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1. Executive Summary 
 

Conversation Co. was engaged by Frankston City Council to conduct a data analysis of feedback on the 

proposed new Kindergarten for Langwarrin. Community engagement for this project opened up a 

discussion on many elements of the proposal, including site layout, design, material and plant selection, 

and parking and access. A further, and more detailed response type was allowed for additional 

considerations, including concerns and requests for additional services. 

 

Between early December and late March, a range of engagement activities were held by Frankston City 

Council including face-to-face community pop-ups, an online survey, and map contributions. In addition 

to this, a community-led initiative was held that welcomed the community to participate in a letter writing 

day, and email submissions were received.  

 

Project Overview 
In response to recent changes in three and four year old kindergarten models, Frankston City Council 

assessed options to meet the future needs of the area. A new kindergarten is needed in Langwarrin as the 

existing Langwarrin Preschool cannot be expanded at its current location. 

Following analysis and feasibility studies of several sites across Langwarrin, over a number of years, it has 

been determined that the reserve located on Long Street to be the most suitable new location. 

Community consultation followed these studies, with a focus on two concept plans utilising the Long 

Street Reserve site to gain an accurate picture of the future use, aspirations and concerns of the Frankston 

community. 

Engagement Methodology 

The engagement program was designed to reach early years service users, nearby residents and people 

who currently use Long Street reserve. The premise of this engagement was that the project would 

proceed, and seeking feedback on how the project could be delivered. A mixed method approach was 

used, and included an online survey, environmental mapping activity, in person event, and option to send 

an email to the project team. 

 

Participation 

An estimated total of 514 people participated in the engagement, 290 online surveys, 32 through the 

environmental mapping activity, 25 through the traffic question on the engagement portal, 122 emails 

written to Council, 22 hand written letters and 23 at Community drop-in sessions. The QR code used on 

resident letters and signage was scanned 51 times. 

Petition to Council 
While not part of the organised Community Engagement process. A petition with 1751 signatures was 

received by Council at the 30 January 2023 Ordinary Council Meeting. A response to the petition will be 

received by Council at the 14 June 2023 Ordinary Council Meeting and is not included in this report. 

Council officers note that the matters raised in the petition were also identified in survey and email 

feedback which were analysed for this report.    

Preferred site options 
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The majority of participants selected option 2 (building at front of block) as their preferred placement 

(37.6%), followed closely by those who did not select an option, and instead proceeded with the rest of 

the survey (36.9%) and finally, option 1 (building in middle of block) with 25.5% support. 

 

Early childhood and other services 

Participants provided comments in response to a question about what other services they would like to see 

at the proposed site, including: 

● Health and community services (n=44) 

● Other early childhood services (n=11) 

● General positive comments about the inclusion of early childhood services or other infrastructure 

(n=8) 

● Mentioned services already planned (such as MCH, playgroups, bush kinder) (n=18) 

● Comments to oppose the project (n=29) 

 

Project site look and feel 

Partcipants selected colours inspired by the natural environment (36.5%) and the use of natural materials 

(35%) as the most common preference, followed by soft and curved lines (24.8%), and vibrant colour 

blocking (3.7%). 

 

Plant selection 

The most preferred plant selections were indigenous plants (24.8%), year round shade from trees (22.4%), 

and open grassed space (20.4%). 

 

Project materiality and design 

The design elements that participants were most in favour of were open grassed areas (20.9%), places to 

sit (18%), larger logs or stones as furniture (15.1%) and smooth paved areas (13.7%). 

 

Car parking  

The most common selections were wider car space (more space, fewer bays) (30.3%), choice of 

access/connection points for pedestrians (19%), and provision of pram parking (18.5%). 

 

Playground importance and design 

Overall, participants found the public playground to be important (85.6%), followed by those that were 

unsure or didn’t mind (11.1%), and a small percentage finding the playground to be unimportant (3.2%). 

 

Concerns and considerations for the project 

Online survey participants provided the following responses when asked about what else should Council 

consider and any concerns they have: 

● Concern about loss of open space/biodiversity/wildlife/vegetation (n=55) 

● Concern about impact on traffic and parking (n=34) 

● No concerns - support the project/suggestions for building design and placement (n=28) 

● Suggestions for other community infrastructure (n=27) 

● Oppose the kindergarten project on the site (n=27) 

● Oppose any new built infrastructure on the site (n=24) 

● Concern about additional noise/antisocial behaviour, personal safety (n=20) 

● Comment about Council’s engagement and decision making about this site (n=13) 

● Other comments (n=12) 
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2. Introduction 
In response to recent changes in three and four year old kindergarten models, Frankston City Council is 

introducing new kindergartens and are assessing options to relocate existing facilities to meet the future 

needs of the area. 

