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Privacy
Capire Consulting Group and any person(s) acting on our behalf is committed to protecting privacy and personally identifiable information by meeting our responsibilities under the Victorian Privacy Act 1988 and the Australian Privacy Principles 2014 as well as relevant industry codes of ethics and conduct.
For the purpose of program delivery, and on behalf of our clients, we collect personal information from individuals, such as e-mail addresses, contact details, demographic data and program feedback to enable us to facilitate participation in consultation activities. We follow a strict procedure for the collection, use, disclosure, storage and destruction of personal information. Any information we collect is stored securely on our server for the duration of the program and only disclosed to our client or the program team. Written notes from consultation activities are manually transferred to our server and disposed of securely.
Comments recorded during any consultation activities are faithfully transcribed however not attributed to individuals. Diligence is taken to ensure that any comments or sensitive information does not become personally identifiable in our reporting, or at any stage of the program.
Capire operates an in-office server with security measures that include, but are not limited to, password protected access, restrictions to sensitive data and the encrypted transfer of data.
For more information about the way we collect information, how we use, store and disclose information as well as our complaints procedure, please see www.capire.com.au or telephone (03) 9285 9000.

Consultation
Unless otherwise stated, all feedback documented by Capire Consulting Group and any person(s) acting on our behalf is written and/or recorded during our program/consultation activities.
Capire staff and associates take great care while transcribing participant feedback but unfortunately cannot guarantee the accuracy of all notes. We are however confident that we capture the full range of ideas, concerns and views expressed during our consultation activities.
Unless otherwise noted, the views expressed in our work represent those of the participants and not necessarily those of our consultants or our clients.
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Executive summary
Project overview
The City of Melbourne (CoM) Heritage Strategy aims to protect the city’s heritage buildings, places, and objects to celebrate and preserve its cultural significance. As the current strategy, developed in 2013, reaches its conclusion, the new strategy will focus on a people-centred approach to identifying, acknowledging, sharing and protecting the city’s diverse traditions, memories, places, and objects.
CoM prepared the Heritage People and Place Discussion Paper (Discussion Paper) to initiate a conversation with the community and other stakeholders. The Discussion Paper outlines potential approaches to addressing emerging challenges and opportunities, and feedback received will help guide the development of a new heritage strategy (Draft Heritage Strategy 2025). 
The Discussion Paper explores how heritage can positively address various urban pressures and changes CoM faces. It suggests adopting a people-centred approach across different focus areas that prioritises community involvement and values people’s relationship with places. 
The key aspects of a people-centred approach include: 
recognising the significance of place due to their connection with people 
empowering community to shape cultural heritage 
encouraging diverse community involvement while respecting expert knowledge. 
The Discussion Paper explores how a people-centred heritage framework could be implemented through Five (5) Focus Areas, including: 
Reflecting Aboriginal heritage: acknowledging and celebrating the central role of Aboriginal history which links to all other focus areas in the paper.
Heritage interpretation: better understanding the city's heritage, its heritage places, and values by creating experiences that connect people with the place's stories. 
Heritage, urban change and the economy: accommodating growth and change while ensuring that Melbourne’s distinctive places remain a prominent feature of its evolution and ongoing economic prosperity. 
Heritage and climate change: adapting to climate change and providing environmentally sustainable heritage buildings and places for people to live, work and enjoy. 
Innovative heritage planning and processes: exploring the future of heritage protection, alternative processes that enable more community involvement, and how the heritage of different parts of the community can be better understood and protected. 
Engagement approach
A range of promotional, communication, and engagement tools were utilised to ensure COM’s residents, businesses, government agencies, industry partners, and other relevant stakeholders had a chance to share their ideas and feedback.
The engagement activities occurred for a little over four weeks, with an online survey open from 20 February to the 19 March 2024. There were five (5) workshops (4 in-person and 1 online) held with peak bodies, general community, industry professionals, resident groups and historical societies to have a deeper discussion about the ideas proposed in the Discussion Paper.
Several submissions were received from institutions, individuals and activist groups in relation to the Discussion Paper. 
This report presents findings and insights from all feedback received during the community engagement period. 
The CoM has separately engaged with Traditional Owners, the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Corporation and Bunurong Land Council Aboriginal Corporation and will continue to do so as the new Strategy is developed.
Engagement outcomes
A total of 216 participants provided feedback. Most survey participants were residents and workers in the COM, with the majority of the participants aged between 20-49 years.
The following is a summary of the feedback received from all engagement methods for each of the five Focus Areas. Further details of the summaries can be found under the sections of each Focus Area in this report. 
Reflecting Aboriginal heritage	
Participants expressed the need for CoM to centralise Aboriginal culture, heritage and knowledge into heritage planning and change standard approaches.
Participants supported CoM acknowledging Aboriginal cultural heritage in the city through public art, exhibitions and performances, the design of public spaces, onsite interpretation boards and community events.
Participants had a strong awareness of the listed examples of the work CoM is doing to acknowledge and celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage in our city and highlighted other examples of relevant projects including: 
Yulungah App and walking tours 
support of Yirramboi and Rising festivals
Stolen Generations marker
Colours of our Country project
Floating wetlands project
Town Hall Commons project.
Workshop participants highlighted:
the need for meaningful engagement with Traditional Owners and the importance of truth telling (for example the ‘forgotten’ stories about dispossession 
the need to undertake deep research to record this information, and mapping as a useful tool
the need to provide Traditional Owners with more opportunities to influence the built environment and planning controls.
Heritage interpretation
Feedback received across the engagement called for CoM to consider the importance of intangible heritage.  
Key methods identified for how CoM should explore engaging with diverse voices included: meeting with community groups, through events, and via social media and engagement activities for children and young people. 
CoM could lead by example with heritage interpretation by acknowledging:
the importance of layered interpretation such as including multiple people and groups' stories related to place
the importance of nuance in heritage interpretation, particularly cross-cultural interpretations for example in relation to CoM’s transient population.
Participants outlined who was important to involve in heritage and the ways this participatory involvement could be conveyed. 
The appointment of a City Historian was strongly supported, to draw together information. 
There were also comments for CoM to invest additional funding to uncover peoples stories.
Heritage, urban change and the economy 
Most survey participants (81%) either strongly disagreed (43%) or disagreed (38%) with the statement "the City of Melbourne provides the right balance between heritage protection and new development". 
The main reasons for disagreement included:
There is a sense that new developments have ‘spoiled’ the city and have not taken into context the surrounding built environment. 
Many had issues with the quality of new developments and a perception of missed opportunities for placemaking and integration. 
There were concerns regarding developers ‘winning out’ over residents and passionate community members advocating for the protection of heritage buildings and culturally significant locations.
There is a need for enhanced protections and acknowledgement of places of significance related to Aboriginal culture. Examples were shared for how to build knowledge amongst the community about stories as well as places.
Many participants commented on the need for stronger heritage protection that includes more than just the façade, such as notable interiors.
Conversely, a few felt that heritage protection is having negative impacts on housing opportunities, and that this balance needs to be addressed. 
Of those survey participants who agreed (12%) or strongly agreed (2%):
A few participants acknowledged the difficulties in balancing new and old buildings.
A few participants expressed that they felt CoM is progressive and had taken a greater focus on protecting heritage in recent years.
The following summary relates to feedback gathered during the workshops. 
Whilst a few participants raised concerns that heritage buildings aren’t being adequately protected (e.g., through VCAT decisions), others stated that CoM needs to allow for more change to account for population growth. 
To preserve cultural richness, participants felt that urban living should be accessible to people of different socio-economic backgrounds to create a city for everyone.
Participants supported opportunities for adaptive re-use and outlined benefits. It was suggested CoM could promote case studies of successful adaptive re-use projects. 
Many participants emphasised that developments are not a hinderance to heritage but rather contribute to the evolving story of CoMs’ built environment. 
Participants expressed a desire for the value of heritage to be better acknowledged. These values included economic, cultural, social and intangible benefits. Additionally, participants highlighted that heritage buildings bring people into the CBD and contribute to the knowledge economy.
Heritage and Climate Change
45% of survey participants acknowledged that they would be in support of CoM not requiring planning permits for visible solar panels on local heritage places, given their positive impact on the environment. In comparison, 23% voted ‘no’ to supporting this, given the disruption of panels on the character of heritage streetscapes, and a further 15% opposed them due to their impacts on the appearance of a heritage building. 
When asked to indicate their level of agreement with the statement ‘In addition to solar panels, other changes should be permitted to heritage places to improve their environmental sustainability’, 37% survey respondents ‘strongly agreed’ that permits shouldn’t be required for these improvements, with slightly less (31%) agreeing. 12% of respondents were indifferent, neither agreeing nor disagreeing. 
Most survey participants agreed (68%, strongly agreed and agreed) that more changes to heritage places should be allowed if they are done so sustainability. 
The following summary is related to feedback gathered at workshops. 
The topic of solar panels generated a mix of responses at workshops. Many participants recognised the benefits of having solar panels and their role in the environment. 
The majority of participants agreed that there is room for CoM to allow for flexibility so that heritage places can operate more sustainably. A few argued that permit processes serve as a check and balance to prevent visual clutter and maintain the city’s character.
There were a number of suggestions on how buildings can be adapted to be more sustainable while honouring the heritage of the building. Participants were in support of CoM providing information and offering support for owners to future retrofit heritage buildings.
Innovative heritage planning and processes
45% of survey participants considered ‘building interiors’ as the least recognised/celebrated form of heritage in CoM, followed by ‘places of significance to multicultural communities’ (39%). 
A slightly smaller number of survey participants (35%) considered ‘intangible heritage’ and ‘landscape or natural heritage’ as the least recognised/celebrated heritage in CoM, with ‘Aboriginal heritage’ following closely at 34%. 
An equal number of survey participants (23%) were either against flexibility in heritage policies or were okay with it as long as it resulted in more affordable housing, and a further 22% were in favour of flexibility if it allowed for the continuation or expansion for traditional use. 
Workshop participants highlighted the importance of understanding a place's significance and historical use was highlighted, with an emphasis on the need to challenge the limited knowledge of history and educate future generations on the value of heritage sites. 
Important benefits of heritage
Survey participants identified city identity (22%) and the character of local places (22%) as the two most important benefits of heritage. Cultural uses (5%) and personal connections (2%) received the least support with a few stating there was no benefit in the open-ended response.
Next steps
CoM will seek to engage with its community, Traditional Owners and other relevant stakeholders as it moves through all stages of the development of a new Heritage Strategy.
The feedback gathered will help inform the preparation of the Draft Heritage Strategy, which will be considered by the Future Melbourne Committee in 2024. 
Future engagement on the Draft Heritage Strategy will lead to the development of the Final Heritage Strategy in 2025, including an implementation plan with agreed actions and timeframes.  



