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Executive Summary
Community engagement for the draft 2026-27 budget ran from 31 March to 28 April with more than 550 people contributing feedback. To encourage broad participation, the budget engagement and communication included a range of initiatives and activities including:
Listening Post events at locations across the city which gave residents, workers and visitors a chance to provide feedback directly to Councilors and staff
Production of a ‘Budget Snapshot’ document that provided a high-level, easy to understand overview of major budget initiatives 
Targeted social media campaign that reached a broad range of community
Translations of the Budget Snapshot document and paid social media into Spanish, Traditional Chinese and Simplified Chinese, the most commonly spoken languages in Melbourne other than English
Hosted conversations between senior Council leaders and key community groups, representatives and stakeholders
A survey on Participate Melbourne where people could share feedback and find meaningful explainer information and a draft of the Budget

Activities and participation
A number of activities were held as part of the budget engagement process:
	Activity
	Participation

	Participate Melbourne survey
	380 open written responses of which 41 were uploaded documents

	Lord Mayor’s forum 
	7 people attended in person and online

	Youth workshop
	9 young people attended

	Hosted conversations
	4 hosted conversations with community organisations

	Listening posts
	147 conversations were captured across 6 listening posts

	Feedback via informal channels
	9 emails sent directly to Councillors or staff

	Future Melbourne Committee 
	35 people provided verbal feedback  




Key themes: 
Several key themes emerged from the community engagement:
Safety, Community Service Officers and CCTV: A majority of respondents supported increased funding for Community Safety Officers and safety measures such as CCTV while a minority, including a number of homelessness advocacy groups, asked for more investment in support services.
Little India precinct and Docklands amenity: Submissions included support for the Little India proposal, as well as feedback highlighting other community priorities in the Docklands area, including improvements to green space and broader amenity.
City cleaning and graffiti: A majority of respondents supported increased funding for city cleaning and graffiti removal, highlighting the importance of maintaining a clean and welcoming environment.
Greening and open space: Submissions were strongly supportive of increased investment in greening initiatives and open space, with many respondents valuing more trees, greenery and accessible outdoor areas across the city.
Transport: Submissions were supportive of increased pedestrianisation, maintaining and expanding bicycle infrastructure, and advocating for improved public transport.
Other themes: Other themes raised by the community included support for people experiencing homelessness and substance use challenges. projects such as Greenline and a swimmable Birrarung, youth services and dedicated spaces for young people, events, festivals and arts funding, local markets, tourism and support for small businesses, Queen Victoria Market, food security initiatives, kiosk and cylinder fees

Impact
Community and stakeholder feedback played an important role in shaping Council's decisions in the final Budget, including:
Strengthening food security support, with an additional $250,000 allocated to enhance food security initiatives and improve coordination between services, ensuring better support for people who need it most.
Focused action for Docklands, with a new key activity added to address infrastructure and amenity opportunities in Docklands. This will include advocating to the Victorian Government for more open space and the expansion of Docklands Primary School, exploring the development of a new off-lead dog park and finalising the Docklands Public Realm Improvement Plan, which is a long-term approach to creating a more active, connected and people-focused neighbourhood.
Testing future ideas for Little India, with a commitment to engage extensively with Docklands residents and Indian communities, and to create trial experiences that give people the opportunity to experience the ideas and help shape future plans.

[bookmark: _Toc229760350]Project background
The 2026–27 Budget sets out how Council will spend and invest in the year ahead and what we’ll deliver for our community. It shows how we’ll fund services, projects and priorities like safer streets, well-lit laneways, local places including libraries and parks and services and programs that make a difference.

The focus of the Budget reflects the priorities in City of Melbourne’s Council Plan 2025-29 and M2050 Vision (which were shaped by community input) and demonstrates how Council will resource delivery of the plan and vision while maintaining a strong financial position.
Each year, Council is required to prepare a Budget under the Local Government Act 2020. Putting a Budget together helps make sure decisions about public money are transparent and open to community feedback.
A draft of the Budget was released for a 4-week consultation period so the community could review it and share feedback before it was finalised.
The Budget includes information about:
everyday services and programs
major projects and capital works
staffing and resources
grants and partnerships
how rates and charges are set.
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Engagement purpose and timelines
The draft Budget consultation phase was an opportunity for community and stakeholders to review Council’s proposed plans and share feedback to help inform Council’s decisions on the final Budget. 
A key goal of the engagement approach was to improve community understanding of the budget process, the projects and activities Council proposed to invest in, and the link to the Council Plan 2025-29.
Community engagement ran from 31 March to 28 April with submissions collated through Participate Melbourne and community given the opportunity to speak to their submission to Councillors face-to-face at the Future Melbourne Committee on 12 May.
[bookmark: _Toc403992348][bookmark: _Toc403992583]During the engagement period, a survey was open on Council’s online engagement platform Participate Melbourne where people could share feedback and find meaningful explainer information and a draft of the Budget.  
Six face-to-face Listening Posts events were hosted by Councillors and staff in the CBD, Kensington, North Melbourne, Docklands and Southbank. Community were invited to share their feedback on the spot or online via the Participate Melbourne survey.  
Underrepresented groups were also invited to participate in online and face to face discussions including an online focus group with young people, and a forum with the Lord Mayor for the Presidents of Residents Associations and Business Precinct Associations. Many key stakeholders were also invited to discuss the draft Budget with Managers and staff. 
To support a clear understanding of the Budget, we made a range of easy to understand English and translated materials available at engagement events, locations including libraries, digitally alongside the survey page on Participate Melbourne and via internal team connections with community and stakeholders including through our Neighbourhood Partners and Multicultural Hub teams.
More than 550 people with a connection to Melbourne provided feedback through various engagement activities including attending an online or in person event during the consultation period. 
The table below is an overview of all activities. Further detail, including what we heard, is provided in the Engagement Insights section of this report.
	Activity
	Participation

	Participate Melbourne
Community members were invited to send through submissions on the Participate Melbourne website Between 31 March – 28 April.
Submissions were received by completing an open text response on the website or by uploading a document
	380 open written responses of which 41 were uploaded documents

	Lord Mayor’s forum 
The Lord Mayor held a briefing with Presidents of Residents Associations and Business Precinct Associations on 13 April to present the budget and receive feedback.
	7 people attended in person and online

	Youth workshop
An online workshop was held on 28 April to discuss the budget hear feedback from community members aged 18-25.
	9 young people attended, representing residents, students, visitors and workers

