Y-Gen Committee Feedback on Future Melbourne Plan and Process

1. Introduction

This document has been developed to summarise the Y-Gen on Future Melbourne’ committee’s response to the draft Future Melbourne 2010-2020 plan, and the Future Melbourne process. It is a reference document for the Future Melbourne project team that can be used to inform the further development and refining of the plan, which captures the thoughts of the Y-Gen on Future Melbourne committee and expands on the FutureLab report. As such, it does not aim or purport to represent the voice and views of Melbourne’s youth. It aims to capture and expand on the Committee’s sense of the current strengths of the plan and process and key suggestions for improvement. The document contains:

· Overall comments and recommendations;

· Committee feedback on draft Future Melbourne 2010-2020 plan;

· FutureLab process insights and key participant response themes; and
· Some further suggested actions. 
2. Overall comments

2.1 Key observations and recommendations

1. The Committee and FutureLab participants generally responded well to the intention and ideas driving the draft Future Melbourne 2010-2020 plan, but found it more difficult to engage with after the actions were removed. The plan appears to become more of a statement of desired direction and is more abstract. There is a strong concern that it may lack commitment. The final plan will need to address these concerns.

2. The Future Melbourne plan could be clearer on its priorities and what are the key gaps that must be addressed over the next 10 or so years. I.e. are the six goals equal priorities? We already probably are a “City for People” and “Knowledge City” now but we certainly aren’t currently a leading “Eco City”. What does Council wish to defend and retain? What does Council wish to create / aspire to? What does Council wish to lead?

3. The emerging context, which will unfold over the next 10 years, will require being a first mover and innovator in lots of areas. Thus, we are concerned that the plan appears to aim more for incremental change – i.e. it is adaptive, not transformative. Linked with this, Council will need to be confident that the plan and document will last until 2020 and not be “overtaken by events” that emerge and other unanticipated issues.  In this regard, it may be worth clearly identifying the key issues expected to emerge over the next decade and beyond (rather than just providing a brief and very general discussion of some emerging challenges) and relating the plan’s goals and pathways more closely to these.

4. The vision is still unclear. What is a “sustainable city” and how will Council know that Melbourne is sustainable? (I.e. to call something sustainable is to make a judgement about its future and ability to keep operating and succeeding. It could be argued that Melbourne has, thus, been quite a sustainable and resilient city since settlement and already is “sustainable”). The YGen Committee is generally pro-sustainability and, therefore, supportive of Council’s focus on it, however, we feel that the vision needs to be clearer.

5. Targets (p.31): the targets currently only state what you want it to be in 2020. It would be more informative, insightful and transparent to also state what change these represent on the current 2008 reality (e.g. what % of people currently get to work in the City of Melbourne by walking, bike riding and public transport?). In addition, some goals do not have targets – in particular, none of 10 key targets currently address Bold and Inspirational City, making it appear like this goal is considered unimportant. The Committee felt that other areas such as social inclusion could be better represented and that some of the targets will be unclear to the general public (such as a “to have zero net emissions”) and need explanation.

Overall, the draft Future Melbourne plan picks up on most of the key issues and is heading in the right direction. The Committee, therefore, congratulates Council for taking a broad view of the issues confronting Melbourne and consulting widely. The Committee is, however, not confident about the likelihood of effective action and successfully managed change. One solution would be to more clearly identify Council's “spheres of influence” and “spheres of responsibility” and key aspirations (the real priorities amongst many “good” and well-meaning ideas) and to link these more clearly to the changes being planned for. Another important point is to try to address the potential for mismatch between the scale of identified issues and proposed solutions, though in cases such as climate change this is clearly unavoidable. 
Key gaps identified by the YGen Committee and FutureLab are detailed in Section 3. These are provided goal-by-goal to provide the Future Melbourne team with clear, detailed feedback, beyond these overarching comments and observations. 

Other key recommendations (more detail is provided in section 5)

· Include more speculation – while Future Melbourne should still be a public document that includes commitments for which the Council is accountable, there should be room to progress the conversation on how we might meet challenges and develop the city;

· Continue to progress the conversation on Future Melbourne into 2009 and beyond; and

· For committed actions and targets, provide more precision on responsibilities and accountabilities.