Table of Contents
Executive summary	4
Table of Contents	8
1.	Introduction	9
1.1.	Report purpose	9
1.2.	Engagement objectives	9
1.3.	Limitations	10
2.	Engagement approach	11
2.1.	Promotion	11
2.2.	Engagement activities	11
3.	Survey participants demographics	13
3.1.	Gender	13
3.2.	Age	13
3.3.	Representation	14
3.4.	Connection to the City of Melbourne	14
3.5.	Suburb	15
3.6.	Previous consultation	15
3.7.	Motivation to participate	16
4.	Findings	17
4.1.	Connection to City of Melbourne Heritage	17
4.2.	Important benefits of heritage	18
4.3.	Focus Area 1: Reflecting Aboriginal heritage	19
4.4.	Focus Area 2: Heritage interpretation	22
4.5.	Focus Area 3: Heritage, urban change and the economy	24
4.6.	Focus Area 4: Heritage and climate change	27
4.7.	Focus Area 5: Innovative heritage planning and processes	30
4.8.	Additional feedback	33
5.	Next steps	35
6.	Appendix	36
6.1.	Appendix B: Survey questions	36

[bookmark: _Toc166774132]Introduction
The City of Melbourne (CoM) Heritage Strategy aims to protect the city’s heritage buildings, places, and objects to celebrate and preserve its cultural significance. As the current strategy, developed in 2013, reaches its conclusion, a new Heritage Strategy is being prepared. It will focus on a people-centred approach to identifying, acknowledging, sharing and protecting the city’s diverse traditions, memories, places, and objects.
CoM prepared the Heritage People and Place Discussion Paper (Discussion Paper) to initiate a conversation with the community and other stakeholders on this new approach. The paper outlines potential ways of addressing emerging challenges and opportunities, and feedback received will help guide the development of a new Heritage Strategy.
The Discussion Paper explores how heritage can positively address various urban pressures and changes the City is facing. It suggests adopting a people-centred approach across different focus areas that prioritises community involvement and values people’s relationship with places. 
The key aspects of a people-centred approach include: 
· recognising the significance of place due to their connection with people 
· empowering community to shape cultural heritage 
· encouraging diverse community involvement while respecting expert knowledge. 
The Discussion Paper explores how a people-centred heritage framework could be implemented through Five (5) Focus Areas, including: 
1. Reflecting Aboriginal heritage: acknowledging and celebrating the central role of Aboriginal history which links to all other focus areas in the paper.
2. Heritage interpretation: better understanding the city's heritage, its heritage places, and values by creating experiences that connect people with the place's stories. 
3. Heritage, urban change and the economy: accommodating growth and change while ensuring that Melbourne’s distinctive places remain a prominent feature of its evolution and ongoing economic prosperity. 
4. Heritage and climate change: adapting to climate change and providing environmentally sustainable heritage buildings and places for people to live, work and enjoy. 
5. Innovative heritage planning and processes: exploring the future of heritage protection, alternative processes that enable more community involvement, and how the heritage of different parts of the community can be better understood and protected. 
[bookmark: _Toc166774133]Report purpose
This report outlines the engagement findings gathered during community consultation from 20 February to 19 March 2024. It provides an overview of the stakeholders the CoM consulted with during this period and highlights the main themes identified in the feedback received. This feedback will inform the new Draft Heritage Strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc166774134]Engagement objectives 
The engagement objectives shaped the engagement questions and activities. The engagement objectives were to: 
· Understand what aspects of heritage are valued by the community. 
· Understand how the community would like to see heritage both protected, managed and celebrated by Council. 
· Speak with diverse members of the community in addition to the typical stakeholders (such as historical groups) to get a broader picture of community sentiment on heritage. 
· Inform the community about how heritage plays a role in the city’s economy and climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
[bookmark: _Toc166774135]Limitations 
While every effort was made to make the engagement period as successful as possible, it is acknowledged that some limitations and constraints exist, including: 
· Capire has reported on information documented by participants and interpreted it to represent their views as closely as possible. 
· All feedback received through the engagement program and included in this report has been summarised to reflect key themes. This report analyses and presents data under key themes reflecting issues frequently raised; it does not provide details of all qualitative feedback provided by participants. 

[bookmark: _Toc166774136]Engagement approach 
A range of promotional, communication, and engagement tools were utilised to ensure CoM’s residents, businesses, government agencies, industry partners, and other relevant stakeholders had a chance to share their ideas and feedback. This section details the engagement promotion and delivery approach.
[bookmark: _Toc166774137]Promotion 
The following methods were used to promote the project: 
Participate Melbourne webpage was a central location for all public information about the project. The webpage introduced the Discussion Paper, promoted the consultation events, hosted the survey, the frequently asked questions (FAQs), and downloadable links to various Heritage Strategy-related content. 
The webpage is available at https://participate.melbourne.vic.gov.au/heritage-strategy.
Postcards promoting the project and engagement were handed out at CoM Neighbourhood Survey pop ups and distributed to local businesses and facilities. 
Social media included paid social media advertising that promoted the project and encouraged people to provide feedback via the online survey or attending a workshop.   
Online news articles were published through CoM newsletters to promote the start and conclusion of the engagement period. 
Targeted invitations were sent to identified stakeholders and community groups to ensure that they were informed and encouraged to participate.  
[bookmark: _Toc166774138]Engagement activities 
Figure 1 illustrates the webpage statistics from Participate Melbourne Heritage Strategy page for the duration of the engagement. Table 1 outlines the engagement activities delivered to collect feedback from the community and stakeholders and the number of participants who engaged in each activity. 
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VIEWS
7,059
VISITS
5,826
SURVEY CONTRIBUTORS 
175




Figure 1. Webpage statistics via the Participate Melbourne Heritage Strategy 

Table 1. Engagement activites
	Engagement activity 
	Date(s) and location(s)
	Participation 

	[image: Customer review outline]Survey: An online survey was open for the duration of the engagement period. The survey prompted participants to provide feedback on current approaches taken by CoM in relation to the five Focus Areas, and input on important benefits of heritage and areas that Council should consider when implementing the new strategy. The findings of the survey are illustrated in the next section of the report. 
Note: See the Appendix for survey questions. 