	Hosted conversations
Council staff hosted conversations with key stakeholder to share the budget and invite feedback. Invitations were sent to 53 organisations and formal groups.
	4 hosted conversations were held with the following community organisations:
· Committee for Melbourne
Homeless Persons Union
Justice Connect
Inner Melbourne Community Legal

	Listening posts
Councillors and staff spoke to community members at 6 pop-up events across the city from 8 – 27 April. People had the opportunity to learn about the budget, ask questions and share their feedback.
Listening post locations:
· City Square, CBD, 8 April
· Queen Victoria Market, CBD, 17 April
· Kensington, 18 April
· Docklands, 24 April
· Southbank, 24 April
· North Melbourne, 27 April
	147 conversations were captured across all listening posts with hundreds of postcards distributed
· City Square, CBD, 22 conversations captured
· Queen Victoria Market, CBD, 24 conversations captured
· Kensington, 15 conversations captured
· Docklands, 24 conversations captured
· Southbank, 42 conversations captured
· North Melbourne, 20 conversations captured

	Feedback via informal channels
	9 emails sent directly to Councillors or staff. 

	Invitation to speak to Future Melbourne Committee on 12 May 
	62 people indicated they would like to talk to their submission or feedback at FMC with 35 electing to speak.
5 additional written submissions were provided as part of the FMC registration process. 



Communications approach
A comprehensive communications approach was designed to increase community understanding of the draft Budget and support meaningful participation in the consultation.

Clear, accessible information was provided to explain how Council proposes to prioritise spending and how community feedback could influence decision-making. A strong focus was placed on simplifying complex budget information and making it easy for people to learn, discuss and have their say.

The draft Budget consultation was promoted across a wide range of digital, print and face-to-face channels to reach a broad and diverse audience, including residents, businesses, workers, students and visitors.

Communications included:
Social media (organic and paid, including translated content in Traditional Chinese, Simplified Chinese and Spanish)
City of Melbourne e-newsletters and Participate Melbourne alerts
Melbourne News and Business News communications
Corporate website and neighbourhood portals
Media and advertising, including Hyperlocal News
WeChat and community networks
Printed materials distributed in person, online and through libraries (including translated content in Traditional Chinese, Simplified Chinese and Spanish)
Face-to-face engagement, including conversations with staff and Councillors at Listening Post events 
Targeted outreach was also undertaken through internal teams such as Business Concierge, Multicultural Hub and Neighbourhood Partners, who connected directly with stakeholders and community networks.

To reduce barriers to participation, information was provided in multiple formats and translated into Simplified Chinese, Traditional Chinese and Spanish.

Communications impact:

This coordinated approach contributed to strong awareness and engagement:
18,475 views of the Participate Melbourne project page 
1,600+ downloads of the draft Budget and Budget Snapshot
380+ submissions received, generating more than 40 distinct feedback themes
More than half of all traffic to the project page (56%) came from paid social media, highlighting the effectiveness of targeted promotion. Direct channels such as email and newsletters were also key drivers of participation, alongside organic social media and search.

Driving meaningful engagement:

Several elements of the communications approach supported deeper engagement with the consultation:
Presenting budget information in clear, easy-to-understand formats
Using communications to encourage conversation, not just submissions
Engaging people both online and in person
Promoting the consultation early and across multiple channels to build awareness
Targeting outreach to groups including multicultural communities, businesses and young people
Outcome:

The communications approach contributed to
Increased awareness and visibility of the draft Budget
Broader and more diverse participation
More informed and constructive community feedback
Early identification of key issues and priorities
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People will varied connections to the city engaged with us and shared their thoughts on the draft Budget including residents, business owners, workers, students, visitors and young people, as well as stakeholder groups in business, arts and culture, architecture and design, resident associations and for-purpose organisations. 
A majority of the feedback was collected through the Participate Melbourne survey including demographic information. This is presented below, demonstrating who we heard from and the diversity of views represented, noting demographic information was not captured at in-person activities sch as Listening Posts, Lord Mayor’s Forum, youth online workshop or hosted conversations. 
Key demographics
This engagement collected demographics for people who contributed via the submission process on the Participate Melbourne webpage. 

Connection to City of Melbourne 
Participants had a range of connections to the City of Melbourne, with the majority being city residents, and many holding multiple connections to the city.

· 59% of participants were residents in Melbourne (224)
· 46% work in the City of Melbourne (176)
· 42% own property in the City of Melbourne (162)
· 26% were visitors to the city (98)
· 20% owned a business in the City of Melbourne (76)
· 3% were students (13) 

Neighbourhood
Most feedback came from people connected with the CBD with Docklands the second highest. 

59% connected to the CBD
32% connected to Docklands
· 8% were connected to Southbank
· 6% connected to West Melbourne
· 6% connected to Carlton
· 6% connected to North Melbourne
· 5% connected to Kensington
· 4% connected to Parkville 
· 3% connected to East Melbourne
· 2% connected to South Yarra 
· 1% connected to Fisherman’s Bend

Age
11% were under 30 and the remainder were over 30.

Gender
50% were women, 48% were men, 2% identified as non-binary and one participant indicated that they would use another term. 

Identity
36% identified as born overseas, 19% speak a language other than English at home. 12% identified as LGBTQIA+, 7% identified as a person with a disability. 2% were carers, 1% identified as Aboriginal and 1% were international students. 

Participation in City of Melbourne engagements
Most formal submissions (63%) were from people who had never taken part in a City of Melbourne consultation before, 27% had participated once or twice before and 10% participate regularly. 
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Community feedback on the draft budget was collected in a number of different ways:
Participate Melbourne: People shared unprompted feedback in their own words via the online survey and by uploading documents to the platform. They were required to provide their connection to Melbourne as part of the submission process. The quotes presented in the following section are taken directly from community submissions
Listening Posts: Attendees provided prompted and unprompted feedback in face-to-face conversations with Councillors and staff. Their connection to Melbourne was not able to be determined for all conversations. The information provided below is based on Council staff notes taken while conversations were in progress.
Lord Mayor’s forum: Resident and business associations that represent Melbourne stakeholders provided prompted and unprompted feedback live, both in person and online. The information provided below is based on Council staff notes taken during the event.
Youth workshop: Young community members with a connection to Melbourne provided prompted and unprompted feedback during an online workshop. The information provided below is based on Council staff notes taken during the event as well as direct quotes captured from participants.
Hosted conversations: Organisations and representative groups with a connection to Melbourne provided feedback through dedicated meetings with members of the City of Melbourne Executive Leadership Team. Discussions from these meetings are not publicly reported or attributed to individual stakeholders, however key insights helped inform the final budget.
Forum submissions: Community members with a connection to Melbourne were invited to provide verbal submissions at the Future Melbourne Committee meeting on the 12 of May.
Note: Posts and comments on social media platforms may have an impact on decision making but, as commenters on these channels cannot be proven to have a connection to the City of Melbourne, they should be taken as indicative only.
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The following sections provide detail of the major themes that were raised in the engagement across each feedback type. 
[bookmark: _Toc229760356]Community Safety Officers and CCTV
Participate Melbourne submissions

52 submissions that mentioned Community Safety Officers were supportive of the program.