2.2 Key comments on the Future Melbourne process:

· Current consultation period timing issue: Holding the consultation period during a very intense study period (assignments and exams) made it difficult for younger people to participation in this part of the process;

· Wiki experience (first round) and Future Melbourne plan development process: Some Committee members hold the view that the initial wiki experience was a negative one. Whilst it was exciting to participate and to see some of our suggestions and contributions in the draft Future Melbourne plan, there was a lack of clarity about what and how different parts ideas were included or excluded and too little communication of various changes to Plan structure and focus. This often left us more than a little bemused and confused by the latest alterations, shifts in focus, and changes to the language and terms used in the plan. For example, many of the Committee members spent a large amount of time contributing possible actions to an earlier version of the plan (and we were encouraged by Council to do so), only for all this content to be later removed and replaced by “outcomes”. While this was not the fault of the Future Melbourne’s project team, it represents a flaw in the wiki development process and resulted in some demoralised feeling for the YGen Committee;
· Lack of feedback: It has often been unclear how and if we are effectively contributing to the development of the Future Melbourne Plan. The YGen Committee would greatly appreciate more feedback and two-way dialogue, for example, regarding how this document will be used to refine the Future Melbourne plan. 

3. Committee feedback on draft Future Melbourne 2010-2020 plan

3.1 City for People

Y-Gen Committee view on this goal and its pathways: The Committee supports the strong emphasis on people, diversity, health and social inclusion, which underpin this goal. As a very “liveable” city, Melbourne is clearly already a City for People, which would seem to make this goal more focussed on defending and enhancing what we have today (rather than striving for something new). The Committee was especially interested in opportunities for the community to realise the outcomes in these pathways for itself and for Council to actively contribute to empowering the community.  While it is acknowledged that a great deal of this work is already done by community sector groups, there is interest in Council’s role in importing and exporting enabling knowledge and technology, and creating a city that values a culture of social justice.

FutureLab responses focussed strongly on the use of space in the public sphere. There was particular emphasis on how community and shared understandings are created by public space and on simple innovations to support this goal. Project proposals included using public space to facilitate conversations between diverse community members or for community activities, historical and cultural information in public spaces and most generally spaces for people to “stop” and “be” (to challenge and counter the culture of speed and harmful “busyness”).  

Possible gaps suggested by FutureLab

· Strong role that green space has for positive social interaction;

· Active history and culture  –  historical walk  around the city;

· Stronger support for “street life” – vendors, artists, etc (this obviously links to the Bold and Inspirational City goal);

· Use of wireless applications to inform people about city events, venues, public life;

· Improved pedestrian links throughout the city; and

· Support for story telling and interaction between people – Council-sponsored colloquia permitting highlighting various stories from within the community.

Other comments:

· Terms, such as “community need” need better definition, particularly in outcomes if they are to be meaningful.

· “Active participation” is also a fairly unclear term/concept. What does this mean? What types of participation in city and civic life are currently missing and what are desired? In the past, it has tended in policy terms to mean economic participation (inclusion – through employment, training, etc), what does this mean in a Future Melbourne context? 

· The draft plan doesn’t appear to directly address social disadvantage enough; and

· Council should seek to emphasise and seek to foster “social innovation” (i.e. new ideas and initiatives which actively aim to create social change) and social entrepreneurship, as well as more traditional forms of innovation
3.2 Prosperous City

Y-Gen Committee view on this goal and its pathways: The Committee supports Council’s position of fostering existing and establishing new business activity in Melbourne. In this vein, FutureLab produced two proposals to foster local businesses through providing information, training and expertise, particularly for start-up and environment-focussed businesses.  The strong link between environmental education and prosperity was emphasised in group discussions.  A sustainable business park was one land-use proposal for the E-gate area.

Overall, there was probably the least interest in this goal among FutureLab participants – judging by the applications – which is probably reflective of age, interests and values.

Possible gaps suggested by FutureLab

· Entrepreneurship as a means of economic inclusion should be investigated further.  Business incubators and a favourable environment for diverse small business; and

· Developing and encouraging “Corporate Social Responsibility”, which is an approach to business and corporate social investment that goes beyond traditional philanthropy. There was discussion on how this links to Eco City and could also improve the competitiveness of business in Melbourne (e.g. improved staff retention).

Other comments

· Council should explore the possible tensions between goals, such as addressing how a “24hour city” will also be a safe city.

3.3 Eco City

Y-Gen Committee view on this goal and its pathways: The Committee supports the intention and direction of this goal and also notes the very strong interest it enjoyed at FutureLab ( 40% of submitted Eco City related ideas as their big project idea in the application forms). There is a strong desire to see Melbourne lead in this area. This is typically envisaged as aligning human and natural systems, stimulating change elsewhere so we better understand and respect ecological limits, and looking to nature for inspiration (e.g. how industrial ecosystems can mimic them). Further, it is clear that FutureLab and the Committee generally wish to see a fast tracking of sustainability – inclusive of energy, food, carbon emissions, biodiversity, transport and education. Big sub-goals like “Zero-carbon city” and ”city as catchment” are clearly well-aligned with these views, as are efforts to stimulate widespread community participation.