An existing pre-school in Langwarrin has been determined to be an unsuitable site for the accommodation 

of the increased hours and support required for three and four year olds. Following analysis and feasibility 

studies of several sites across Langwarrin, over a number of years, it has been determined that the reserve 

located on Long Street to be the most suitable new location.  

Community consultation followed these studies, with a focus on two concept plans utilising the Long 

Street Reserve site. The site selections propose to retain 78% of vegetation, utilise 22% of the overall land 

available, but differ in their positioning on the land. 

In order to understand the best use of this space, Council has sought data analysis from Conversation Co. 

to gain an accurate picture of the future use, aspirations and concerns of the Frankston community. 

 

2.1 Project Background 

The Victorian Government has announced the allocation of significant funding to kindergartens as part of the 

Early Childhood Reform Plan. This includes an additional year of funding to provide all children with two 

years of kindergarten prior to enrollment in primary school. 

In response to this, Council and the Department of Education and Training developed a Kindergarten 

Infrastructure and Service Plan (KISP) for Frankston City. The KISP estimates future kindergarten 

demand against existing supply and supports kindergarten planning in preparation for the full reform 

implementation by 2032. 

A shortage of 623 kindergarten facilities in Frankston have been identified through the Kindergarten 

Infrastructure and Service Plan (KISP), and as such, allocation of funds for new kindergarten development 

and expansion is expected within the region. This includes a new Langwarrin Child and Family Centre, 

expansion of Riviera Kindergarten in Seaford, Baden Powell Kindergarten expansion and a new Seaford 

Child and Family Centre.  

Community consultation for the new Langwarrin Child and Family Centre commenced after recent 

feasibility studies had revealed an inability to expand Langwarrin Preschool to meet the future demand, 

and found the current building to not be fit for purpose.  
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3. Engagement Methodology 
The engagement program was designed to reach early years service users, nearby residents and people 

who currently use Long Street reserve. The premise of this engagement was that the project would 

proceed, and seeking feedback on how the project could be delivered. This project sought to proactively 

provide detailed information about the project to mitigate confusion and the potential sharing of 

misinformation. 

Engage Frankston 
An online project page was created on Engage Frankston as a central information hub. The page was 

launched with detailed information about the project. Additionally, this page was responsive to community 

questions and feedback. Information was added based on areas of interest and to address misinformation 

being shared within the community. The FAQ section invited community members to submit a new 

question by email with new responses updated periodically. 

The benefits of this method included having one ‘source of truth’ providing the most accurate and up to 

date information. It also allowed Council to 

Online survey 
Council’s Community Engagement platform Engage Frankston hosted an online survey where participants 

could select a preferred concept plan, or no concept plan, and then respond to questions about the look, 

feel and function of the proposed Langwarrin Child and Family Centre. Participation in the survey was 

anonymous and participants could complete the survey more than once. One question “What is your 

interest in this project?” was mandatory with all others being optional and therefore could be skipped. 

In person conversations with neighbours 
An in person event was held at Long Street Reserve and promoted to neighbours of the reserve as an 

opportunity to speak to the project team. A series of ‘stations’ were set up in the space with each focussing 

on an area of community interest: 

 Kindergarten reforms and project background 

 Location selection for the proposed Langwarrin Child and Family Centre 

 Environmental values at the reserve 

 Traffic and movement (including car parking) 

 Display of the concept plans for feedback 

 Objection submission table with template forms 

Participants could move freely between the stations. Participation was anonymous and numbers informally 

counted. 
 
Emails to Childrens Services 
A new Childrens Services email address was created so that people could submit questions for the FAQs 

directly to the project team. Community preference to provide feedback by email led to this email address 

also formally accepting objections to the project. 

Petition to Council 
A petition with 1751 signatures was received by Council at the 30 January 2023 Ordinary Council 

Meeting. A response to the petition will be received by Council at the 14 June 2023 Ordinary Council 

Meeting and is not included in this report. Council officers note that the matters raised in the petition were 

also identified in survey and email feedback which were analysed for this report.    
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4. Who Participated? 
 

4.1 Participation by engagement activity  
The majority of engagement participants provided their feedback using the online survey. Estimates of 

individual participants are shown in Table 1 for each of the other engagement activities. However, it 

should be noted that some of these activities did not require personal information to be provided so it is 

possible that some community members completed a survey anonymously and also attended a community 

drop-in session. 