	Open from 20 February until 19 March 2024

Hosted on the Participate Melbourne website. 
	175 participants

	[image: Meeting outline]Workshops: There were five (5) workshops (4 in-person and 1 online) held with peak bodies, communities, property owners/ developers and historical societies to have a deeper discussion about the ideas proposed in the Discussion Paper.
	Workshop #1 – Peak bodies (in-person) 
Workshops #2 – Community (in-person) 
Workshop #3 – Retrofit workshop – Industry Professionals (in-person) 
Workshop #4 – Historical societies and Residents Groups (in-person)
Workshops #5 – Community (online)
	41 participants

	[image: Person with idea outline]Individual submissions: Several submissions were received from institutions, individuals and activist groups in relation to the Discussion Paper. The feedback received is highlighted throughout the report. 
	There was no request for submissions, however, the project team received submissions directly via email throughout the engagement period. 
	7 submissions 






[bookmark: _Toc166774139]Survey participants demographics
The following section outlines the demographic data of survey participants. Note the workshops did not seek demographic information. 
[bookmark: _Toc166774140]Gender
Figure 2 illustrates that more than half (55%) of survey participants identified as male, 41% as female, and a small number identified as “Other” (4%). 

Figure 2. Participants gender identity (n = 166)
[bookmark: _Toc166774141]Age
Approximately half of the participants were between the ages of 25 to 44 (57%). The most represented age group were 35 to 39 (16%). 
The least represented age groups, falling under 1%, were 15-19, 75-79, 80-84 and 85 and over (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Participants age (n = 160)



[bookmark: _Toc166774142]Representation 
Figure 4 illustrates the identified groups of participants, noting that participants could select multiple responses that apply. 
The highest represented group were people from the LGBTQIA+ community (24%), followed by participants born overseas (19%). International students and Aboriginal people were the least represented (1% respectively). 
Languages spoken other than English, selected by participants included: 
4 Heritage, People and Place Discussion Paper 2024, City of Melbourne [image: ]
· Arabic 
· Chinese
· French 
· Greek
· Harari
· Indonesian
· Italian 
· Mandarin
· Punjabi 
· Russian
· Somali
· Spanish. 



Figure 4. Participants representation (n = 197)
[bookmark: _Toc166774143]Connection to the City of Melbourne 
Participants were asked to identify what best describes their connection to the CoM project. The most common responses were from residents (44%) and workers (30%) (Figure 5). 
The least common responses were ‘prefer not to say’ (3%) and ‘own a business’ (1%). Several responses outlined multiple points of connection to the CoM under “other” (e.g. resident and business owner). 
“Other” connections included:
· interest in history 
· family connection
· historian. 

Figure 5. Participants connection to the CoM (n = 174)
[bookmark: _Toc166774144]Suburb
Most participants are connected through the CBD (35%) followed by Carlton (16%) and outside the CoM (16%) (Figure 6). 
There were several participants who indicated “Other” suburbs of connection (16%), including places outside of Melbourne, such as Sydney, New Zealand and Tokyo. 
Figure 6. Participants suburb of connection (live/work/own a business/study/visit) to this project (n = 168)
[bookmark: _Hlk161930079][bookmark: _Toc166774145]Previous consultation
Figure 7 illustrates the engagement history of participants with CoM. Most participants (48%) had not participated in a CoM consultation before, followed by those who had participated one or twice (30%), and those who particular regularly (14%). 
Figure 7. Previous CoM consultation (n = 170)
[bookmark: _Toc166774146]Motivation to participate 
Figure 8 shows the most common motivation for participating in the consultation was ‘having a say and contributing to the future of the city’ (58%), followed by ‘this project directly impacts me’ (30%) and ‘saw the project on social media’ (27%). 
The least common responses were ‘passing by/approached by CoM’ (2%) and ‘saw the project on media’ (1%). 
Responses under “Other” included: 
· email from another source 
· through a community group or organisation 
· CoM resident.  

Figure 8. Motivation to participate (n = 263)
[bookmark: _Toc166774147]Findings 

Sections 4.1 to 4.8 include information from the workshops, surveys and individual submissions (submission). Table 2 outlines the engagement activities included under each theme. Each theme is summarised under ‘survey results’ and ‘workshop findings’ where applicable. Submissions have been integrated under the relevant themes, reflecting in the sub heading and annotated accordingly. Quotes are recorded verbatim. 
[bookmark: _Hlk165545102]
Table 2. Engagement activities included in each theme
	Theme 
	Engagement Activities included 

	4.1 Connection to City of Melbourne Heritage 
	Survey participants 

	4.2 Important benefits of heritage 
	Survey participants

	4.3 Focus Area 1: Reflecting Aboriginal heritage 
	Survey, workshop participants and submissions

	4.4 Focus Area 2: Heritage interpretation
	Survey, workshop participants and submissions

	4.5 Focus Area 3: Heritage, urban change and the economy 
	Survey, workshop participants and submissions

	4.6 Focus Area 4: Heritage and climate change
	Survey, workshop participants and submissions

	4.7 Focus Area 5: Innovative heritage planning and processes 
	Survey, workshop participants and submissions

	4.8 Additional feedback
	Survey participants



[bookmark: _Toc166774148]Connection to City of Melbourne Heritage 
Survey results
Survey participants were asked to indicate their connection to CoM heritage. Note participants could select all that applied. 
Figure 9 show most participants (73%) indicated an interest in heritage in the CoM, with over half (59%) being visitors to heritage buildings and/or places and one per cent Traditional Owners. 
“Other” responses included: 
· local resident and/or business owner
· work and/or study heritage 
· work as an architect, town planner or historian 
· member of a history society.

Figure 9. Participants connection to heritage places in the CoM (n = 335)
[bookmark: _Toc166774149]Important benefits of heritage 
Survey results
Survey participants were asked a question on the most important benefits of heritage. Participants could select up to three benefits. 
Figure 10 shows that city identity (22%) and the character of local places (22%) were the two common benefits selected by participants. Cultural uses (5%) and personal connections (2%) received the least support (Figure 10). 
Two percent (2%) of participants selected “Other” in response. Most participants who selected “Other” noted this was due to ‘none’ not being an option. A couple of participants commented that heritage protections can have negative outcomes for housing supply, community needs and environmental impacts. 
 “Other” responses included:
· continuity of history 
· learnings from the past to inform the future
· architectural beauty
· none – heritage was described as a disbenefit.
"Understanding our past equips us to understand and deal with the future.” – survey participant
“None. Heritage protections reduce housing supply, increase homelessness and increases carbon emission by forcing new developments to green fields.” – survey participant 

Figure 10. Most important benefits of heritage (n = 450). Note several participants who selected "other" described a disbenefit
[bookmark: _Toc166774150]Focus Area 1: Reflecting Aboriginal heritage 
The engagement sought feedback on existing initiatives CoM is undertaking to celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage, and other ways CoM should celebrate Aboriginal heritage.
Submitters, survey and workshop participants heavily supported centralising Aboriginal culture, heritage and knowledge to Melbourne’s heritage planning. Participants outlined the importance of meaningful engagement, truth-telling and engaging in deep research with Traditional Owners and Aboriginal groups. 
Survey Results 
Survey participants were asked to identify how CoM should acknowledge Aboriginal cultural heritage in the city. 
Participants could select as many options as they like. Public art (54%), exhibitions and performances (50%) received the most support (Figure 11). 
The next most common responses were through the design of public spaces (47%), onsite interpretation boards (46%) and community events (45%). Social media (19%) and mobile apps (14%) received the least support.
 “Other” suggestions included:
· authentic engagement with Traditional Owners
· place names
· truth-telling 
· permanent museum or display 
· establishing a register and providing legal protection for places and objects of significance. 

