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This report is organised under headings that reflect the issues posed to the author in the briefings for the Review.  The commentary assumes that the Goals etc in the document are intended to be ultimately adopted as Council policy.  
1. Overview
This brief examination (half a day spent scanning the report) focuses on structural issues.  

The Intent: a Community Plan

Future Melbourne is described as a Community Plan, which is defined in Resources (p1) as including:
Citizen engagement

Using local networks

Flexible and joined up policies

Connecting top-down and bottom-up policy processes

How the Draft Reads

The present draft of Future Melbourne reads as a comprehensive, top-down policy document with multiple authors, with apparently unedited community input.  Some of the Goals and Outcomes read as if they are community contributions that have yet to be checked for consistency with the rest of the document.  The report is communicated almost exclusively in words rather than pictures or maps or diagrams.  
Generally speaking, the Draft sets broad policy directions (sometimes firm targets), but avoids either describing or prescribing the implications of those directions for the development of the city.  

There is very little content that overtly ties the plan to Melbourne as a place.  
A Non-Spatial Plan

It is a non-spatial plan, unlike some previous Melbourne strategy plans (and unlike Sydney 2030).  In the Background at the rear of the document are some brief descriptive statements about the Growth and Strategic Areas.  [In the time available I haven’t been able to find a reference to these in the plan itself.]  Three or four high-level principles are stated for some of the areas – the rest of the wording is descriptive.  There are no maps or illustrations showing spatial planning proposals for the CoM.  
Provenance of the Document

The Resources section places a strong emphasis on a democratic process in plan preparation, and innovative methods have been used.  It is not possible from the draft document to assess the extent to which the community engagement aims have been realised, nor the extent to which community input has influenced the content.  
Given the stated aims of the process, it would be useful somewhere to tell the story about how the plan changed and evolved during its preparation, what the various points of view were on each topic, and how conflicts were resolved.  

In the time available I could not find information about the relationship of this plan to previous and current CoM strategy plans.  This was considered very important by participants in the 2007 public space workshops.  

The ‘Level’ of the Plan
Unlike some previous strategy plans, Future Melbourne does not include objectives, strategies or actions – the most specific (or lowest) ‘level’ of the plan is the Outcome-related Goals, which are often expressed as high-level statements of intent.  
There may be a perception among readers of the plan that it expresses high-level directions well, but that the real interest lies in the missing layers below the Goals and Outcomes.  Given the trade-offs and technical hurdles to be addressed in arriving at effective actions, one would expect significant community input to be necessary in the next stage of work if the plan is to fulfil its process principles.  
Goals and Outcomes
Goals and Outcomes are expressed in varieties of style, sometimes very inconsistently.  In some topic areas there seems to have been little attempt to coordinate and focus the content of Goals.  There are evidently differing interpretations among the authors about what is a Goal and what is an Outcome, and how each should be written.  
Some Outcomes introduce or imply requirements / provisions not covered in the Goal.  Some text and Goal content is poorly written or unfocused or uses inappropriate language for a public policy document.  
Clarity of Priorities
In the time available I could not find any reference to priorities.  

Clear guidance for MSS Review

The Draft establishes the main themes to which the MSS Review should respond.  Beyond that, it is doubtful that the document has much useful guidance – the high level and limited spatial manifestation of the Goals being the main constraint.  

Clear hierarchy of policy

Current hierarchy is:
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The three sets of Goals are all different, which is confusing.  The six Goals at the back of the report are clearly intended to relate to the six Theme Goals that structure the plan, but their wording is different.  This anomaly should be corrected, and it would make sense to bring them forward to appear under each Theme.  

A decision needs to be made about renaming either the Theme Goals or the Goals that appear with the Indicators and Outcomes, to avoid confusion.  

As already indicated, wordings of some Outcomes and their related Goals are either interchangeable or inadequately integrated or need to be swapped.  
It would be worth considering whether the seven Values can be adjusted to relate directly to the six Themes, as this would simplify the report’s structure.  

It seems odd that the ten Targets have been relegated to the back of the report, as they seem to have high potential public interest.  There needs to be an explicit relationship between the Targets and the Indicators.  

It would be easier to use and understand the document if each policy ‘level’ was consistently named and numbered.  

Simple, clear, measurable vision

It would be beneficial if the document had a vision structured under a clear, simple, motivating heading similar to Sydney 2030’s Green, Global, Connected.  