 

A small number of community members provided written feedback across multiple formats (survey, 

email, letter, objection form) and supplied identifying information - these were counted only once and are 

shown in Table 1 under one of the engagement activities. 

 

Table 1. Participation by engagement activity 

Engagement activity No. of 

individual 

participants 

Online surveys hosted on engagement portal** 290 

Environmental mapping activity hosted on engagement portal* 32 

Traffic question hosted on engagement portal 25 

Emails written to Council * ** 122 

Handwritten letters to Council* 22 

Community drop-in sessions* 23 

Total  514 

Notes:  

* Multiple comments were made by member/s of the same household, these were counted separately. 

** A number of participants lodged multiple email or survey submissions. Total shown is of participants not 

emails/surveys.  

 

4.2 Participants’ interest in the project 

Online survey participants were asked to indicate their interest in the project and were able to choose one 

answer from a pre-selected list, shown in Table 2. The most common responses were participants who 

lived near Long Street Reserve (41.4%), and those interested in the services proposed at the site including 

Maternal and Child Health Nurses (29.0%). 
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Table 2. Participants’ interest in the project 

Interest in the project No. % 

Total  289 100 

Note: Online survey only (1 did not answer) 

 

Chart 1. Participants’ interest in the project 

  
 

5. Key Findings  
 

5.1 Overview of level of support/opposition to project proposal  
Feedback collected from each data source were assessed regarding the participant’s level of 

support/opposition to the project proposal. Some participants' feedback included questions or statements 

that did not demonstrate their position and as a result have been categorised under ‘position unclear’.  

 

The combined level of support or opposition from all engagement activities shows a total of 282 

participants opposing the project proposal, 196 in support and 36 with an unclear position - see Table 3 

for a further breakdown of the level of support/opposition under each engagement activity. 

 

Table 3. Overview of level of support/opposition  

Project proposal Data source Support 

No. 

Oppose 

No. 

Unclear 

No. 

Selected Option 1 – Building in middle of block Online survey 74   

Selected Option 2 – Building near front of block Online survey 109   

Did not select an Option but:     
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Project proposal Data source Support 

No. 

Oppose 

No. 

Unclear 

No. 

➢ comments in survey indicate support Online survey 8   

➢ comments in survey indicate opposition Online survey  71  

➢ position unclear Online survey   28 

Environmental mapping activity (assumed) Online portal  32  

Traffic question Online portal 1 19 5 

Emails feedback (number of participants) Emails 4 116 2 

Handwritten letters (number of participants) Letters   21 1 

Community drop-in sessions Forms  23  

TOTAL SUPPORTING PROJECT PROPOSAL  196   

TOTAL OPPOSING PROJECT PROPOSAL   282  

TOTAL POSITION UNCLEAR FROM 

FEEDBACK 
   36 

 

Chart 2. Overview of level of support/opposition 

 
 

 

 

5.2 Preferred site options  
Participants were provided with two options of the building placement on the site to determine which is 

most suitable. These options are similar, but provide slight variations in where the building is situated and 

access points. The majority of participants selected Option 2 as their preferred placement (37.6%), 
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followed closely by those who did not select an option and instead proceeded with the rest of the survey 

(36.9%) with Option 1 having 25.5% support.  

 

Participants preferred building placement has also been mapped by their interest in the project, see Table 

5. Those interested in the services proposed at the site were almost equally in favour of option 1 (46.4%) 

and 2 (45.2%), current Langwarrin Preschool families were most in favour of option 2 (41.7%). The 

remaining three interest groups (live near Long Street Reserve, visit or travel through Long Street 

Reserve, and those with another reason/interest) most often had not clearly stated their preference, and 

instead used their feedback to provide alternative site options, questions about the project, or lodged 

objections. 

 

Table 4. Building placement on the site 

Placement option No. % 

Option 1 – Building in the middle of the block 74 25.5 

Option 2 – Building near the front of the block 109 37.6 

Did not select an Option  107 36.9 

Total  290 100 

Note: Online survey only. 

 

Table 5. Participants’ interest in the project and their preferred building placement 

Interest in the project Option 1 

% 

Option 2 

% 

Not stated 

% 

Live near Long Street Reserve 16.7 38.3 45.0 

Interested in the services proposed at this site 46.4 45.2 8.3 

Current Langwarrin Preschool family 25.0 41.7 33.3 

Visit or travel through Long Street Reserve  14.3 33.3 52.4 

Another reason/interest   10.5 5.3 84.2 

Note: Row percentages sum to 100% 

 

Chart 3. Participants’ interest in the project and their preferred building placement  
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5.3 Project site look and feel  
Online survey participants were given the chance to consider their preference for the look and feel of the 

proposed site, and choose from a preselected list as shown in Table 6.  