Figure 11. Acknowledging and celebrating Aboriginal cultural heritage (n = 771)
Survey participants were asked about their awareness of CoM’s work to acknowledge and celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage in our city. Note participants could select more than one option and 15 participants did not select any of the options provided.
Figure 12 illustrates that approximately a third of participants had knowledge of Mapping Aboriginal Melbourne (37%), Greenline Master Plan (31%) or Narrm Ngarrgu Library and Family Services (30%). Nine per cent (9%) of participants selected “Other” which was primarily chosen by those who were not aware of the initiatives. 
“Other” responses included:
· Yalinguth App and walking tours 
· support of Yirramboi and Rising festivals
· Stolen Generations marker
· Colours of our Country project
· Floating wetlands project
· Town Hall Commons project.


Figure 12. Knowledge of existing work CoM is doing to celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage (n = 188)
Workshop results 
Workshop participants were asked to reflect on how CoM can lead by example with Aboriginal heritage. Responses focused on meaningful engagement and truth-telling, undertaking ‘deep’ research and the ability for Traditional Owners to influence the built environment. One submission expressed their organisation’s intention to align with the key ideas under this Focus Area, by considering the principal framework to complement and enrich their existing strategy work.
Meaningful Engagement and Truth-telling 
Participants highlighted the importance of authentic engagement with Traditional Owners and various Aboriginal groups and organisations to ensure CoM hears from various perspectives, including what participants described as modern mob community perspectives. 
Participants also outlined the importance of telling the ‘forgotten’ stories such as stories of dispossession. A few participants commented on the role of historic colonial buildings in dispossession.
 Other suggestions for CoM to consider included: 
· Embrace challenging and nuanced conversations and histories.
· Use online and in-person engagement tools, to embrace those who have difficulties with technology.
· Listen to Traditional Owners and Aboriginal groups, relay this information to community and make it visible (e.g. at festivals or guided walks). 
· Don’t make assumptions; there are positive stories in Aboriginal culture.

· Compensate and support Traditional Owners and local groups for their time. 


Deep Research
Participants discussed the importance of ‘deep’ research and ways to record this information. There was a significant number of participants who mentioned mapping as a useful tool that the CoM was using. Other suggestions for CoM to consider included to:
· Create a database of Aboriginal history (e.g. record oral histories, landmarks, meeting areas, burial sites, flora and fauna).
· Ensure the database can be updated easily.
· Consider apps with information (e.g. similar to what has been done for significant trees).
· Promote and celebrate existing work CoM is doing, potentially through case studies (e.g. Mapping Aboriginal Melbourne).
Built Environment and Planning Controls 
Other comments by participants focused on Traditional Owner’s influence on the built environment and inclusion in planning controls. A participant suggested that CoM review how Aboriginal heritage is represented in the planning scheme. 
Several other participants mirrored this sentiment and emphasised the importance of more policies for Aboriginal heritage. Other ideas for CoM to consider included:
· rewilding to restore native habitat and wildlife 
· including and maintaining Aboriginal signage (e.g. panels, plaques, audio clips) 
· involving Traditional Owners in CoM urban planning and architecture. 
"Tell multiple stories at the same place. You are always on Country" - workshop participant 
"The historic map of the landscape was great" - workshop participant
"Deep research, 'real' meaningful consultation, embrace the difficult and challenging” - workshop participant
[bookmark: _Toc166774151]Focus Area 2: Heritage interpretation 
Building knowledge of the value of heritage sites within the community is necessary to ensure these sites remain meaningful and supported. Heritage interpretation, which relies on sharing stories that form a connection, can strengthen the bond between people and heritage. Feedback received across the engagement activities called for CoM to also consider the importance of intangible heritage. There was also strong support from both survey and workshop participants for a City Historian. This section provides details on the community groups CoM should engage with and how, and other history to record. It also outlines how the information should be relayed and presented. 
Survey results
Survey participants were asked to indicate the methods CoM should use to engage with diverse voices in the community, to capture untold stories. Note survey participants could select all options that apply. 
Survey participants identified meeting with community groups (56%), events (49%), social media and engagement activities for children and young people (35% equally) as key methods CoM should use to engage (figure 13). 
“Other” responses included:
· use heritage places for storytelling (e.g. exhibitions that include photographs, digital and experimental art)
· hire professionals to engage with community groups who are underrepresented in culturally safe ways
· hire a City Historian to create ongoing resources
· collate more information including sponsoring research projects, revisiting archives and recording oral histories.

Figure 13. CoM engagement with diverse voices in the community (n = 442)
Workshop results 
Participants outlined how CoM could lead by example with heritage interpretation. There was a strong focus on the importance of layered interpretation such as including multiple peoples and groups' stories in place. Participants emphasised the importance of nuance in heritage interpretation, particularly cross-cultural interpretations. This was highlighted multiple times in relation to CoM’s transient population.
Participants outlined who was important to involve in heritage and the ways this participatory involvement could be conveyed. Participants suggested CoM employ a City Historian to draw together information in alignment with findings from the survey. There were also comments for CoM to invest additional funding to uncover peoples stories. 
Other suggestions included:
· engaging with Traditional Owners knowledge and truth-telling
· ongoing engagement with multicultural communities (e.g. new migrants stories) 
· providing information in multiple languages
· engaging groups whose heritage doesn't tie closely to significant built fabric (e.g. LGBTQIA+) 
· incorporating both business and residents’ history 
· considering the history of fashion, food/pubs, contested sites 
· viewing buildings and developments in context rather than in isolation
· co-locating stories, letting them sit side by side without forming conclusions 
· considering a thematic approach for interpretation, linking with other Councils
· ensuring the stories are easily understood without context 
· considering broader interpretation methodologies other than plaques and signage
· being creative but overt 
· having visual representations of the layers of change over time on significant sites 
· rewriting existing historical statements of significance to include more nuance.
"Try to ensure that the stories that we tell are relevant to the demographic/transient population" - workshop participant
"Melbourne has had waves of immigration, there Is a multicultural history to tell" - workshop participant 
[bookmark: _Toc165542772][bookmark: _Toc166774152]Focus Area 3: Heritage, urban change and the economy 
Celebrated for its multiculturalism and historic assets (precincts, streets, buildings etc.), Melbourne is considered a vital economic hub for Victoria and Australia. Preserving heritage boosts cultural tourism, fosters pride in unique places, and supports heritage skills and trades. This section provides an overview of participant perspectives on new development, tourism and the benefits of adaptive re-use.
Survey and submission Results
Survey participants were asked to use a slider to indicate their level of agreement with the statement "the City of Melbourne provides the right balance between heritage protection and new development". Most participants (81%) disagreed with the statement (strongly disagreed 43% and disagreed 38%). Participants were also asked to describe why they agreed or disagreed.
The main reasons for disagreement included the following sentiments:
· There is a sense that new developments have ‘spoiled’ the city and have not taken into context the surrounding built environment. Many commented on issues with the quality of new developments and missed opportunities for placemaking and integration. 
‘Many significant beautiful buildings knocked down to be replaced by cheaply made eyesores, at the expense of our environment, these buildings should be protected’ - survey participant
· There were concerns regarding developers ‘winning out’ over residents and passionate community members advocating for the protection of heritage buildings and culturally significant locations.  
· One submission emphasised this point, suggesting that CoM should find the balance between new development and heritage. 
· It was suggested that CoM can find the right balance by focusing on representing the community and its voices and upholding its responsibilities in maintaining State, National and one World Heritage-listed places - submission. 
‘We must commit to what we have already built, maintain those buildings which are heritage listed as community environments. Deepen the history via engagement rather than erasing and starting a new, this must be community driven rather than the function of gentrification.’ - survey participant
· Places of significance related to Aboriginal culture were mentioned a number of times, particularly the need for enhanced protections and acknowledgement.
· To build knowledge of Aboriginal culture, it was suggested that CoM establish a program for new immigrants and international students to perceive, understand, and learn about Aboriginal culture and heritage - submission. 
· Another suggestion included embedding Aboriginal stories, places, people and symbols in the centre and making it easy for the public to identify - submission. 
“There are important Aboriginal places in South Yarra and Melbourne and they should be identified and explained on site (with pictures if possible) so people will understand what went on here before colonisation. Over the last 50 years or more developers and those with money have been the winners, not our heritage. This needs to change.” - survey participant
‘New developments must all take significant steps towards the recognition of Indigenous culture, land and Lore’ - survey participant
· A few survey participants commented on the need for stronger heritage protection that includes more than just the façade.
· Concerns were raised about the potential destruction of notable interiors that have yet to be located and listed. It was suggested that CoM consider this a priority - submission. 
‘The recent heritage guidelines are very good, but they should require more substantial setbacks.’ - survey participant
‘Having a building with the facade kept is not enough. Sometime the heritage is inside the building and light helps protect the heritage of the initial design of a building and its light.’ - survey participant
‘Where facadism has become an acceptable form of development, leaving only the very husk of heritage buildings’ - survey participant
· Conversely, many felt that heritage protection is having negative impacts on housing opportunities, and that this balance needs to be addressed. 
‘Heritage protection is being abused to stifle development of much-needed housing’ - survey participant
‘Obscene heritage protection that is destroying livability of Melbourne - which is our true heritage.’ - survey participant
‘There is ample economic evidence on the costs of planning restrictions such as heritage. It has been proven that such restrictions reduce the supply of housing, increase housing costs, increase homelessness and increase carbon emissions by pushing Melbourne’s growing population out to greenfield developments.’ - survey participant
Of those who agreed with the statement (12%), or strongly agreed (2%), comments related predominately to the following:
· A few participants acknowledged the difficulties in balancing new and old buildings.
· A few participants commented that they felt CoM is progressive and has taken a greater focus on protecting heritage in recent years.