What does a truly sustainable city look like? 

Participants in the 2007 public space workshops were strongly of the view that the plan should contain a clear vision of what Melbourne would look like as a more sustainable city.  They expected clarity about things like the kinds of density that would be appropriate in different parts of the city, and how new approaches to design and urban form would deliver a more sustainable city.  The 1985 Strategy Plan and Grids and Greenery were invoked as models of the kind of plan and presentation that can effectively paint a picture of a desired future for the city.  This kind of content has not been attempted in the Draft.  

2. Commentary on Selected Sections

The brief requested that specified parts of the People theme be reviewed (relating in particular to public open space design), together with the Ecocity and Connected sections.  

In the time available, it has only been possible to dip into the report and comment on particular examples of content that have caught the eye.  The rest of the document would need to be checked to see if any of these issues recur.  Some of these comments relate to a draft preceding the 11 July version.  
General Comments
People

Appears to need the most work in terms of editing, coordination and fine-tuning of policy.  
Ecocity

Relatively well resolved, balanced and coherent, but with Goals transposed into Outcomes (and vice versa) in some sections.  
Connected

Reasonably coherent and balanced, but with variations in the way things are structured and expressed (eg Goals are expressed in several quite different styles).  Suffers from absence of spatial dimension / maps.  
Examples of matters requiring attention
Appropriateness of Language

· Ecocity p1: poor expression, intemperate language for a public policy document: 

But more importantly, an Eco-City is a city that has faced up to the truth of its bad habits, lifestyle choices, questioned the status quo and is one that has embraced and supported each other in fighting against climate change disaster by shifting attitudes into a post-consumerist society.  

Precision / Usefulness of Goals
· People p7 (3. Healthy community: first Goal): reads more as a conversational assertion than as a Goal that defines ‘healthy city environment’:
a city that is clean, not too noisy, provides shade and encourages activity and social connection 

· People p7 (3. Healthy community: second Goal): desirable, but suggest it be reconsidered as a high level Goal and Indicator:

Inclusive communities with … increased fruit and vegetable consumption.  
· People pp15-18 (6. Quality public space): a more precisely expressed section than many others in this theme.  

· Ecocity pp1-8: the use of specific targets in the Goals / Outcomes is a welcome indication of accountability and transparency on the Council’s part – assuming the work has been done to show that these are achievable.  

Policy Hierarchy

· People p18 (6. Quality public space): contrasts in the levels and style of Goals:

continue to celebrate the City’s laneways… [what does that mean?]
Moonee Ponds Creek is restored to a wetland… [one of the few spatial commitments in the whole document – and note some Goals, including this, don’t begin with an action verb]  

· Ecocity pp2-8 (1 Zero-carbon city; 2 The city as catchment): the Goals are really Outcomes and vice versa; in 3 Resource efficient this is corrected.  

What does a truly sustainable city look like?
· Ecocity pp13-16 (5 Living and working): the Outcomes are particularly long (therefore not to style, such as it is), but contain useful plan content along the ‘this is what a sustainable city might look like’ theme.  The plan’s structure doesn’t appear to have a ready location for this kind of material.  

Public Space Design: need for review
· People theme pp9, 11 & 12: the following requirements for public space design are sourced from just three Goal / Indicator / Outcome statements in the People theme.  Which are most useful?  To whom?  Might any have undesired consequences?  Can they be more usefully ‘bundled’?  Are they an advance on current policy?  It would be worthwhile to review and edit this content – and check for any similar instances with other topics.  
Accessible to all

A range of uses and users

Designed to encourage physical movement,

Communal exercising

Social interaction

Areas of respite

Foster connections to the natural environment

Appearance acceptable to residents

Well designed

Build on heritage and character

Enjoyable for everyone

Unique

Surprising

Interesting

Engaging

Authentically Melbourne 

· People theme pp16-18: adds more public space design requirements, including:

Close proximity to residents and workers

Include formal and informal

Active indoor

Roof top gardens

Cater for needs of residents and workers

Flexible and adaptable

Accommodate a range of uses over a day or year

Cater for regional activities

Cater for events

Local needs and uses

Responds to demographics

Responds to users from across metropolitan Melbourne 

Increased numbers of users

Greater demog diversity of users

Cater for pop growth

Physically well connected

Visually well connected

Linked
Interesting, engaging and safe

Active edges
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