 

Those that selected colours inspired by the natural environment (36.5%) and the use of natural materials 

(35%) were of the most common preference, followed by soft and curved lines (24.8%), and vibrant 

colour blocking (3.7%). 

 

Across most interest groups there is a higher preference for natural colours and materials, over vibrant 

colours. The interest group of those with another reason/interest were represented by a small number of 

participants in this question, but had the highest preference for soft and curved lines (33.3%). A further 

breakdown of participants' connection to the site in relation to their preferred look and feel is shown in 

Table 7. 

 

Table 6. Project site look and feel   

Colours inspired by 

natural environment 

Use of natural 

materials 

Soft and curved lines Vibrant colour 

blocking 

   

 

   

n=178 (36.5%) n=171 (35.0%) n=121 (24.8%) n=18 (3.7%) 
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Note: Online survey only. Multiple response question. Percentages are calculated using all responses n=488, not 

respondents n=290. 

 

Table 7. Participants’ interest in the project and their preferred look and feel 

Interest in the project Vibrant 

colours 

% 

Natural 

colours 

% 

Natural 

materials 

% 

Soft and 

curved 

% 

Live near Long Street Reserve 4.2 34.5 37.0 24.2 

Interested in the services proposed at this site 2.5 36.8 35.3 25.4 

Current Langwarrin Preschool family 4.1 42.9 30.6 22.4 

Visit or travel through Long Street Reserve  3.4 37.9 34.5 24.1 

Another reason/interest (small number) 16.7 25.0 25.0 33.3 

Note: Row percentages sum to 100% 

 

5.4 Project materiality and design 
Participants were invited to choose their preferred design elements for the proposed site, and were 

provided with eight pre-selected choices as seen in Table 8. The design elements that participants were 

most in favour of were open grassed areas (20.9%), places to sit (18%), larger logs or stones as furniture 

(15.1%) and smooth paved areas (13.7%). 

 

For most interest groups, the highest preference was for grassed areas, although those with ‘another 

reason/interest’ most often selected logs/stones. Gravel/stones was least favoured by all interest groups. A 

further breakdown of participants' connection to the project, in relation to their chosen design elements 

are seen in Table 9. 

       

Table 8. Preferred design elements  

Open grassed areas Places to sit Larger logs/stones as 

furniture 

Smooth paved areas 

 

 

    

 

n=184 (20.9%) n=158 (18.0%) n=133 (15.1%) n=120 (13.7%) 
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Stepping stones Green walls/screening Tanbark Gravel or loose river 

stones 

 

 
  

     

n=98 (11.1%) n=73 (8.3%) n=61 (6.9%) n=52 (5.9%) 

Note: Online survey only. Multiple response question. Percentages are calculated using all responses n=879, not 

respondents n=290. 

 

Table 9. Participants’ interest in the project and their preferred design elements 

Interest in the project Paved 

areas 

% 

Grassed 

areas 

% 

Gravel/st

ones 

% 

Tanbark 

% 

Green 

walls 

% 

Step’ng 

stones 

% 

Places to 

sit 

% 

Logs/ 

stones 

% 

Live near Long Street Reserve 15.0 22.0 4.5 5.6 8.4 9.8 18.5 16.4 

Interested in the proposed services 13.3 19.1 6.9 6.9 9.0 11.1 18.8 14.9 

Current Langwarrin Preschool 

family 
15.6 21.9 6.3 9.4 7.3 15.6 12.5 11.5 

Visit or travel through Reserve 8.4 24.2 6.3 9.5 7.4 10.5 20.0 13.7 

Another reason/interest   15.8 21.1 5.3 0 5.3 10.5 15.8 26.3 

Note: Row percentages sum to 100% 

 

5.5 Car parking and access 

Online survey participants were asked to consider car parking and access to the proposed site, and were 

able to select multiple responses using a preselected list as seen in Table 10. The most common selections 

were wider car space (more space, fewer bays) (30.3%), choice of access/connection points for 

pedestrians (19%), and provision of pram parking (18.5%). 

 

The highest priority for those that live near Long Street Reserve, those interested in proposed services and 

current Langwarrin Preschool families is wider car spaces, whereas the highest priority for visitors to the 

Reserve and other reason/interest is pram parking. A further breakdown of these priorities by participants’ 

interest in the project are seen in Table 11. 