Community members that were in favour frequently referenced specific areas where they felt unsafe and would like to see an increased CSO presence:

“I wholeheartedly support the funding of more community safety officers. As a resident I am still noticing considerable anti-social behaviour in key areas such as Queen Victoria Market precinct and Therry Street areas.” 
“I strongly support the continued funding and expansion of the City Safety Officer (CSO) program in the 2026–2027 budget... However, for this program to be effective, it is critical that resources are not only increased overall but are consistently allocated to high-risk areas such as Katherine Square, Hay Place, and surrounding laneways, where there is a clear and ongoing need.” 

Community members who supported the CSO program valued their visible, on‑the‑ground presence, which helps residents, workers, and visitors feel safer:

“Having a more visible safety presence on our streets is a great way to make residents and visitors feel more secure. We particularly value that these officers focus on early intervention, which helps keep the city welcoming while also preventing antisocial behaviour.” 

“The presence of CSOs has been valuable in providing visible support, early intervention, and engagement with vulnerable individuals” 

20 submissions did not support the expansion of the CSO program and felt that investments in support services would be a more effective use of funding, or that the program need further evaluation to determine its effectiveness:

“Funding for the CSO should be reallocated to services that are actually effective at improving community safety, like mental health, AOD or housing outreach. The CSO is just double handing matters with VicPol, and is not an effective use of public money.” 

“I am concerned about the increase in funding for CSOs. I understand there has been opposition from significant bodies such as the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service for the program, due to its potential adverse impacts, which have yet to be properly evaluated.” 


Of the 15 submissions referring to CCTV cameras, most are supportive of expanding the network. 

“I suggest installing security cameras to monitor crimes and graffitis and enforce severe penalties to stop offenders from doing it, instead of spending millions to clean up and letting them get away. This way money is much better spent, and our city is much cleaner and safe”


However, some submitters did not support CCTV cameras believing funding could instead be diverted to preventative health measures or other services.

“Expanding CCTV and Community Safety Officers responds to concern. That is understood. But evidence on perceived safety is clear. It comes from legibility, active edges, social presence, and lighting that reveals space. Surveillance density does not predict how safe people feel. Melbourne is investing in monitoring rather than design. A night time safety audit of key spaces would strengthen this. It should go beyond cameras and include co-design with women, LGBTQIA+ communities, rough sleepers, and night workers.”
27 submissions refer to homelessness in the city with most directly calling for greater action from the City of Melbourne to increase homelessness services. This includes wrap around services like housing and mental health services.

“During a housing crisis and cost of living crisis Melbournians are closer to being homeless themselves than ever. I believe it would make sense to put that money into either accelerating building existing planned social housing or implementing new plans for social housing.”