Overall, there was the strongest alignment between the Council plans and the thoughts and aspirations of the YGen Committee and FutureLab participants regarding this goal. The major difference being that Committee and FutureLab participants also want to see the City become literally much more green, bringing nature and ecosystems into urban environments in a way that doesn’t simply just section-off green spaces in traditional parks and gardens.   

Possible gaps suggested by FutureLab

· Need for greater focus on developing resident, visitor and business owner knowledge of sustainability. One idea was to create “eco-wardens” in institutions (modelled on fire wardens) to speed learning and implementation for sustainability;
· Another idea was to facilitate knowledge and best-practices sharing between inner Melbourne businesses, is a new online eco-business community. This could be dedicated to greening high-rise buildings or facilitating the emergence of new ‘eco small-businesses’; 
· Development of ‘eco precincts’, either in current dead zones (e.g. turning E-gate into a mini sustainable eco-city, as a model for other parts of the city) or other areas;
· Overall, many FutureLab participants were, in effect, proposing a “radical greening” of the city through a broad range of proposals. These included:

· Greening current buildings, with participants supporting greater permaculture, roof top gardens, and imagining balconies everywhere overflowing with hanging shrubs;

· Reestablishing native vegetation in open/public spaces (trees, bushes, shrubs); 

· Creating “urban forest landscapes” through new corridors of vegetation in the city. Linked with this, other participants discussed creating “ecological connectivity” across the City through strategic corridors of vegetation and more interconnected planting;

· Redesigning infrastructure and roadways to create more space for greenery; and

· Introducing ‘vertical farming’ to Melbourne, a conceptual form of agriculture done in high-rises (also know as “farmscrapers”) and establishing large city farms;

· Reclaiming river space (e.g. Maribyrnong) with community gardens and markets, as well as reestablishing lost native vegetation; and
· Greening of train stations.

· FutureLab participants were also advocating the embracing of new models and idea (e.g. for energy generation, food production and so forth) – a risk taking/embracing approach.

Greenpeace UK have provided a very interesting “virtual climate friendly city” (a 3D animation) that demonstrates how a range of different energy sources can provide a decentralised energy system involving ‘combined heat and power’ (cogeneration), local renewable energy sources (solar, wind, waste wood i.e. biomass, etc). It shows how an integrated, decentralised system can shift towards new solutions with much last waste utilising intelligent energy systems. This virtual city is called “EfficienCity” and it aims to visually communicate and describe how these could be embedded in a modern city, including in large sporting stadiums. See:

http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/files/efficiencity/index.html
http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/efficiencity/about
Other comments:

· Big emissions reduction target, but why on 2006 levels (rather than the usual 1990, or 2000 baseline) and what emissions are counted in this? Energy supplies, clearly. But also road transport? Other? (Note: we have seen as the wiki that Council seems to be looking more holistically at reducing emissions, although it doesn’t not look like this extends beyond local energy use and buildings). Broader scope could include the emissions generated by, for example, carbon emissions generated by those travelling in and into inner Melbourne from outer suburbs (i.e. does Council only count their emissions once they enter its municipality), air travel of tourists, product supply chains, and Council staff travel. It depends on how a “zero-carbon city” is defined and operationalised by Council, beyond a buzzword; and

· Linked with this, is the issue of monitoring and reporting. How will these emissions be accounted for and transparently reported? How will the data be collected and verified? Will the “boundaries” on what is and isn’t accounted for be clear to the general public?

3.4 Knowledge City

Y-Gen Committee view on this goal and its pathways: This goal is clearly focussed on formalising and leading the development of a knowledge economy in Melbourne and defending and building the City’s position in the competitive global education marketplace. As such the focus is mostly on business (supporting industry, having competitive economy and workforce, etc), as well as developing and stronger university research capacity and additional formal knowledge "infrastructure”. 

Whilst we support these efforts, the Committee believes that a broader focus that also considers being and becoming a more ‘informed city’ could be beneficial. This would incorporate working towards a better informed and more active democracy, learning for social success and community connectedness. It could also include enabling greater public involvement in policy-making and decision-making over the next decade. We strongly support the focus on digital inclusion, development of a ‘wired city’ (this was also discussed by the Prosperous City group, who saw it as crucial), and the development of new tools for accessing/sharing knowledge.