Figure 13. Level of agreement on Heritage protection (n = 163) 
Workshop results 
Workshop discussions focused on how CoM can lead by example with heritage, urban change and the economy. There was a mix of perspectives regarding how CoM can provide the right balance between new development and heritage protection in the workshops.   
Participants raised concerns that heritage buildings aren’t being adequately protected (e.g. through VCAT decisions), while others stated that CoM needs to allow for more change to account for population growth (one participant suggested the removal of heritage overlays on terrace houses). Participants also highlighted that CoM is committed to cultural and economic diversity. Therefore, to preserve cultural richness, participants stated urban living should be accessible to people of different socio-economic backgrounds to create a city for everyone.
A common suggestion was to support opportunities for adaptive re-use; participants outlined some of the benefits including: 
· retention of height limits (e.g. to reduce wind tunnels)
· retention of architecture and character 
· buildings providing space for commercial use and/or housing (where appropriate).
Participants suggested CoM could showcase these benefits by promoting case studies of successful adaptive re-use projects. 
A few participants also raised concerns that there is a false narrative that heritage is anti-development. these participants were eager to clarify this narrative, stating that development has and continues to be part of the evolving story of CoMs’ built environment. 
More broadly, participants expressed a desire for the value of heritage to be better acknowledged. These values included economic, cultural, social and intangible benefits. Additionally, participants highlighted that heritage buildings bring people into the CBD and contribute to the knowledge economy.
Other considerations for CoM included: 
· Promote heritage tourism: through visitor centres, local events alongside tools such as social media. Participants suggested using QR codes in laneways and/or creating a mobile app version of the Mapping Aboriginal Melbourne. 
· Guidance for new developers: on how to preserve CoM character, consider incentives for developers such as land tax, rates and reductions. 
· Draw on existing knowledge by collaborating: with Traditional Owners, multicultural communities and teams such as the CoM Creative Spaces, to develop frameworks that can help guide urban planning and design.
· Maintain heritage streetscapes: through programs with property owners including façade revitalisation.
[bookmark: _Toc166774153]Focus Area 4: Heritage and climate change
Building construction and operation contribute to over two-thirds of energy consumption and emissions in CoM. Therefore, preserving heritage offers an opportunity to combat climate change by conserving the energy and carbon stored in heritage building materials. Retrofitting and adapting heritage buildings produce fewer emissions than demolishing and rebuilding them while enhancing environmental performance and quality of life. This section outlines participant perspectives on how CoM should balance heritage preservation with a climate change response.
Survey results
Survey participants were asked two (2) questions under this focus area.
Figure 14 illustrates that 45% of participants recognised the importance of visible solar panels to the environment and are in support of removing the need for a planning permit. In comparison, 23% disagreed and considered them a disruption to the character of heritage streetscapes, and 15% opposed them due to their impact on the appearance of a heritage building. 
Responses under “Other” leaned towards the ‘No’ response, in favour of permits for checks and balances.


   
Figure 14: Percentage (%) of feedback in relation to planning permits for visible solar panels (n = 175)  
Survey participants were also asked to use a slider to indicate their level of agreement with the statement ‘In addition to solar panels, other changes should be permitted to heritage places to improve their environmental sustainability?’
Figure 15 (below) illustrates the level of agreement among survey participants regarding the proposed changes to not require planning permits for other changes to heritage places with the addition of solar panels. 
A total of 37% ‘strongly agreed’ that more changes should be allowed without a permit if they improved the sustainable operation of a building, and slightly less (31%) ’agreed’. 
A total of 12% of participants were indifferent, neither agreeing nor disagreeing, and 10% ‘strongly disagreed’. The survey question wasn’t open-ended and feedback on why these answers were given is not known. 