“Whilst I am ALL for reducing rough sleeping by increasing affordable accommodation & homeless shelters, I would hate to see resources dedicated to just moving homeless people on. Pushing them out of the city will only “paper over” the issue. I think money would be better spent on support services (vs. security guards to move people on).”
There are 15 submissions referencing drug and substance use. Some of these note that public experiences of drug and substance use impacts their experience of safety in the city. Some call for more wrap around service support. Some make reference to perceived hot spot areas and call for these to be addressed.
“I believe greater priority should be placed on addressing youth crime, drug abuse, and supporting homeless individuals in overcoming alcohol addiction, rather than primarily allocating funds to ongoing support without strong intervention measures. Many public hygiene issues and damage to public facilities are linked to these problems. If crime and substance abuse are reduced, the city may also save significant costs currently spent on cleaning, repairs, and maintaining public spaces.”
Written submissions
5 document submissions mentioned Community Safety Officers, all were in opposition of the program.
This includes multiple submissions, one of which includes a petition with 815 signatures. These submissions call for preference for preventative, community‑led solutions. 
One submission advocates for increased and sustained investment in family services, early childhood support, homelessness and health centred safety responses. They raise that funding should be redirected from CSO’s and surveillance toward preventative, trauma-informed services delivering more equitable community outcomes. 
Another submission opposes the proposal to double funding for CSO’s arguing the program is punitive, harmful and ineffective. 
“Redirect the $1.7 million proposed for CSO expansion to services and infrastructure that address the actual needs of people experiencing homelessness, developed in genuine partnership with people with lived experience. This should include funding for genuinely new and independently evaluated outreach, expanded storage facilities, accessible hygiene facilities, safe sleeping spaces, harm reduction services, and dedicated mental health support. Unlike the CSO program, these investments address the conditions that lead people to sleep rough rather than criminalising their presence in public space.”
4 document submissions mentioned homelessness services in the city with all of them directly calling for greater action from the City of Melbourne to increase homelessness services. This includes wrap around services like housing and mental health services. This overlapped with 1 document submission that mentioned drug and substance issues. 
One non-governmental organisation calls for increased investment in health-led responses to support people experiencing vulnerability, particularly homelessness, mental ill health and alcohol and other drug dependence. 
“The proposed $2.3 million investment in homelessness services lacks clarity and appears insufficient to achieve meaningful outcomes. There is brief mention of outreach, homelessness support, and drug and mental health rehabilitation. This level of funding is unlikely to sustain even a single comprehensive rehabilitation program overlooking the key fundamental issue: rehabilitation cannot be effective without stable housing. Once someone has completed rehabilitation, does one be discharged back on the street. I see this happen repeatedly with public hospitals and unsurprisingly I am yet to see anyone’s health drastically improve.”   
“Council should strengthen the Budget by committing to a Housing First pilot, interim safe sleeping options, stronger mental health partnerships, and clear outcome reporting on homelessness interventions.”
There is also 1 document submission referencing CCTV and surveillance in the city, calling for greater evidence to support these programs. 
“Council should pause any expansion of private security, security-style programs and CCTV until it publishes an independent evidence review of outcomes, costs, powers, complaints, public safety impacts and alternative models.”
Listening posts
12 people at listening posts were supportive of the CSO program and 6 were critical. Many residents and businesses want a visible safety presence, particularly in Docklands and Southbank. Criticism focuses on effectiveness, role clarity, and preference for alternative or complementary responses (wellbeing, mental health, parking enforcement).
11 people at listening posts specifically raised homelessness services and support for people sleeping rough. People’s feedback indicated recognition of homelessness as a social issue linked to safety and wellbeing. Feedback generally supports increased services rather than enforcement only responses.
15 people at listening posts spoke about CCTV in the city. Some called for more cameras as necessary for broad safety. Others wanted expanded CCTV specifically to assist with safety at tram stops or enforcement of trucks in streets. A small number of people raised concerns about cost effectiveness and civil liberties concerns with expanded the expanded CCTV program.
8 people at listening posts raised concerns about substance abuse in relation to safety, antisocial behaviour and public health. Several comments explicitly connect drug use with the need for health and AOD responses rather than purely enforcement.
Youth workshop
Participants at the youth workshop welcomed increased funding for safety, though lived experience indicates further focus is needed after dark when young people finish their casual employment in the city and are travelling home.
“A focus on safety is great, and I would have that as a strong priority particularly as there are moments I feel unsafe as a young multicultural woman in the city” 
“Glad to see the investment in safety which is a big concern for many young people in the city. However, from my lived experience there might still be a bit improvement to do, especially after dark”.
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Participate Melbourne submissions
The Little India precinct proposal received more feedback than any other item in the draft budget with 129 submissions provided through Participate Melbourne mentioning the project – 14 were strongly supportive and 115 raised concerns On this topic, we predominantly heard from people directly connected to Docklands or the CBD. 
Concerns around Little India were focussed mainly on a desire to see the proposed funding spent on other projects in Docklands that are seen as more urgent in achieving positive outcomes for the community. 
“Many residents are currently facing significant cost-of-living pressures, including rising housing costs, utility bills, and everyday expenses. In this context, allocating $1.2 million toward a themed precinct raises concerns about priorities. I believe these funds could be more effectively directed toward essential services, infrastructure improvements, community housing initiatives, or support programs that benefit a broader cross-section of the community.” 
“Docklands residents have long raised concerns about the lack of essential neighbourhood infrastructure, including schools, childcare, community facilities, green spaces, and everyday services. Many parts of Docklands still struggle with low street activity and vacant retail spaces. Public funds should be directed toward improving liveability and building a stronger local community rather than creating a themed cultural precinct.” 
Some people raised concerns about alignment with Docklands’ neighbourhood character. A number of submissions included language and statements that were prejudiced against the Indian community.
“As a Docklands resident, I am concerned that in the process of introducing new cultural precincts, the historical identity of the area may be getting diluted. One of the main reasons I chose to live in Docklands is its unique heritage as a working dock, with a strong connection to trade, migration, and Melbourne’s development”
“The Melbourne city government committing to this plan sends across a message that all other race and ethnic groups does not matter, only Indians matter and only they are important such that the city is willing to dedicate not just a street as for other ethnic groups, but a whole precinct to them.”
Other submissions suggested the proposal would duplicate existing cultural hubs elsewhere in the Melbourne metropolitan area.
“There are already well-established cultural hubs across Melbourne’s western, eastern, and northern suburbs that serve the Indian community effectively. Creating an additional precinct within the CBD risks duplicating what already exists, without delivering meaningful value to the broader community.” 
“Melbourne already has established Indian cultural hubs, including Dandenong and Footscray, which have developed organically and are supported by strong communities. Replicating this in Docklands risks creating a commercialised precinct that lacks authenticity and may struggle to gain traction.” 
Some commentary is critical about community consultation for the Little India proposal 
“I am writing to express concern and seek clarity regarding the proposed “Little India” initiative for Docklands. Given the scale of this proposal, it is important that there has been thorough and transparent community consultation. Many residents appear unaware of this plan or have not had the opportunity to provide input. I urge Council to ensure broader consultation is undertaken before progressing further.”
“Melbourne's successful cultural precincts such as Chinatown, the Lonsdale Street Greek Precinct and La Trobe Street Koreatown were not created through top-down designation. Rather, they emerged organically over time through clustering of businesses and services, community presence, and cultural and economic activity driven by demand”
Community members who supported the Little India proposal were supportive of the opportunity it would provide to understand Indian culture and to increase foot traffic in the area
“I am fully supportive of Little India precinct in Docklands which is necessary for great Indian community which calls Melbourne a home and it will help boost the economy in Docklands which is quite dead post COVID. It also acknowledges the dedication of Indian community contributing to Victoria’s economy.”  

There is some concern that activation of Docklands will impact liveability for residents who prefer Docklands as a quiet neighbourhood.
“My concern is not with cultural diversity itself, which I respect and appreciate, but rather with the potential impact that large, concentrated gathering areas may have on the existing standards of the neighbourhood. From past observations in similar precincts, there can sometimes be challenges related to crowd management, adherence to traffic regulations, and maintaining public cleanliness.”
“Docklands should not be subjected to large-scale cultural theming without clear evidence of benefit to existing residents. This proposal appears to prioritise branding over community needs. Residents chose Docklands for its open spaces, quieter streets, and residential character, which distinguish it from the inner city. A themed precinct would likely increase foot traffic and pressure on public infrastructure that is already under strain.”

Written submissions
7 document submissions mentioned Little India Precinct, 4 of these were in support of the program, while 3 were opposed. 
Concern around Little India was focussed mostly on residential and economic impact, and consideration of other ways to support multicultural activations across the municipality.
“My concern is not with multiculturalism or with Indian culture itself, both of which are part of Melbourne’s broader social fabric. My concern is that this proposal appears poorly aligned with Docklands’ established strengths as a waterfront residential and mixed-use precinct; it does not clearly reflect the priorities residents have recently expressed for the area; and it has not yet been publicly justified with a sufficiently transparent business case, demand analysis, or clear amenity protections. These are not minor issues. They go to the heart of whether this is sound planning, sound public investment and sound stewardship of an area that already has a distinct and valuable identity. Relevant Council material shows that Docklands residents have prioritised open space, support for local economy and community-connecting cultural activity, while Council’s own draft Budget emphasises a city that is clean, safe and easy to move around.”
A community organisation based in Rowville wrote in support of the precinct, advocated for greater funding and offered to partner with council on the project.
“The precinct would be inclusive, secular, and culturally representative, supporting community wellbeing, the arts, education, tourism, and economic participation.”
“Given the scale of the Indian community and the success of comparable precincts, I strongly recommend that the City Council allocate funding at least ten times higher than what is currently suggested, to enable a precinct of genuine international standing.”