 

Table 10. Car parking and access 
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Car parking and access No. % 

Wider car spaces (more space, fewer bays) 118 30.3 

Choice of access/connection points for pedestrians   74 19.0 

Provision of pram parking 72 18.5 

Fit in as many car spaces as possible (less space, more bays) 63 16.2 

Provision of bike/scooter parking (adult and children) 62 15.9 

Total responses 389 100 

Note: Online survey only. Multiple response question. Percentages are calculated using all responses n=389, not 

respondents n=290. 

 

 

Table 11. Participants’ interest in the project and their car parking and access 

Interest in the project Wider car 

spaces 

% 

Maximise 

car spaces 

% 

Bike/scoot 

parks 

% 

Pram 

parking 

% 

Pedestrian 

access 

% 

Live near Long Street Reserve 31.0 16.3 14.7 13.2 24.8 

Interested in the proposed services  31.1 14.4 17.4 20.4 16.8 

Current Langwarrin Preschool family 31.7 22.0 14.6 14.6 17.1 

Visit or travel through Reserve  25.6 17.9 15.4 28.2 12.8 

Another reason/interest (small numbers) 16.7 16.7 16.7 33.3 16.7 

Note: Row percentages sum to 100% 

 

Other feedback on traffic and transport 

Additional feedback from 25 participants was collected through a community drop-in session in order to 

gather the concerns specifically related to traffic and transport. This feedback has been categorised into 

themes, with some comments mentioning multiple themes in their feedback. 

 

Here are some direct community comments: 

● Traffic and road width (15) 

○ “Width of road not wide enough… Concerned about traffic in behind streets and rear 

access to block.” 

○ “McClelland drive is very busy/congested in afternoon/peak hrs.” 

○ “Concerned about emergency services getting through.” 

● Safety concerns (8) 

○ “Decreases community safety.” 

○ “Children using playground after kinder and concern with safety.” 

○ “Traffic safety concerns.” 
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● Parking for the community and workers (8) 

○ “Concerns about where staff are going to park.” 

○ “Concern with parking spillover on Long Street.” 

○ “Potential issue with parking on naturestrip… Restrictions on parking not going to 

work.” 

● Footpaths and access (5) 

○ “Ensure traffic is kept separate from walkers [currently people walk on road due to no 

footpaths].” 

○ “Concerned about no footpaths on Wooten. Safety concerns RE kids.” 

 

Other feedback included issues with noise (2), ongoing usage monitoring of the site (2), a general positive 

comment, and a general opposing comment. One participant raised an issue with accessing the survey. 

 

 

 

5.6 Plant selections 
Online survey participants were asked to select, from a preselected list, their preference on plant 

selections. Participants were able to select more than one option, and these options are seen in Table 12. 

The most preferred plant selections were indigenous plants (24.8%), year round shade from trees (22.4%), 

and open grassed space (20.4%). 

 

Across most interest groups, indigenous plants were seen to be the highest priority, although current 

Langwarrin Preschool families most often preferred shade. The lowest preference for all groups was for 

flower beds. To further understand the preferences of these participants based on their connection to the 

project, a breakdown has been provided in Table 13. 

 

Table 12. Plant selections 

Indigenous plants Year round shade 

from trees 

Open grassed space Edible garden  

 
  

 

    
 

 

n=163 (24.8%) n=147 (22.4%) n=134 (20.4%) n=89 (13.5%) 
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Trees that change with 

the seasons  

Colourful flower beds 

    

 

n=78 (11.9%) n=46 (7.0%) 

Note: Online survey only. Multiple response question. Percentages are calculated using all responses n=657, not 

respondents n=290. 

 

Table 13. Participants’ interest in the project and their preferred plant selections 

Interest in the project Indig. 

plants 

% 

Flower 

beds 

% 

Shade 

% 

Seasonal 

trees 

% 

Grassed 

space 

% 

Edible 

garden 

% 

Live near Long Street Reserve 27.1 6.2 22.4 9.0 23.8 11.4 

Interested in the proposed services 24.5 6.9 21.9 13.5 17.9 15.3 

Current Langwarrin Preschool family 21.1 8.5 25.4 11.3 19.7 14.1 

Visit or travel through Reserve 23.2 7.3 23.2 12.2 22.0 12.2 

Another reason/interest (small no.)  25.0 12.5 12.5 18.8 12.5 18.8 

Note: Row percentages sum to 100% 

 

Environmental mapping activity 

 

Image 1. Environmental mapping activity 

 
 



 

19 

 

An environmental mapping activity was included as part of the community drop-in discussions, in 

addition to being held online. This allowed users of Long Street Reserve to record natural features they 

had encountered in the space (including both flora and fauna), and suggest future features to consider. 