Possible gaps suggested by FutureLab

· Different kinds of social and cultural knowledge should be developed and shared: social and cross-cultural, indigenous and environmental knowledge. Council should facilitate development of places and tools for this;

· Lack of exploration of knowledge in people, culture and community contexts, rather than business and infrastructure/institutions;

· Opportunity to explore different, non-technological tools for sharing knowledge such as investing in storytelling; and

· Using use of technology to embed/share around the city. One idea was to create an “indigenous walk” around the city, with a trail created with supporting information (e.g. via a range of interactive portals) to help people to experience the past and gain knowledge about indigenous history. Another idea was to use furniture in the city and parks / open spaces for this. 

Other comments 

· The lack of attention to developing “an adaptive city culture” (although it is briefly discussed) – given the turbulent future we appear to be entering, the Committee believes there needs to be more focused on this, for example by facilitating greater learning about emerging challenges amongst residents, supporting education and innovation programs (including expansion of current free public lecture and forum activities in Melbourne), and formal initiatives; 

· The narrow institutional focus on knowledge gaining and sharing, mostly geared towards economic development (as opposed to social and environmental objectives). A greater amount of attention should be given to the informal, people aspects of becoming an even stronger knowledge city; and

· Too great a focus on creating complex measurement tools and complex layers of knowledge city management (seems overly bureaucratic and complex).

3.5 Bold and Inspirational City

Y-Gen Committee view on this goal and its pathways: the goal adds an enlivening quality to the draft plan and it is clearly something we support (indeed, it was a strategic direction proposed by the Y-Gen Committee). It is great to see Council stating that it wants to encourage and value creative thought, risk taking, the use of humour, support the arts and creative industries, and so forth. Our only major criticism is the lack of exploration of creativity in other part of society and life, such as business (despite the ‘Prosperity through creativity’ pathway) and the community sectors. This is an area we feel could be further addressed in the final plan.

Possible gaps suggested by FutureLab
· The opportunity and need to go beyond the current artistic community and enable/encourage all Melbournians to be creative. It was noted that engaging in art has therapeutic value for everyone and people tend not have enough time to pursue their artistic side with busy careers and other modern-life demands. Council could play a role in advocating exploring ones artistic side and provide new opportunities for busy people to do this;
· A global as well as local focus: use of creative expression (such as artistic installations) to education people about global issues, and encouraging local designers to look to the developing world for their designs/inspiration;

· Everyday boldness and creativity – adding more ground-level beauty to the city and random bits of creative stimulation to the city experience; and

· Development of “mobile communal areas” to bring people together around city (similar to the earlier impact and role of The Connies on trams).

Other comments 

Lack of synergy identification and development: creativity is about much as more than the arts and the draft plan appears to have missed out on community/business creativity and the synergies between the arts and business, working with other sectors and organisations;

· No Pathways or aspects focussed on empowering and inspiring disadvantaged Melbournians to also be bold and creative;

· All others goals need to be pursued in a way that is Bold and Inspirational (i.e. being the first mover and taking risks to address climate change, as there is not enough time to sit back and wait to see what works around the world) – risk this dimension is compartmentalised, to detriment of other goals. Nonetheless, there are examples of boldness, such as the proposed introduction of congestion charges and car parking concessions in Connected City; and

· The absence of key 2020 targets for this area suggests it is not a priority goal.

3.6 Connected City

Y-Gen Committee view on this goal and its pathways: there is general support for what Council has planned, in particular improving the city from bicycling and walking perspectives and public transport (e.g. bus networks). The Committee believes the goal could be extended further to approach the task from a transformational, rather than incremental perspective, which would aim to achieve a much more radical reworking of the physical city environment and location of services to encourage the walking and cycling that Council wishes to stimulate. There are clearly deep tensions present in the transport debate that will impact on urban planning and infrastructure development and these, we feel, need to acknowledged and discussed along with the benefits of the Connected City being advocated for by Council.

Public transport and traffic congestion were major concerns of many FutureLab participants. Melbourne City Council’s efforts to move Melbourne towards a transit-city and walking city model, rather than its current overly car dependent reality, will be well supported by FutureLab participants and the Y-Gen Committee.
Possible gaps suggested by FutureLab
· Disability support, including use of innovative WIFI / GPS services;

· Making train and tram stations more engaging spaces through use of artworks and the greening of these public spaces;

· Development of new train services such as an airport rail link;

· Consideration of how Connected City goals are central to the Eco City goals – such as Councils aims to be a ‘net zero emissions’; and

· Need to develop options to give a human face to transportation, whether it be the reintroduction of some tram conductors or other services/mechanism.
Other comments

· Lack of definition around terms, such as “sustainable private transport”. This appears to mean car sharing (and perhaps also smaller, more fuel-efficient cars), but overall it is very unclear and should be explored to reveal what Council would like to encourage in private transport.