Listening posts
11 people raised positive feedback about the Little India Precent. Most of these were at the Docklands and City Square pop-ups. Feedback was enthusiastic, with people seeing the precinct as a cultural asset that would bring food, colour, events and identity. People were curious about delivery and programming. 
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Participate Melbourne submissions
Around 70 submissions reference city cleaning. ​Most are general references to prioritise a clean city while other comments provide specific locations they feel need more attention. ​
“I'm pleased to see that keeping the city clean and graffiti-free is also a priority. Alongside the safety spend, this seems to work towards a city we can all be safe in and proud of.”
“I am currently working as a Duty Manager in a hotel on the corner of Flinders Street and Spencer Street… I regularly receive feedback from guests about the condition of surrounding streets, laneways, and public areas, and issues such as litter, overflowing bins, and poor maintenance leave a negative impression. A clean city not only improves day-to-day liveability for workers like myself but also plays a key role in supporting tourism and local businesses”
21 submissions more directly refer to graffiti removal calling for an increase in consistent graffiti removal to increase perceptions of safety and cleanliness.
“In general, I think the Melb Council are exceptional. The rapid response graffiti removal is superb. It nips this issue quickly and stops it spreading and becoming acceptable which then propagates more graffiti.  I have lived in North Melbourne since Jan 2010 and impressed with how you handle things compared to other councils I have lived with in both NSW and VIC.”
“The city is unsightly.  Simply it's just covered in graffiti.  When places look neglected and dirty they attract further dirty neglectful behaviour.  People lose respect for the place and the decline continues. “
23 submissions made a specific call for more waste compactors in the city. Almost all of these were from CBD business owners, with the remainder from workers.
“The waste compactor installed in our lane has improved the amenity. More funding for more of these please. “
“Add waste compactors at Chisholm Place in Korean town. Korean town need a waste compactor for all the eateries here. At the moment all the back of Chisholm place, sometimes very messy and causing pest issue. The money that we are merchants are paying are more than a medium compactor license user fee.”
Written submissions
4 document submissions spoke to City cleaning and graffiti removal. These submissions generally reference the priority for a clean and well-maintained city, with visible safety and amenity interventions to support day and nighttime activity.
A local residents group noted that council’s investment in cleaning and safety is particularly important to Southbank, given its role as a highly visited focal point with key destination. 
“Making the city a safer, cleaner and refreshed urban environment with a $34.3m allocation to graffiti removal funding directed to achieving this. The focus on graffiti and safety is a key deliverable essential for both residents and visitors making Melbourne an enticing place to live and visit. Southbank will be a beneficiary of many of these initiatives.”
“It is important that the routes leading to and from them which suffer from visitors lingering and, in some parts, using the streets and doorways as public toilets particularly on weekends and late at night are kept clean.”
A business networking group state that a clean and safe city is fundamental to business confidence and visitation, noting that perception matters.
“For traders, this directly impacts foot traffic, customer confidence and repeat visitation. We particularly support investments that improve the experience of Melbourne’s laneways, little streets and pedestrian corridors, where many independent businesses operate. We support investment into, Expanded Safe City cameras and visible safety presence; Increased cleaning and graffiti removal; Improved pedestrian access and public realm upgrades; and Safer and more walkable streets”
Lord Mayor’s forum
Participants raised items relevant to this topic including:
· Requests for Council assistance in implementing trash compactors and FOGO systems in apartment buildings
Requests for Council to work with State Government to address vacant properties that are dilapidated and negatively impacting streetscapes
Calls for investment in policing of anti-social behaviour including graffiti “We need to feel safe and look safe and clean as a starting point to attracting people”
Listening posts
There were 19 references to cleaning and 6 references to graffiti at listening posts. Most were from the City Square or Docklands listening post. Some comments are positive feedback about council’s cleaning efforts. Some comment specifically relates to cleaning waterways. Otherwise, people raise concerns about litter, bin maintenance and graffiti in high‑activity areas, with strong calls for either increased cleaning or smarter prevention approaches (e.g. public art to block graffiti).
[bookmark: _Toc229760359]Greening and open space 
Participate Melbourne submissions
About 100 submissions broadly touch on some aspect of greening and open spaces. Most feedback is from residents and property owners, particularly in the CBD. 
Some submissions emphasised the importance of biodiversity and creating habitat for wildlife when planning new open space:
“If Melbourne wishes to be a true Garden City, it must become a garden city for all living things, not only for humans. The expansion of the city makes this increasingly important. Every new tree, park and public space should help restore some of the habitat that urban development has taken away”
“I support the proposed investment in the Garden City. I commend recent projects by the City of Melbourne including Dodds St and the Greenline which bring nature into the heart of the city.  I encourage the City, wherever possible, to seek projects that bring together water sensitive urban design, biodiversity sensitive urban design and well-designed places for people.”
Submissions on greening and open space often refer to specific projects in neighbourhoods.
“As a Carlton resident, I would love to see funding for more green spaces and parks, particularly in the precinct between Elgin St to Cemetery Rd, which currently only has two tiny parks in Keppel St and Cardigan St. I’d love there to be money for a pocket park on Lytton St and the street turned into a no-through street to disincentivize rat-running.”
“The push for more green space in the Southbank precinct is a fantastic idea and I'm glad there is financial support for this undertaking. The recent upgrade to Boyd park has dramatically changed the vibe of the area and it's great to see locals using it as a hang out spot. I would love to see this continue in the central and western parts of Southbank as greenery is highly needed to break up the density of high apartment buildings.”
Several submissions request park amenities like seating and playground facilities​
“It's great to see new parks and major open space upgrades, but don't forget about upgrading our much-loved local little parks too. I would prefer to see less money allocated to events and community safety officers, and more money allocated to local projects like playgrounds, picnic areas and garden beds.“
“Docklands requires improved infrastructure for families, including expanded spaces for children, better parks and playgrounds, safer public areas, and more activities for young people. “
Written submissions
17 document submissions reference greening and open spaces. Most feedback is from resident associations, with mention to specific neighbourhood needs. These associations consistently note the need for more greening and open spaces to support liveability needs as well as suburb-equitable investment. 
“Overall this budget is heavily CBD and project centric and not evidently suburb-equitable.”
“The Fawkner Park precinct is one of Victoria’s most densely populated inner-city areas. It is served by a single major park guided by a 20-year-old master plan. The Draft Budget 2026–27 includes named capital commitments in many inner-city precincts, but none for Fawkner Park, the South Yarra Senior Citizens’ Centre, or postcode 3004.”
A local resident association said as the majority of Docklands consists of high-rise apartments and commercial office buildings, it is critical our focus be placed on greening any remaining open space, pocket parks, footpaths, promenades, river frontage, balconies and rooftops.
“Greening is proven to increase biodiversity, contribute to the overall health of urban ecosystems, provide ecological value, assist in heat reduction (canopy cover/shade), improve air quality by filtering pollution and create a sense of place for residents and visitors alike.”
Other submissions speak to the need for more greening in growth areas like West Melbourne and Docklands as well as the desire for Greenline to continue inclusive of making the floating wetlands trial permanent.
“It is good to see the Greenline coming along the Birrarung, and with almost 1km of Birrarung frontage in Westgate Park, we hope to be included in Council’s deliberations.”
Another local resident group said prioritising a greening project along this part of West Melbourne should be considered. The feedback is supported by 61 residents who are named in the submission. 
“Growing a garden city at scale is a priority area for council, in order to improve liveability now and into the future. Stanley Street was identified for greening in council’s Light Touch Review (2024) and West Melbourne Structure Plan (2018). With a mix of long-term residents and an influx of new residents attracted to West Melbourne’s convenience (walk score 89/100), Stanley Street is in immediate need of green space to serve all residents and workers. Stanley Street West Melbourne is undergoing a rapid transformation. At a conservative estimate, over 1,000 additional residents will be moving into 0.12km2 of West Melbourne.”
Youth workshop  
Attendees at the youth workshop felt that access to green areas, city parks, and natural spaces was a strong priority, described as critical for wellbeing, reflection, and connection. This balance contributed to the city feeling vibrant without being overwhelming.
“I like the investment in green space and city development, but I think more focus is needed on long-term maintenance and accessibility. For young people, it's not just about having these spaces, but whether they’re inclusive, affordable, and actually support our day-to-day lives and future opportunities”.  
“I think in the City, what is most important to me is having freedom. Freedom to study, work, play, eat, etc, and having appropriate spaces to be able to do all of those things here”.  
Listening posts
Around 45 people raised parks, open space provision and greening at listening posts. This was most dominant at the North Melbourne, Kensington, City Square and Southbank listening posts. Strong desire for more trees, parks, playgrounds and green space to support liveability, families and higher density living.
Commentary often refers to specific projects in neighbourhoods like revitalising the Moonee Ponds Creek trail, greening the marina areas around the Docklands, improving parks in North Melbourne or providing open space in Southbank to support high density living. 
[bookmark: _Toc229760360]Transport
Participate Melbourne submissions
There are 24 submissions about creating pedestrian friendly streets. Most of these are from people connected with the CBD. 
I am very supportive of the pedestrian first nature of 26-27 budget. A city is for people. The very essence of an activity hub which should be walkable and accessible for all. A city should be designed to cater for the most vulnerable. 
As a student, I rely a lot on walking, public transport, and occasionally cycling to get around. Having safer, more accessible streets makes a big difference to my day-to-day life especially around busy areas where cars currently dominate. 
 