There were a total of 32 participants that completed this activity and submitted their responses under three 

categories: Native animals, natural features, and vegetation. 

 

The following responses were provided in each category: 

Native animals (18) 

● Echidna 

● Lorikeets 

● Orange bellied parrot 

● Kookaburras 

● Eastern yellow robin 

● Red bellied black snake 

● Powerful owl 

● People 

● Ringtail possums 

● Brushtail possums 

● Bluetongues/ single 

backs 

● Magpies 

● Frogs 

● Tawny frogmouths 

● Rosellas 

● Koalas.

Other feedback under this category included concerns about disruption of wildlife through lighting and 

habitat removal, feelings that this project will ruin the park, mentions of nocturnal and endangered 

species. 

 

Natural features (8)  

● Concerns for the removal of existing trees. 

● Loss of open space. 

● A suggestion to use the Melbourne Water site for open space. 

● A request for a full environmental and risk assessment to be completed. 

 

Vegetation (6) 

● Impacts of tree root removal. 

● Red bark tree. 

● Looking after slow growing greenery. 

● Preference for indigenous species. 

 

5.7 Early childhood and other services on site 
The online survey question was asked as an open question ‘What other early childhood services would 

you like at this site?’ There were 110 comments made by 97 survey respondents. 

 

Table 14. Early childhood and other services on site 

Early childhood and other 

services 

Summary of feedback (most commonly mentioned listed first) 

Health and community 

services (n=44) 

Allied health services - speech pathology, audiology, developmental 

assessment, behavioural therapy, physiotherapy 

Immunisation, Cafe, Library/storytime 

Domestic violence support, vulnerable families support 

Meeting rooms, event spaces 

Other early childhood 

services (n=11) 

Toy library, occasional care, specialist childrens’ services/early 

intervention, child care, Preschool Field Officer 

General supportive 

comments regarding the 

Public art, toilets 
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inclusion of early 

childhood services, or other 

infrastructure (n=8) 

Not applicable - mentioned 

services already planned 

(n=18) 

Supported playgroups, Parents’ groups (M&CH), breastfeeding support 

(M&CH), bush kindergarten 

Not applicable - oppose the 

project (n=29) 

 

Note: Online survey only, open text question. Numbers shown refer to comments, not respondents. 

 

 

5.8 Playground importance and design 
The online survey asked ‘A public playground is included in both concept plans. How important is it to 

provide a public playground at this site?’ Overall, participants found the public playground to be 

important (85.6%), followed by those that were unsure or didn’t mind (11.1%), and a small percentage 

finding the playground to be unimportant (3.2%). See chart 3 for overall importance. 

 

The breakdown of these findings by interest in the project reflects these percentages, however the interest 

group with another reason or interest in the project had figures to small to report on. See Table 15 for a 

further breakdown of playground importance by interest in the project. 

 

Chart 3. Importance of a public playground at the site  

 
Note: Online survey only, n=216. 

 

Table 15. Participants’ interest in the project and their playground preferences 

Interest in the project Important 

% 

Don’t mind/ 

unsure 

% 

Not important 

% 

Live near Long Street Reserve 89.7 7.7 2.6 

Interested in the services proposed at this site 80.7 14.5 4.8 
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Interest in the project Important 

% 

Don’t mind/ 

unsure 

% 

Not important 

% 

Current Langwarrin Preschool family 85.7 14.3 0 

Visit or travel through Long Street Reserve  96.3 3.7 0 

Another reason/interest (numbers too small) - - - 

Note: Row percentages sum to 100% 

 

Participants recommended the following playgrounds for design ideas: 

● Overport Park (fenced). 

● Eltham North Adventure Playground 

● Diamond Creek Regional Playspace. 

● Lloyd Park Playground, Pindarra Boulevard. 

● Southgateway Reserve. 

● Witternberg Reserve Lakewood. 

 

 

This survey question was asked as an open question ‘What would you like included in the playground 

design? (e.g. swings, park bench, shade trees)?’ There were 219 comments made by 143 survey 

respondents.  

 

Inclusions for playground design have been categorised into three themes, with an additional section for 

opposing feedback. Of those that provided comment on playground infrastructure or equipment, the most 

commonly mentioned elements are; swings (60), slides (35), and climbing equipment (32). Feedback 

under other infrastructure includes high mentions of benches and/or seats (34), shelters and shade (29).  

 

See Table 17 for design element feedback by interest group, supported by the most commonly selected 

options. 