[bookmark: _Ref165546204]Figure 15. Percentage (%) of feedback related to the level of agreement on changes on heritage places  (n = 680) 
Workshop feedback 
A few workshop participants expressed that a decade-long strategy was inadequate and that a 25 to 50-year strategy would be beneficial (survey participants also echoed this sentiment). Participants suggested that such a long-term approach will better position CoM to prepare and respond to climate change in the future, through longer-term goals and foresight in planning. 
Participants also emphasised that climate change threats will destroy valuable buildings. Therefore, CoM should oppose systems that don’t consider adaptability for future preservation. 
Other suggested areas of consideration included: 
· emphasising the importance of showing people the value of spaces to deter demolition rather than relying solely on regulations 
· restricting cars and building more apartments, results in people moving closer to the inner city and in return allowing them to see the value of where they live 
· continuing to plant more trees, greenery and Indigenous plants (there was also a suggestion to have flora be considered as heritage) 
· the view that CoM should be relying on Indigenous knowledge and expertise, given the country’s history, as many things have been built that are not appropriate for the land. 
Aligning with the survey results above (Figure 14), the topic of solar panels generated a mix of responses in the workshops. Many workshop participants understood the benefits of having solar panels and their role in the environment. In contrast, a few preferred not to have them due to the impact they would impose on heritage character. Additionally, a few participants were okay with their installation as long as they weren’t visible. 
Another challenge hindering solar panel installation was the limitations on what can be done to the fabric of heritage buildings. The Heritage Overlay requires a planning permit for the installation of visible solar panels. Given the reversibility of installation, a few participants argued that CoM should be lenient and promote visible solar panels on certain buildings. 
Other noted considerations that extend beyond solar panels included:
· double glazing
· greenery (such as trees)
· CoM identifies environmental protection opportunities and supports organisations in improving their sites 
· sustainable building practices (i.e. replacing terrace houses with more energy-efficient apartments leading to a reduction of carbon emissions or reusing and repurposing heritage buildings). 
A few raised concerns that planning rules often overlooked the height impacts from new developments on existing heritage properties such as:
· overshadowing by new buildings, blocking access to daylight and amenities such as skylights and solar panels 
· wind, heat and noise. 
General Flexibility in Heritage Places 
The majority of participants agreed that there is room for CoM to allow for flexibility so that heritage places can operate more sustainably. A few argued that permit processes serve as a check and balance to prevent visual clutter and maintain the city’s character. The following summarises feedback on this topic: 
· Encouraging building retention is the most effective environmentally sustainable option. 
· Sympathetic restoration is essential to preserving heritage while allowing for sustainable alternatives. 
· There is a need to consider the accessibility of the heritage building for it to be inclusive to those with different mobility. 
· Tax breaks could provide incentives for developers to finance the repurposing of existing heritage buildings. 
· Collaboration with City Power is important to incorporate nearby substations into buildings during electrification.
· Adaptability for changes to be reverted to their original position should be allowed.
Retrofitting Melbourne 
There were a number of suggestions on how buildings can be adapted to be more sustainable while honouring the heritage of the building; these included: 
· insulating buildings   
· advocating the preservation of existing buildings due to their embodied carbon value 
· engaging early in consultation and providing permit advice for prospective building purchasers to streamline the preservation process 
· reducing car parking to encourage adaptative reuse (e.g. expanding heritage buildings/streetscapes given the extra space)
· promoting urban forestry policies and incentives for greening older buildings to combat urban heat 
· imposing stricter regulations on building demolition, citing examples from the UK, Germany and Sweden as positive models 
· engaging with heritage professionals to promote modern preservation approaches and encourage broader thinking 
· providing information and support to owners of heritage buildings to reduce the burden of the process 
· ensuring that planning rules should allow for flexibility to account for embodied environmental and carbon impacts; incorporating embodied carbon savings into new development could increase the value of retrofitting.
Retrofitting Challenges 
Participants discussed that while there are many benefits to retrofitting, this process can present unique challenges, including: 
· The cost of insulation or rewiring is challenging to incentivise but necessary for connectivity.
· Obstruction of significant elements prevents the greening of buildings.
· Exterior insulation and plot boundaries are a challenge.
· There is a need for specialist building products (e.g. windows) in heritage style as required.
· Poor thermal enclosure practices, inadequate ventilation, and unhealthy buildings are factors; heritage buildings were made for ventilation, making it challenging to meet modern thermal comfort expectations. 
· Retrofitting may result in only the exterior being retained, leading to issues with thermal comfort and sustainability.
· DDA access is perceived to be problematic in heritage buildings.  
Encouraging Retrofitting 
When participants were asked, what CoM could implement to encourage retrofitting of buildings in a heritage overlay, suggestions included: 
· tax credits and rate reductions as incentives 
· investing in testing strategies to address barriers to retrofitting 
· promoting the adoption of future-proof materials and sustainable practices in retrofitting 
· rewarding sustainability retrofits with incentives for developments  
· establishing a minimum upfront carbon emission target to support heritage retention 
Support for Future Retrofitting 
Participants supported CoM providing information and offering support for owners; the suggested approaches included: 
· increasing the number of heritage consultants or experts in heritage authority 
· providing written information and in a series of easy-to-follow videos in languages other than English 
· online information, with available links to successful retrofit projects and downloadable materials 
· introducing a heritage review panel with experience in sustainable heritage 
· design guides with easy-to-follow instructions. 
[bookmark: _Toc166774154]Focus Area 5: Innovative heritage planning and processes  
Heritage has typically been closely tied to statutory heritage planning and the legal responsibilities of authorities. However, there are numerous ways to acknowledge and celebrate heritage, including unlisted heritage and its role in local character, sense of place, uniqueness, amenity, and community values.
The following section outlines the types of heritage that participants felt were under-represented, the instances in which heritage policies should or should not be more flexible and perspectives on protecting and preserving heritage.
Survey results 
Survey participants were asked two (2) questions under this focus area. 
Figure 16 illustrates that 45% of participants considered ‘building interiors’ as the least recognised/celebrated heritage, followed by ‘places of significance to multicultural communities’ (39%). 
A slightly smaller number of participants (35%) considered ‘intangible heritage’ and ‘landscape or natural heritage’ as the least recognised/celebrated heritage, with ‘Aboriginal heritage’ following closely at 34%. 
Responses under “Other” emphasised social/cultural places of significance, including intangible heritage (e.g. view lines); in contrast, a few others argued that all the current listed heritage was sufficient, as more imposed limitations on places, will hinder the city’s ability to develop, and accommodate the growing population. 


Figure 16: Percentage (%) of feedback related to lack of recognition/celebration of heritage(s) (n = 680) 
The survey asked participants in what circumstances should there be room for flexibility in our heritage policies to ensure heritage buildings can continue to be enjoyed in contemporary Melbourne. Figure 17 illustrates that 23% of participants wouldn’t prefer any flexibility in CoM planning policy process. In contrast, 23% of participants were okay with flexibility as long as it allows for more affordable housing, or the continuation or expansion of a traditional use (22%). 


Figure 17: Percentage (%) feedback in relation to heritage policy flexibility (n = 171) 
Workshop and submission feedback 
Workshop participants expressed the importance of understanding a place's significance and historical use. They emphasised the need to challenge the limited knowledge of history and educate future generations on the value of heritage sites. 
Below are summaries of other points raised by participants; these included that CoM should: 
· balance the protection of heritage sites with opportunities for practical use 
· encourage incentives for environmentally sustainable improvements and celebrating their implementation
· utilise old buildings (i.e. Boyd Community Centre and Malthouse Theatre) for community purposes while maintaining their character
· recognise the diverse heritage needs of different suburbs and collecting specific feedback from each
· acknowledge the social value of places like pubs and cafes, even if they're not visually appealing
· other areas of significances included cultural spaces (venues) that have shaped the identities of certain communities in the City – submission. 
· ensure the protection of the city's character, including height limits and heritage elements through the planning scheme
· implement planning overlays that uphold heritage values and increasing pre-application processes for development
· foster a heritage appreciation and education culture across all Council teams.

Other areas for CoM to consider, included: 
· collaborating internally with various departments, such as arts and culture, to ensure that the new strategy encompasses the input of all teams, extends consideration beyond planning, and ensures everyone’s involvement in its advocacy.
· The above point was also very strongly supported by one individual stakeholder (submission), who expressed the importance of CoM implementing a heritage strategy that is a whole City approach. 
· ensuring the inclusion of the heritage and diversity of inner suburbs that are also a part of CoM 
· broadening its focus on heritage planning to encompass all of its activities by integrating heritage considerations into everything it undertakes 
· ensuring alignment between Design and Development Overlay and Heritage Overlays to preserve heritage values effectively
· establishing a Heritage/History Advisory Panel that will be the bridge between Council and local communities
· engaging in consultation with local historical societies and reinstating the CoM Heritage Committee with local representatives. 
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Survey and submission results 
Survey participants were asked ‘Would you like to share any additional feedback or comments on the focus areas or ideas in the Discussion Paper?’ Seventy-six (66) comments were received. A summary of sentiments is captured below: 
· Many participants commented on the need for adequate community and stakeholder consultation on formulating heritage policies and making decisions around new developments. Examples were provided where the perception is that community concerns regarding demolishing important buildings were not listened to.
‘Ensure "community" feedback represents an accurate cross-section of the community. The current structure of "community consultations" enables certain demographics to have louder voices’ - survey participant
· Many commented on concerns regarding population growth and the housing crisis. 
‘Mine is a simple philosophy; all considerations of heritage, of neighbourhood character, of any other nebulous value intended to exclude those who have-not, should be subservient to the need to put rooves over heads.’ - survey participant
‘Heritage restrictions increase housing stress by limiting the supply of housing and pushing rent up’ - survey participant
‘The city is growing at an extremely fast rate whether the residents of leafy single bedroom homes in Carlton North like it or not. And these areas are ideal for medium density. We cannot keep adding housing developments to the city fringe. It’s not fair or equitable to lock people out of amenity. Ultimately it will make most of Melbourne unliveable.’ - survey participant
· A number of participants commented on concerns regarding environmental impacts and indicated support for zero carbon builds and other considerations related to climate change.
‘To talk of heat amelioration is hypocritical when buildings block the skyline and air flows.’ - survey participant
‘City of Melbourne heritage policies restrict height and vertical extensions. Less density in the transport-rich inner city means more people pushed to the fringe, increasing carbon emissions for all of Melbourne.’ - survey participant
· Specific feedback was provided regarding changes to heritage policies to allow more density without allowing full demolition. As in previous sections, there were also a number of comments relating to facadism. 
‘I get really concerned that modernizing heritage buildings often means the wholesale destruction of interiors of craftsmanship that no longer exists and cannot be replicated.’ - survey participant
‘Facadism seems to be City of Melbourne’s standard issue planning stance for heritage buildings. It only keeps a modicum of what came before; it strips away all character of the former building and one cannot experience the building’s historic fabric or inhabit its former rooms or appreciate its stories. At least one room’s depth into the heritage building should remain intact - not just the shell’ - survey participant
· A few participants commented support for the ‘people-centred approach’ to heritage, while others had concerns around how this would be implemented. 
‘The people focused proposed for City of Melbourne’s heritage strategy is one to be applauded… [it] empowers a community to shape the cultural heritage that is important to it and goes beyond the outdated concept of a pretty building, with social, political and spiritual values being as important as physical fabric’ - survey participant 
‘thank you for preparing this paper. I feel that heritage has hugely overstepped the mark, and it’s having a negative impact on the environment, housing and innovative design’ – survey participant 
‘It does not establish a performance-based platform for designing, planning and managing Melbourne in ways that help shape the CBD and local neighbourhoods towards being vibrant, walkable, resilient and meaningful.  Instead, it may create unpredictable and unfavourable outcomes due to competing human agendas.’ - survey participant
· As survey participants and workshop participants echoed above, the community is very interested in hiring a City Historian. 
· A City Historian who will contribute to the nuisance of places of significance and guide the City in maintaining an awareness of key issues and trends was highly recommended by one individual stakeholder - submission. 
‘A City Historian is an excellent idea, to consult with mid-tier building owners e.g., apartments.’ - survey participant
‘A City Historian would help to discover the stories and voices from our past, including Melbourne’s rich Aboriginal
history and heritage’ - survey participant
[bookmark: _Toc166774156]Next steps  
City of Melbourne will seek to engage with its community, Traditional Owners and other relevant stakeholders as it moves through all stages of the strategy development.
As the engagement on the Discussion Paper has reached its conclusion, the feedback gathered will help inform the preparation of the Draft Heritage Strategy, which will be considered by the Future Melbourne Committee in 2024. 
Future engagement on the Draft Heritage Strategy will lead to the development of the Final Heritage Strategy in 2025, including an implementation plan with agreed actions and timeframes.  
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[bookmark: _Toc166774158]Appendix B: Survey questions