I think continuing to invest in pedestrian-friendly streets (like wider footpaths and more car-free areas) will make the city feel safer, more enjoyable, and more “Melbourne.” It also makes it easier for students and younger people, who often don’t drive, to get around.
32 submissions reference bike lanes. Most of these are supportive, calling for greater investment in cycling infrastructure 
“It’s fantastic to see funding for the Queensberry St and Rathdowne St cycling lanes implementation in the 2026-27 budget. The Queens Bridge St and Flinders St cycling lanes consultation listed on the agenda is also great, but would love to see them happen sooner, particularly given the current oil crisis and the need to rapidly decarbonise our transport amid global heating. There should also be more funding for bicycle hoops and bike self-service stations (Fitzroy/Collingwood have 5 whereas Carlton has only 2 and they’re both based in the unimelb precinct.”
“There needs to be more accessible transport to address concerns of those with mobility issues. Alternatively, people arriving into the city should be able to safely navigate it via bicycle. More bike lanes enable people to traverse the city quickly - this will only happen at scale if people feel safe to do so.”
“To make Melbourne a world-class city, we must move away from painted lanes toward high-quality, physically protected bike lanes. Taking inspiration from Scandinavian cities like Copenhagen, we need infrastructure that treats cycling as serious transport. Crucially, separate lanes keep car traffic moving unimpeded by bicycles, which reduces friction and makes the commute safer and more predictable for everyone.”
However, a small number of submissions were opposed to new and existing bike lanes, expressing a perception that they are underutilised
” Please don't destroy anymore roads with giant bike lanes. The bike lanes are massively underutilised whilst roads are always congested.  They do not need to be so wide and never should have been built on top of car lanes. They're now a blight on our city.”
There are around 20 submissions referring to various public transport issues. Most of these submissions request changes and upgrades that are the responsibility of State Government rather than Council.
“The tram stop at this location (Elizabeth St and Flinders St) is cramped and dirty as much of the sewage and bird feces converge into the stop, and passengers often have no room to even wait at the tram stop as passengers try to disembark. A conversion of the tram stop to the accessible super stops like the other "tram blocks" along Elizabeth St will make this area more friendly and accessible for wheelchair users and parents with prams, and many have to skip the stop to go down the next one at Collins and Elizabeth St.”
“Additionally, I request that the council consider upgrading the tram stops along Spencer Street for Tram Route 86. The current stops are extremely cramped and do not provide sufficient space for safe boarding and disembarking. This often forces pedestrians to step onto Spencer Street to allow passengers to exit trams, creating a significant safety hazard for community members.”
Lord Mayor’s forum
Participants raised items relevant to this topic including:
Need for a traffic management plan for Southbank to boost pedestrian safety, resident safety, and traffic movement
Requested Council investigate decibel sensors with cameras to catch hoons with loud exhausts and capture more revenue through fines.  
Use of technology to encourage turnover of parking spots
Youth workshop
Young people thought City of Melbourne was well connected through public transport. Affordable and efficient transport was seen as important. Stations were often a central meeting point.
Written submissions
There are 4 submissions about creating pedestrian friendly streets. 3 of these submissions relate to investing in neighbourhoods to have appropriate infrastructure to support walkability. 1 submission is from a CDD business that would like canopy covering to be installed along Degraves Street to make the street less weather dependant.
A local residents association said there needs to be ongoing investment in everyday liveability. Senior residents in particular would like more like to see additional street seating for resting points along key pedestrian corridors.
“Expanded seating and pedestrian-focused infrastructure would improve accessibility, comfort and safety for older residents and others with mobility needs, while enhancing overall neighbourhood amenity. While often low-profile, these investments are essential to the daily experience and wellbeing of Kensington residents”
A business on Degraves street said semi-permanent or permanent canopy along this street that preserves the laneways character while providing weather protection. Such initiative would support small businesses and improve economic resilience during winter. 
“Degraves Street is not just a laneway, it is a defining part of Melbourne’s identity. With the right investment, it has the potential to become a fully weatherproof, globally recognised destination that operates at its best in every season.”
1 submission referenced Bike lanes, expressing the need for more protection along Harbour Esplanade. 
Listening posts
8 people, mostly at the City Square listening post raised positive feedback about pedestrianisation, particularly the plans to close Flinders Lane. About 15 people at various listening posts raised improving and increasing bike lane and cycling infrastructure. This feedback emphasised the need for bike lanes for cyclist safety. 
Around 27 people raised further transport commentary. This was largely day-to-day problem focussed and raised issues with public transport accessibility and affordability, traffic congestion, trucks and parking. 
[bookmark: _Toc229760361]Other themes
In addition to the major themes outlined above, community members provided feedback on a range of other budget items:
[bookmark: _Toc229760362]Homelessness and substance abuse support services