 

Table 16. Inclusions for playground design 

Playground design elements Summary of feedback (most commonly mentioned listed first) 

Playground 

infrastructure/equipment 

(n=110) 

 

Swings (n=60), slides (n-35), climbing equipment (n=32), toddler-

focused (n=23), natural elements (n=15), places for parents to supervise 

(n=7), sand/mud pits (n=6) 

Other infrastructure (n=58) Benches and/or seats (n=34), shelters and shade (n=29), BBQ facilities 

(n=9), water fountain (n=9), basketball/outdoor gym, fenced, dog off 

leash 

Trees, open space and 

vegetation (n=32) 

No loss of trees - retain native trees, retain older trees. Trees for shade, 

water, rocks/stepping stones, natural landscapes 

Oppose project/leave 

playground as it is (n=21) 

 

Note: Online survey only, open text question.  
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5.9 Summary of different interest groups’ feedback 

 

Table 17. Summary of different interest groups’ feedback 

Interest in the 

project 

Summary of feedback (most common options only) 

Live near Long Street 

Reserve (n=120) 

 

Preferred building placement was not stated, otherwise Option 2 

Site look and feel - natural materials and colours 

Materiality and design - grassed areas, places to sit 

Wider car spaces, pedestrian access 

Plant selection - indigenous plants, grassed, shade 

Playground is important 

Interested in the 

proposed services 

(n=84) 

 

Preferred building placement tied between Options 1 and 2 

Site look and feel - natural materials and colours 

Materiality and design - grassed areas, places to sit 

Wider car spaces, pram access 

Plant selection - indigenous plants, shade 

Playground is important 

Current Langwarrin 

Preschool family 

(n=24) 

 

Preferred building placement was Option 2 

Site look and feel - natural colours 

Materiality and design - grassed areas, paved areas, stepping stones 

Wider car spaces 

Plant selection - shade, indigenous plants, grassed 

Playground is important 

Visit or travel 

through Reserve 

(n=42) 

 

Preferred building placement was not stated, otherwise Option 2 

Site look and feel - natural materials and colours 

Materiality and design - grassed areas, places to sit 

Pram parking, wider car spaces 

Plant selection - indigenous plants, shade, grassed space 

Playground is important 

Another 

reason/interest 

(n=19)  

 

Preferred building placement was not stated 

Site look and feel - soft and curved 

Materiality and design - logs/stones, grassed areas 

Pram parking 

Plant selection - indigenous plants, seasonal trees, edible garden 

Playground is important 

 

5.10 Concerns and considerations for the project 
In addition to the structured survey questions about the project proposal shown in previous sections of 

this report, verbatim feedback about the project proposal was provided via the online survey, emails and 

hardcopy letters written to Council and at the community drop-in sessions. 

 

In the online survey participants were asked ‘What else should we consider when planning this project? 

Do you have any concerns that haven't been addressed in the project information?’ Thematic analysis 

employing a coding framework was used to categorise the 164 survey responses. Participants often 

mentioned multiple themes in one comment. 

 



 

23 

 

Concerns and considerations mentioned through the online survey outlined a high level of concern about 

the loss of open space, biodiversity, wildlife and vegetation (55), and concerns regarding the impact on 

traffic and parking (34). See Table 18 for a closer look at the concerns and considerations, supported by 

further detail provided by participants. Table 19 demonstrates the concerns and considerations by 

participants interest in the project. 

 

See Table 19 for summary of different interest group’s feedback, supported by the most commonly 

mentioned themes. 

 

Table 18. Concerns and considerations for the project - online survey feedback 

Concerns and considerations 

(most frequently mentioned listed first) 

Further detail provided by participants 

 

Concern about loss of open 

space/biodiversity/wildlife/vegetation (n=55) 

● Loss of a local community recreation 

space 

● Retention of large/established trees 

● Displaced wildlife or blocked/damaged 

wildlife corridors and habitats 

Concern about impact on traffic and parking (n=34) ● More traffic in an already congested area 

● Traffic safety due to lack of footpaths and 

speed bumps 

● Unsupervised children near traffic  

● Limited parking options and future 

increase of roadside parking in unsuitable 

areas 

No concerns - support the project/suggestions for building 

design and placement (n=28) 

General favourable response: “this is needed” 

or “great idea” 

Suggestions for other community infrastructure (n=27) ● Additional footpaths that accommodate 

those using a pram or wheelchair 

● Suggestions for other playground 

equipment, suitable for all ages 

● Public toilets  

● Water fountains 

● Park benches 

Oppose the kindergarten project on the site (n=27) ● Used the term “object” or “oppose” 

● General statements of opposition 

referencing the Plan 

● View that a new kindergarten is not 

necessary 

Oppose any new built infrastructure on the site (n=24) ● Used the term “object” or “oppose” 