· Only having a “trips to work” target (the “by 2020, 90% of people will get to work in the City of Melbourne by walking, bike riding and public transport). This should be broadened to include targets for other kinds of trips. It should also be compared to 2008, to state what % change is being aimed for; and

· The lack of explicit discussion around the tensions between cars and other forms of transport. If we want to increase space for bikes and footpaths we will clearly have to decrease road space and the trade-offs should be made clear.

4. FutureLab process insights and key participant response themes

FutureLab represents an application of the Future Melbourne style of a progressing conversation. In this sense it is a proto-type for an alternative consultation model.  

The event stimulated debate, critical thinking and creativity around the themes in the FM Draft Plan and will generate ongoing conversations in the new project groups and networks that formed during FutureLab and will further develop into the future. 

FutureLab as a consultation model and process

At the centre of this model are the themes of empowerment and collaboration.  This was done by giving ownership of ideas and projects to participants and by engaging participants on non-analytic terms, such as with physical participation (walk about, art work), emotional participation (group discussion and art work) and creative participation (art work). In particular, FutureLab demonstrated an alternative model for consultation with young people, by:

· Using youth networks and organisations to reach younger people;

· Emphasising social entrepreneurship, personal empowerment and active participation, rather than taking a traditional ‘feedback approach’ to consultation; and

· Providing opportunities for networking with like-minded people.

Key perspectives and response themes identified at FutureLab

Concerns about FM vision and project

· The Plan suffers from a lack of clear actions: for this reason some FutureLab participants commented that the FM Draft Plan does not convey its vision easily. The Draft Plan document is intimidating and imagining and responding to the FM vision is difficult (i.e. participants found it difficult to picture the future Melbourne);
· Capacity to realise vision: Doubts were also raised by some as to the capacity of MCC to realise the vision and targets in the FM Draft Plan. In particular large targets, such as zero net emissions, need more clarity on how they can be achieved;
· Need to be bold and inspirational.  Melbourne’s future social and environmental challenges are well outlined, but strong leadership, not just management, is required to meet them; and
· Lack of emphasis of possible synergies and conflicts between the goals (such as actively supporting environmental education as a part of ensuring prosperity, or addressing how a 24hour city will also be a safe city).

Young peoples’ aspirations align well with FM vision

· Response to the FM vision and Directions in the Draft Plan is positive and supportive; and
· Key message from FutureLab is to fast track sustainability (bio-diversity, carbon emissions, education, transport, make a bold attempt to shift energy and food supplies to a sustainable system food and renewable energy production) but to retain and enhance liveability (housing affordability, public transport, congestion, social equity, cultural life and accessible public space).
Younger Melbournians concerns about the future of Melbourne

· Quality of life in Melbourne (Liveability) – young people perceive that liveability in Melbourne is being threatened by many forces/trends and are concerned about many of these issues, in particular housing affordability, and social inclusion/justice; and 

· Ability to adjust/respond to key natural resource and sustainability pressures – young people are concerned that all levels of Government do not have an adequate plan for dealing with emerging challenges like “peak oil” and climate change mitigation and adaptation.

Additional key themes

· Strong support for using latest ICT to achieve outcomes (social, environmental and business objectives);
· Use CBD as welcoming space for social interaction of diverse members of the wider community;
· Pursuing a more radical approach to greening the city;

· Using public spaces for community strengthening and greening;
· More directly address social disadvantage;

· Enliven drab parts of the city, such as E-gate and parts of North Melbourne; and

· Emphasise and seek to foster “social innovation” (i.e. new ideas and initiatives which actively aim to create social change and learning), as well as more traditional forms of innovation.

5. Some further suggested actions

1. Include more speculation – while Future Melbourne should still be a public document that includes commitments for which the Council is accountable, there should be room to progress the conversation on how we might meet challenges and develop the city. As part of this we would like Council to:

· Make an effort to make the vision more “tangible” – elaborate on what the 2020 Melbourne might be like and contribute to the conversation on how to meet challenges.  This could involve providing a list of possible actions that would contribute to outcomes and pathways, without committing to them;

· Include a speculative vision in the final plan that builds on the creative scenario story to describe how the city will actually be different in 2020, if the plan is successfully implemented. What is the motivating “image of the future” in the planners’ minds?

2. Continue to progress the conversation on Future Melbourne into 2009 and beyond – hold discussion forums on the speculative actions; and
3. For committed actions and targets, provide more precision on responsibilities and accountabilities.