Heritage Discussion Paper Survey Questions – Participate Melbourne 
What is your connection to heritage places in the City of Melbourne? (mandatory) 
Select however many apply   
· Owner/occupier of heritage building or place 
· Work in a heritage building/place  
· Visitor to heritage buildings/ places  
· Interested in heritage in City of Melbourne  
· Traditional Owner 
· Other (please specify) (limit to 250 characters)
Which of the following do you consider the most important benefits of heritage?  
Select up to three benefits 
· City identity  
· Character of local places 
· Landmark qualities 
· Tourist attraction 
· Investment attraction 
· Sustainability (saving on building waste and energy needed to construct new buildings) 
· Value to community 
· Memories and traditions 
· Personal connections 
· Cultural uses 
· Other (please specify) (limit 250 characters) 
Focus Area 1: Reflecting Aboriginal heritage  
Acknowledging and celebrating the central role of Aboriginal history which links to all other focus areas in the Discussion Paper. 
How should City of Melbourne acknowledge and celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage in our City? 
 Select as many as you like  
· Events (such as talks or seminars) 
· Talks or seminars 
· Exhibitions 
· Tours 
· Publications (e.g. pamphlets, articles) 
· Activities for children and young people 
· Web content 
· Social media 
· Onsite interpretation boards (eg. Information boards) 
· Mobile apps 
· Public art 
· Through design of public spaces 
· Other (please specify) (limit 250 characters)
Are you aware of the work City of Melbourne is currently doing to acknowledge and celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage in our City?  
 Select activities you have heard of before completing this survey 
· Mapping Aboriginal Melbourne – a powerful resource that layers Aboriginal history and heritage with places in our City today.  
· Greenline Master Plan – developed through authentic and ongoing engagement with Traditional Owners. Truth-telling and reconciliation are central to the cultural role of the Greenline Project. 
· narrm ngarrgu Library and Family services – designed with Traditional Owners and Elders to ensure the design reflects and honours Aboriginal culture, celebrates First Nations knowledge systems and welcomes the Aboriginal community. 
· Other (please specify) (limit to 250 characters) 
Focus Area 2: Heritage interpretation  
Sharing a better understanding the history of the city, its heritage places and values by creating experiences that connect people with the stories of place. 
How should City of Melbourne engage with diverse voices in the community to capture untold stories? 
Select however many apply 
· Events 
· Social media 
· Online surveys 
· Meet with community groups 
· Engagement activities for children and young people 
· Other (please specify) (limit to 250 characters) 
 Focus Area 3: Heritage, urban change and the economy  
Accommodating growth and change while ensuring that Melbourne’s distinctive places remain a prominent feature of its evolution and ongoing economic prosperity. 
Use the slider to indicate how much you agree/disagree with this statement? 
The City of Melbourne provides the right balance between heritage protection and new development  
Slider  
Note to DPM:  
5 increments with 3 labels  
· Strongly disagree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Strongly agree  
 
Please describe why you agree/disagree that City of Melbourne provides the right balance between heritage protection and new development? (limit to 500 characters) 
Focus Area 4: Heritage and climate change  
Adapting to climate change and providing environmentally sustainable heritage buildings and places for people to live, work and enjoy. 
 Should the City of Melbourne stop requiring planning permits for visible solar panels on local heritage places?  
Solar panels that are not visible from the street or a public place do not require a planning permit to be installed. Solar panels that would be visible from the street currently do require a permit so that their visual impact can be assessed.  
· No - solar panels that are visible from the street would impact too much on their appearance 
· No - solar panels that are visible from the street would disturb the character of heritage streetscapes 
· Yes - solar panels are removable and the environmental benefits outweigh the negative visual impacts 
· Yes – I would like to install solar panels on my building but do not due to the process 
· Undecided 
· Other (please specify) (limit to 250 characters) 
Use the slider to indicate how much you agree/disagree with this statement? 
In addition to solar panels, other changes should be permitted to heritage places to improve their environmental sustainability 
Slider  
Note to DPM:  
5 increments with 3 labels  
· Strongly disagree 
· Neither agree nor disagree 
· Strongly agree 
Focus Area 5: Innovative heritage planning and processes  
Exploring the future of heritage protection, alternative processes that enable more community involvement and how the heritage of different parts of our community can be better understood and protected. 
What types of heritage do you feel are not currently well recognised or celebrated? 
Select however many apply 
· Places of significance to multicultural communities  
· Aboriginal heritage 
· LGBTIQA+ places 
· Places designed or used by women 
· Landscapes or natural heritage 
· Archaeological 
· Intangible heritage (traditions, stories, knowledge etc.) 
· Infrastructure (roads, bridges, stations etc.) 
· Postmodern heritage 
· Industrial heritage 
· Laneways 
· Building interiors  
· Other (please specify) (limit to 250 characters) 
In what circumstances should there be room for flexibility in our heritage policies, to ensure heritage buildings can continue to be enjoyed in contemporary Melbourne?  
· When flexible heritage policies would allow for the continuation or expansion of a traditional use 
· When flexible heritage policies would allow for more affordable housing 
· When flexible heritage policies would allow for an innovative design 
· There should not be more flexibility in our planning policy 
· Other (please specify) (limit to 250 characters) 
Case study of flexible heritage policies in practice 
Designed by Kirsten Thompson Architects, the Holocaust Museum, Elsternwick, was expanded and renovated in 2022.  
The renovation incorporates the original heritage fabric in the new design, uniting the past and present into one facade, rather than creating a separation between old and new. 
Heritage-Strategy-Holocaust-Musuem-Elsternwick.png 
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Image courtesy of mhmm.org.au 
Would you like to share any additional feedback or comments on the focus areas or ideas included in Discussion Paper?
(free text 500 character limit)
About you 
The following questions are about you. By telling us a bit about you, we can make sure that we're hearing from different voices.   
Your answers will be de-identified for analysis, and we won’t share your data with any other party.  
You may choose the option for 'Prefer not to say' for question you do not wish to answer.  
How do you describe your gender?  
· Female  
· Male  
· Non-binary/gender diverse  
· Prefer not to say  
· I use a different term (please specify)  
What is your age?  
· Under 15 years   
· 15-19 years   
· 20-24 years   
· 25-29 years   
· 30-34 years   
· 35-39 years   
· 40-44 years  
· 45-49 years   
· 50-54 years   
· 55-59 years   
· 60-64 years   
· 65-69 years   
· 70-74 years   
· 75-79 years  
· 80-84 years   
· 85-89 years   
· 90+ years   
· Prefer not to say  
Do you identify with any of the following?  
Description: Select all that apply.  
· Aboriginal  
· Torres Strait Islander  
· Person with disability  
· Carer  
· LGBTIQ+  
· Speak a language other than English at home  
· Born overseas  
· International student  
· Prefer not to say  
· None of these  
If select yes to speak a langauge other than English at home  
What language do you speak at home?  
Which of the following best describes your connection to this City of Melbourne project?  
· I am a resident  
· I am a worker   
· I own a business   
· I am a student  
· I am a visitor   
· Prefer not to say  
· Other (please specify)  
Based on your connection to this project, where do you live/work/own a business/study/visit?  
· Carlton (3053)  
· CBD (3000)  
· Docklands (3008)  
· East Melbourne (3002)  
· Kensington (3031)  
· North Melbourne (3051)  
· Parkville (3052)  
· Southbank (3006)  
· South Yarra (3141)  
· West Melbourne (3003)  
· Fisherman's Bend   
· Prefer not to answer  
· Other/outside the City of Melbourne (please specify)  
Have you participated in a consultation with City of Melbourne before?  
· No, this is my first City of Melbourne consultation  
· Yes, I have participated in a City of Melbourne consultation once or twice before today  
· Yes, and I participate in City of Melbourne consultations regularly  
· Not sure  
· Prefer not to say  
What motivated you to participate in this consultation today?  
· I was passing by/approached by City of Melbourne  
· The project directly impacts me  
· I think it’s important to have your say and contribute to the future of our city  
· I received a letter/email from City of Melbourne  
· I saw the project on social media  
· I saw the project in the media (TV, radio, newspaper etc.)  
· Word of mouth  
· Prefer not to say  
· Other (please specify)  
Please provide your email if you would like to receive updates about this project:   