● Objections to building on green or open 

space 

Concern about additional noise/antisocial behaviour, 

personal safety (n=20) 

● Issues with after hours use leading to 

graffiti and noise  

● Construction noise 

● Lack of visibility 

Comment about Council’s engagement and decision 

making about this site (n=13) 

● Feelings that this was not an open or 

transparent decision 
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● Feelings that concerns were not addressed 

properly 

Other comments (n=12) ● Concerns about lowering property values 

● Weather and drainage issues on-site 

● Suggested changes to Options 1-2 

 

 

Table 19. Summary of different interest groups’ feedback - concerns or considerations 

Interest in the 

project 

Most commonly mentioned concerns or views 

Live near Long Street 

Reserve  

1. Concern about loss of open space/biodiversity/wildlife/vegetation AND 

Concern about impact on traffic and parking  

2. Oppose the kindergarten project/any new built infrastructure 

3. No concerns - support the project/suggestions for building design and 

placement 

4. Suggestions for other community infrastructure  

5. Concern about additional noise/antisocial behaviour, personal safety 

6. Comment about Council’s engagement and decision making about this site  

Interested in the 

proposed services  

(small numbers) 

1. No concerns - support the project/suggestions for building design and 

placement 

2. Concern about loss of open space/biodiversity/wildlife/vegetation 

3. Other comments 

Current Langwarrin 

Preschool family  

(small numbers) 

1. Suggestions for other community infrastructure 

2. No concerns - support the project/suggestions for building design and 

placement 

3. Oppose the kindergarten project 

Visit or travel 

through Reserve  

 

1. Concern about loss of open space/biodiversity/wildlife/vegetation 

2. Oppose the kindergarten project/any new built infrastructure 

3. Concern about impact on traffic and parking  

4. Suggestions for other community infrastructure 

Note: Online survey only 

 

 

Concerns and considerations from engagement methods such as emails to Council, handwritten letters and 

objection forms collected at community drop-in sessions are outlined in Table 20. This feedback has been 

separated into relevant themes and counted through the number of associated comments. See Table 21 for the 

level of support and opposition for other engagement methods. 

 

Table 20. Emails, handwritten letters and objection forms feedback (number of comments) 

Theme of feedback 

 

Emails to 

Council 

Handwritten 

letters to 

Council 

(children and 

adults) 

Objection 

Forms at 

Community 

drop-in 

sessions* 

Reduced green space in the neighbourhood -> reduced 

health and wellbeing 

85 10 21 
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Have enough kindergartens in Langwarrin 14 1 11 

Concerned about impact on the environment (local flora 

and fauna) 

67 8 17 

Concerned about traffic, speeding and parking 38 4 20 

Concerned about noise, privacy, safety 16 1 11 

Concerned about playground replacement   14 

Comment on Council engagement and decision making 

(mostly negative, 2 positive) 

31 5 2 

Walkability, distance, no public transport to site 15 4 - 

State government or Council policy clash 6 6 - 

Other comments incl. property values 6 4 - 

Suggestions for infrastructure to increase amenity 27 2 1 

Totals 305 45 97 

Note: 

* These forms were filled out in person at a pop-up event at Long Street Reserve. Instructions on the form read: 

"Primary reason for objection. Please Select up to two options." Participants could choose from list of 6 pre-filled 

responses or select 'Other (please specify below) to add a comment. 

 
Table 21. Level of support and opposition by other engagement methods 

Position 

 

Emails to 

Council 

Handwritten 

letters to 

Council 

(children and 

adults) 

Objection 

Forms at 

Community 

drop-in 

sessions* 

Oppose the project  

(reasons indicated above in some cases) 

116 21 - 

Support the project 3 - - 
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6. Next steps  
 

6.1 Communication to stakeholders 
Given the intense interest in this project, it is recommended that Council prepares and implements a 

communications plan across all channels to provide an update on the project, the next steps for Council 

and to thank all participants for sharing their views and time. Council should publish and promote the 

engagement summary report on its engagement portal. 

 

6.2 Council decision making 
It is envisaged that Council will consider the results of this engagement during May-June 2023. If Council 

decides to proceed to the next stage of the project, officers will proceed with a detailed concept plan and 

design for the site. 

 

6.3 Further engagement 
If required a second phase of engagement will occur regarding the detailed concept plan and design for the 

site. 
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7. Attachments 
 

7.1 Amenity and Safety lists 
List and count of comments relating to amenity requests and safety concerns. Verbatim comments within 

these lists include potentially identifying information, so have not been included in the body of this report.  

 

 