Participate Melbourne submissions

27 submissions refer to homelessness in the city with most directly calling for greater action from the City of Melbourne to increase homelessness services. This includes wrap around services like housing and mental health services.

“During a housing crisis and cost of living crisis Melbournians are closer to being homeless themselves than ever. I believe it would make sense to put that money into either accelerating building existing planned social housing or implementing new plans for social housing.”

“Whilst I am ALL for reducing rough sleeping by increasing affordable accommodation & homeless shelters, I would hate to see resources dedicated to just moving homeless people on. Pushing them out of the city will only “paper over” the issue. I think money would be better spent on support services (vs. security guards to move people on).”
There are 15 submissions referencing drug and substance abuse. Some of these note that public experiences of drug and substance use impacts their experience of safety in the city. Some call for more wrap around service support. Some make reference to perceived hot spot areas and call for these to be addressed.
“I believe greater priority should be placed on addressing youth crime, drug abuse, and supporting homeless individuals in overcoming alcohol addiction, rather than primarily allocating funds to ongoing support without strong intervention measures. Many public hygiene issues and damage to public facilities are linked to these problems. If crime and substance abuse are reduced, the city may also save significant costs currently spent on cleaning, repairs, and maintaining public spaces.”
Written submissions
4 document submissions mentioned homelessness services in the city with all of them directly calling for greater action from the City of Melbourne to increase homelessness services. This includes wrap around services like housing and mental health services. This overlapped with 1 document submission that mentioned drug and substance issues. 
A non-governmental organisation calls for increased investment in health-led responses to support people experiencing vulnerability, particularly homelessness, mental ill health and alcohol and other drug dependence. 
“The proposed $2.3 million investment in homelessness services lacks clarity and appears insufficient to achieve meaningful outcomes. There is brief mention of outreach, homelessness support, and drug and mental health rehabilitation. This level of funding is unlikely to sustain even a single comprehensive rehabilitation program overlooking the key fundamental issue: rehabilitation cannot be effective without stable housing. Once someone has completed rehabilitation, does one be discharged back on the street. I see this happen repeatedly with public hospitals and unsurprisingly I am yet to see anyone’s health drastically improve.”   
“Council should strengthen the Budget by committing to a Housing First pilot, interim safe sleeping options, stronger mental health partnerships, and clear outcome reporting on homelessness interventions.”
Listening posts
11 people at listening posts specifically raised homelessness services and support for people sleeping rough. People’s feedback indicated recognition of homelessness as a social issue linked to safety and wellbeing. Feedback generally supports increased services rather than enforcement only responses.
8 people at listening posts raised concerns about substance abuse in relation to safety, antisocial behaviour and public health. Several comments explicitly connect drug use with the need for health and AOD responses rather than purely enforcement.
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Participate Melbourne
A number of submissions were supportive of the Greenline project, asking for it to be extended further down the river
“We encourage the Council to energetically pursue further stages of the Greenline to the benefit of the Yarra Birrarung It is heartening to see life, human and non-human, thriving in the first stage of the Greenline.”
“I want to also raise the consideration to have the Greenline project continue west beyond its current scope. Namely to include Rebecca's walk - all the way to the north side of South Wharf.“
Several submissions expressing concern that Greenline project appears to be cancelled
“Also, extremely unhappy about the obvious binning of Greenline. Councillors against it aren’t fit to be on council. If this was a private business ditching its key projects that will generate value, shareholders would have you out on the street. Borrowing money is NOT a dirty thing when you’re doing it to grow and support growth. Embarrassing thinking from councillors.”
“It's a disgrace that the remaining sections of the Greenline project are currently unfunded. Why promise something to the community and then renege on it? Phase 1 is good but Birrarung Marr was good already... the north bank of the Yarra from Flinders St station to the Docklands desperately needs the Greenline. Please get it back on track.”
Submissions also supported the Swimmable Yarra project and water sensitive urban design in general
“We urge the Council to implement its commitment to a Swimmable Birrarung through ensuring sufficient resources are allocated to the collaboration required to make it a reality. The 2050 target beckons and there is so much work to be done. The Yarra Birrarung is at the heart of the Garden City. All Garden City projects should incorporate water sensitive urban design” 
Listening posts
3 people, mostly at the QVM listening post, supported the Greenline project and expressed a desire to see it expanded in the future.
Youth workshop
Participants at the youth workshop were supportive of the Greenline project, seeing it as an investment in the future
“Burndap birrarung burndap umarkoo - What's good for the Birrarung is good for everyone', this principle also applies to supporting our young people, and supporting the broader environment, not only as a direct investment in those people and environments but as a broader long-term investment with net benefit to everyone”  
[bookmark: _Toc229760364]Youth services and spaces
Youth workshop
Participants at the youth workshop were supportive of Council’s current youth services and encouraged it to expand their offerings into skills‑based training for young people, including first aid, mental health first aid (MHFA), leadership, and other practical life skills.
“I think it's really important that our services such as youth services, library services are well funded. I think there should be a lot more holistic 'whole of council' approaches towards program delivery, finding ways to get different demographics together”  
“As a student, what was really important to me is having access to programs and space which made it easier to study, connect, and feel part of the city.  Especially, green areas and city parks” 
Listening posts
There are 6 references to youth services at the listening posts. Most of these relate to early years services rather than services for teenagers and young adults. One comment is related to youth employment programs for multicultural youth. 
[bookmark: _Toc229760365]Events, festivals and arts grants
Participate Melbourne submissions