Capire Consulting Group
The Commons, 
Wurundjeri Country
36-38 Gipps Street, 
Collingwood VIC 3066
(03) 9285 9000

info@capire.com.au
capire.com.au

Capire acknowledges 
and deeply respects the Wurundjeri people and 
the Traditional Owners 
of the Victorian land.
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Series 1	
Male 	Female	Other identity	0.55000000000000004	0.41	0.04	


Series 1	
15-19	20-24	25-29	30-34	35-39	40-44	45-49	50-54	55-59	60-64	65-69	70-74	75-79	80-84	85 and over	0.01	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.15	0.11	0.16	0.15	0.09	0.06	0.05	0.05	0.04	0.03	0.01	0.01	0.01	


Series 1	
Aboriginal	Person with a disability 	Carer	LGBTQIA+ 	Speak a language other than English at home	Born overseas	International student	Prefer not to say	None of these	0.01	0.06	0.03	0.24	0.1	0.19	0.01	0.11	0.38	


Series 1	
I am a resident	I am a worker	I own a business	I am a student	I am a visitor	Prefer not to say	Other	0.44	0.3	0.01	0.04	0.1	0.03	0.08	


Series 1	
Carlton (3053)	CBD (3000)	Docklands (3008)	East Melbourne (3002)	Kensington (3031)	North Melbourne (3051)	Parkville (3052)	Southbank (3006)	South Yarra (3141)	West Melbourne (3003)	Prefer not to answer	Other/outside the City of Melbourne	0.16	0.35	0.01	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.02	0.05	0.03	0.05	0.02	0.05	0.03	0.16	


Series 1	
No, this is my first City of Melbourne consultation	Yes, I have participated in a City of Melbourne consultation once or twice before today	Yes, and I participate in City of Melbourne consultations regularly	Not sure	Prefer not to say	0.48	0.3	0.14000000000000001	0.04	0.04	


Series 1	
Prefer not to say	I saw the project on media (TV, radio, newspaper etc.)	I was passing by/approached by City of Melbourne	Other (please specify)	I received a letter/email from City of Melbourne	Word of mouth	I saw the project on social media	The project directly impacts me	I think it's important to have your say and contribute to the future of the city	0.01	0.01	0.02	0.08	0.09	0.14000000000000001	0.27	0.3	0.57999999999999996	


Series 1	
Traditional Owner	Other	Owner/occupier of heritage building or place	Work in a heritage building / place	Visitor to heritage buildings / places	Interested in heritage in City of Melbourne	0.01	0.1	0.23	0.26	0.59	0.73	


Which of the following do you consider the most important benefits of heritage?

Series 1	
Investment attraction	Other*	Personal connections 	Cultural uses	Sustainability 	Tourist attraction 	Landmark qualities 	Memories and traditions	Value to community 	Character of local places	City identity	4.0000000000000001E-3	0.02	0.02	0.05	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.09	0.09	0.09	0.12	0.22	0.22	


How should City of Melbourne acknowledge and celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage in our City?

Series 1	
Other	Mobile apps	Social media	Publications (e.g. pamphlets, articles)	Web content	Activities for children and young people	Talks and seminars	Tours	Community events	Onsite interpretation boards (eg. Information boards)	Through design of public spaces	Exhibitions and performances	Public art	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.14000000000000001	0.19	0.22	0.27	0.34	0.35	0.4	0.45	0.46	0.47	0.5	0.54	


Are you aware of the work City of Melbourne is currently doing to acknowledge and celebrate Aboriginal cultural heritage in our city?

Series 1	
Other	narrm ngarrgu Library and Family services – designed with Traditional Owners and Elders to ensure the design reflects and honours Aboriginal culture, celebrates First Nations knowledge systems and welcomes the Aboriginal community.	Greenline Master Plan – developed through authentic and ongoing engagement with Traditional Owners. Truth-telling and reconciliation are central to the cultural role of the Greenline Project.	Mapping Aboriginal Melbourne – a powerful resource that layers Aboriginal history and heritage with places in our city today.	0.09	0.33	0.34	0.41	


How should City of Melbourne engage with diverse voices in the community to capture untold stories? 

Series 1	
Other	Online surveys	QR codes or pop up consultation to invite people to share personal memories of any place in the City	Engagement activities for children and young people	Social media	Events	Meet with community groups	0.11	0.31	0.35	0.35	0.35	0.49	0.56000000000000005	


Level of agreement: 'The City of Melbourne provides the right balance between heritage protection and new development'

Strongly disagree	
0.43	Disagree	
0.38	Neither agree nor disagree 	
0.06	Agree	
0.12	Strongly agree	
0.02	



Should the City of Melbourne stop requiring planning permits for visible solar panels on local heritage places? 

Series 1	
Yes – I would like to install solar panels on my building but I have not yet due to the process.	Undecided	Other	No - solar panels that are visible from the street would impact too much on their appearance.	No - solar panels that are visible from the street would disturb the character of heritage streetscapes.	Yes - solar panels are removable and the environmental benefits outweigh the negative visual impacts.	0.03	0.06	7.0000000000000007E-2	0.15	0.23	0.45	


Level of agreement: 'In addition to solar panels, other changes should be permitted to heritage places to improve their environmental sustainability'


Strongly disagree	
0.1032258064516129	Disagree	
9.0322580645161285E-2	Neither agree nor disagree 	
0.12258064516129032	Agree	
0.30967741935483872	Strongly agree	
0.37419354838709679	



What types of heritage do you feel are not currently well recognised or celebrated?

Series 1	
Other	Infrastructure (roads, bridges, stations etc.)	Archaeological	LGBTIQA+ places	Postmodern heritage	Industrial heritage 	Places designed or used by women	Aboriginal heritage	Landscapes or natural heritage	Intangible heritage (traditions, stories, knowledge etc.)	Places of significance to multicultural communities	Building interiors	0.09	0.19	0.27	0.27	0.27	0.27	0.3	0.34	0.35	0.35	0.39	0.45	


In what circumstances should there be room for flexibility in our heritage policies, to ensure heritage buildings can continue to be enjoyed in contemporary Melbourne?  


Series 1	
Other	When flexible heritage policies would allow for an innovative design.	When flexible heritage policies would allow for the continuation or expansion of a traditional use.	When flexible heritage policies would allow for more affordable housing.	There should not be more flexibility in our planning policy.	0.15	0.17	0.22	0.23	0.23	
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