreshore design, including native groundcovers and shrubs, less heat‑retaining gravel, and better water infrastructure (fountains, dog bowls) to cool areas and reduce maintenance.

“Absolutely yes to more shade around public transport stops”


“Agree. I think in areas along the foreshore where compressed gravel has been used in garden beds creates more heat and dust. The use of native ground covers and shrubs in these areas will also assist to retain water and keep the ground temp lower.”
Key action 5. Canopy That Can Withstand Foreshore Conditions	
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 4.1.

We received 8 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Strong preference for locally native and Indigenous plants that can tolerate extreme heat (up to 46 °C), drought, and local conditions.
· Calls for more shade where people actually use spaces — along footpaths, BBQ areas, playgrounds, and public amenities.
· Support for greater planting diversity with less reliance on large tree canopy alone, including shrubs and ground covers to reduce leaf litter and maintenance.
· Local frustration with changes driven by modelling rather than lived experience, and concern that plans lack a clear, practical commitment to native species and on‑the‑ground needs.

“Ensure these plants can tolerate 46 degree summer days”

“Agree. Native tree and shrub species. Reduction of problematic leaf matter, more ground covers. More structured shade over bbq areas, toilets also need to be next to bbq and playground areas, not 100’s of meters away”

Key action 6. New Canopy Planting to Address Significant Heritage Condition
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 4.1.

We received 4 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Strong support for protecting and expanding native dune ecosystems, recognised as ecologically valuable, beautiful, and essential habitat for local wildlife (including shorebirds and fairywrens).
· Concern about managing human impacts, with calls for stronger controls such as banning off‑leash dogs in sensitive dune and shorebird areas, not just signage.
· Agreement that dune planting and management must carefully consider fire risk, balancing ecological restoration with safety along the foreshore.

“Dune areas?”

“Keep in mind fire risk”

Key action 7. Proposed canopy trees, including replacement species and staged transformations to address issues of disease and site specific challenges
Of the 8 people who provided a rating from 0-5 of their support (0=do not support at all, 5=fully support), the average was 3.9.

We received 8 comments relating to this key action. These related to:
· Ongoing frustration about long‑neglected local sites (such as Waterloo Playground) and scepticism from residents who feel changes are unnecessary, model‑driven, and not grounded in on‑the‑ground experience, with concern places like St Kilda Hill and Barkly Street are being overlooked.
· Strong, consistent call for an explicit commitment to locally native vegetation (including new plantings), with concerns about exotic species (such as palms) offering poor ecological value, limited shade, and long‑term failure in challenging, man‑made landscapes.
· Broad support for “greener is better” outcomes where planting increases shade, reduces heat along the foreshore, improves biodiversity, and uses species suited to local soil, climate, and historic wetland conditions.

“Tree’s Indigenous to the area would be great.”

“The greener the better. Do not forget St Kilda Hill and Barkly Street.”

Other feedback (incl. Outside of scope)
We received 9 comments that fell into other categories, including things that were outside of the scope of this project. This includes comments about:
· Concern about unequal investment, with calls for more greening and development in lower‑resourced areas of Port Phillip, not just higher socio‑economic neighbourhoods.
· Strong support for adding more green and shade in urban areas, with openness to diverse solutions such as vines on structures where large trees are not practical.
· Feedback that some current approaches (such as compacted surfaces or dark materials) can worsen heat, damage turf, and look messy if not well designed.
· Calls for better soil depth and tree planting to support healthy growth and reduce long‑term maintenance and replacement costs.
· Concerns about footpath quality and safety, noting uneven surfaces, cracking, and trip hazards that depend heavily on good installation and detailing.
[bookmark: _Toc225760692]Differences in feedback across genders 
Keeping in mind the small overall number of responses, feedback themes were largely consistent across genders, with no clear differences in priorities identified. 
[bookmark: _Toc225760693]Next steps
[bookmark: _Toc225760694]All feedback from this engagement will be considered alongside other important factors, such as cost, practicality, technical requirements, and expert advice. This balanced approach will help ensure the final plan delivers the best possible outcome for the community, the environment, and Council.
[bookmark: _Toc225760695]At this stage the proposed Urban Forest Precinct Plan for Albert Park and Middle Park will be presented to Council for endorsement in June 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc225760696]Thank you to all the community members and groups who participated provided feedback.


[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Female (woman or girl)	Male (man or boy)	Non-binary	I’d prefer not to say	I use a different term (please specify)	7	1	0	2	0	70.0%	10.0%	0.0%	20.0%	0.0%	


[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

Albert Park	Balaclava	Elwood	Melbourne	Middle Park	Port Melbourne	Ripponlea	South Melbourne	Southbank	St Kilda	St Kilda East	St Kilda West	Windsor	Prefer not to say	Other, please specify	0	0	0	1	5	0	1	1	0	1	0	0	0	0	0	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	11.1%	55.6%	0.0%	11.1%	11.1%	0.0%	11.1%	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	


[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

5 - 11	12 - 14	15 - 17	18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 49	50 - 59	60 - 69	70 - 84	85 and over	I'd prefer not to say	0	0	0	1	1	4	1	2	0	0	1	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	10.0%	10.0%	40.0%	10.0%	20.0%	0.0%	0.0%	10.0%	


[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]

I live in Albert Park/Middle Park	I work or run a business in Albert Park/Middle Park	I travel through Albert Park/Middle Park	I park my vehicle in Albert Park/Middle Park	I have no connection to Albert Park/Middle Park	Other	5	0	1	0	0	4	50.0%	0.0%	10.0%	0.0%	0.0%	40.0%	


[CELLRANGE]
[PERCENTAGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[PERCENTAGE]
[CELLRANGE]
[PERCENTAGE]
Yes	No	Not sure	6	4	0	6	4	0	
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