Submissions supported increased investment in Melbourne’s arts sector through expanded grant funding, including support for small and independent organisations, First Nations arts and self-determination, artists, public art, and key cultural institutions. ​
“As the 'events capital', it's great to see the reasonable allocation (~$41m) towards activating the city through events and laneway activations.”
Other submissions focussed on strengthening the broader creative sector and cultural outcomes, while addressing community concerns and criticism regarding arts and artistic grant allocations.
“We are staring down a horrific future in which Arts organisations are priced out of existence. It is absolutely imperative to increase funding to the Arts and ensure the small to medium sector are sufficiently resourced to continue nourishing the practices of emerging, mid-career and established artists. We cannot contribute to culture, tourism and the economy if we have no venues to perform our work.”
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Participate Melbourne submissions
Submissions asked for more funding for makers and community markets across the municipality as a way to attract more visitors
“I am a trader at the fabulous Sunday Southgate makers market… a unique little market that attracts many interstate, regional and OS customers looking for that little extra, locally Australian made gift or personal purchase. I, believe that the Melbourne City Council could really help grow this weekly market and seriously consider funding the long-term future of this special little gem of a market.”
Listening posts
There were 15 references to business support at the listening posts. Most were from the QVM or Docklands listening posts. At QVM, people raised that development and construction has disrupted businesses at the market. Most comments called for more tourism to support businesses, while a resident raised that sometimes the QVM area feels very “business first” and that residents are a lower priority. In the Docklands, commentary relates to a need to increase foot traffic to improve business, particularly as rising prices impacts businesses
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Participate Melbourne submissions
A number of submissions mentioned the Queen Victoria Market development, specifically the slow pace of development, the amount of spending on the development that could be spent elsewhere and missed opportunities for shade, amenity and activation

“I am disappointed in the slow pace of work at QVM. That giant open-air carpark is such a blight. Embarrassing for locals and tourists. And bad on hot days. Also attracting homeless people.”
Listening posts
A number of conversations that were held at the QVM listening post were disappointed at the slow pace of the redevelopment of the market. 
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Written submissions
There were two written submissions that were focussed on food security.
A non-governmental organisation outlined the alignment of its food relief programs with Council’s commitment to strengthen food security programs, invest in local food relief organisations and support people experiencing food insecurity, homeless and hardship. They expressed an intention to partner with Council to secure its existing food relief activities in the City and to fund its EAT.ATM program
“For more than 17 years, TBU has delivered essential food relief services without direct operational funding from Council. We now face unprecedented demand for food relief, rising costs and a challenging and difficult fundraising environment. TBU is seeking to work more closely with Council to build on our existing, proven and ensure its long-term sustainability within Melbourne’s food security system.”
Another non-governmental organisation submission outlined how its proposed program is aligned with the objectives outlined in the council plan and requested funding to research, design and pilot a program to coordinate surplus food redistribution across the municipality.
“The idea is simple: good food should feed people, not landfill. Melbourne already recognises that rising food prices are affecting the community and that food rescue has a role to play. The Draft Budget states that Council is supporting food security programs that rescue surplus food and will expand the food rescue program at Queen Victoria Market so food relief providers can reach more vulnerable people. This submission asks Council to take the next practical step and explore how that approach can be broadened and better coordinated citywide.”
Both of these submissions were presented at the Community Forum on the 12 May 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc229760369]Kiosks and cylinders
Three emails were received responding to the rate increases to cylinders and kiosks for street trading, with two opposed, citing rising business costs, and one supportive, noting that the sites need to remain sustainable.
All cylinder and kiosk operators were contacted by phone to provide information on the proposed fee increases with all six kiosk operators and one cylinder operator supporting the fee increase.
“I wish to confirm that I fully support Council’s proposal to adjust fees closer to market rates ... I understand how important it is to keep these sites sustainable, well-managed, and actively contributing to Melbourne’s street life.”



[bookmark: _Toc229760370]Impact 
Feedback gathered through community engagement is one important input into Council decision making. When community engagement results are presented to Council they are considered alongside several other inputs, such as technical advice, budget constraints, and previous commitments. This means Council may at times need to make decisions that some parts of the community may not agree with, because of other factors. For the community engagement on the Annual Budget 26-27 our commitment to the public is to provide community an opportunity to share feedback and consider the feedback in making the final decision.
Councillors considered community feedback at Councillor Forums on 5, 12 and 19 May 2026 and heard 35 members of the public speak to their submissions at the Special Future Melbourne Committee meeting on 12 May 2026. Council endorsed the Budget 2026-27 at the Council Meeting on 26 May, incorporating the key substantive changes in response to the community feedback received since the release of the draft Budget 2026-27 on 31 March 2026, as outlined below:
· City of Melbourne is committing $250,000 additional funding to strengthen food security and enhance the coordination of organisations addressing food insecurity. Food security is a key community issue affecting almost 1 in 2 Melbournians, and the investment will complement the Victorian Government programs which are the primarily source of funding in this space, in line with responsibilities.
· Reposition Little India under the strategic priority for a ‘Vibrant and creative Melbourne’, which reflects the cultural and economic potential for the precinct more adequately. In 2026-27 we will:
· Engage extensively with Docklands and Indian communities.
· Trial different activations to provide a tangible experience of potential ideas which could shape the precinct.
· Add a key activity to “Address infrastructure and amenity opportunities at Docklands” under the strategic priority to ‘Building a city for people’, aligned with the Council Plan key activity to ‘Plan for current and future growth and the delivery of urban renewal precincts with high-quality design outcomes, adequate community infrastructure and delivery of open space’. In 2026-27, we will:
· Advocate to Development Victoria / Victorian Government for additional land to provide new community open space.
· Investigate a new dog off-lead area.
· Facilitate and advocate for an expansion of Docklands Primary School
· [bookmark: _Toc229760371]Finalise and commence implementation of the Docklands Public Realm Improvement Plan
Conclusion
The City of Melbourne would like to thank community members and stakeholders who shared their feedback and suggestions for the Budget 2026-27. Feedback has resulted in several important changes to the Budget 2026-27, and the views shared will continue to inform planning and delivery in the future.
City of Melbourne will commence implementing the Budget 2026-27 from 1 July 2026.
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