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Background & Core Research ObjectivesBackground & Core Research Objectives

Ku-ring-gai Council wanted to conduct 

community consultation in order to identify and 

inform their long term resourcing strategies for the 

LGA.

The broad objectives of this consultation were:

1.To engage the community in the decision 

making process

2.To identify community support for a range of 

different long term resourcing options to fund the 

Council services and facilities into the future

3.To provide an avenue for feedback in order for 

residents to express their views on the proposed 

long term resourcing options
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Methodology & SampleMethodology & Sample

Research was conducted in April & May 2012

1. Micromex randomly contacted & recruited n=600 residents by 

telephone and asked them to participate in a research program

2. Information packs were mailed out to allow participants to 

familiarise themselves with the different resourcing options

3. Micromex recontacted 400 residents and collected feedback on 

the importance and satisfaction that residents had with each of the 

asset classes. Additionally, residents were asked to indicate their 

level of support for a range of specific asset management strategies

• A sample size of 400 residents provides a maximum sampling 

error of approximately +/- 4.9% at 95% confidence
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Performance gap 

1.50 or higher Extremely high gap between importance and satisfaction  - requires immediate action

0.90 – 1.49 Moderately high – Very high gap between importance and satisfaction  - requires immediate investigation 

0.20 – 0.89 Moderately low – Moderate gap between importance and satisfaction - monitor 

0.00 – 0.19 Minimal gap between importance and satisfaction - monitor 

Less than Zero Negative performance gap between importance and satisfaction  - revisit/reconsider resource allocation  

Rating QuestionsRating Questions

Ratings questions

The Unipolar Scale of 1 to 5 was used in all rating questions, where 1 was the 
lowest importance, satisfaction or support and 5 the highest importance, 
satisfaction or support.

This scale allowed for a mid range position for those who had a divided or neutral 
opinion.
Mean rating explanation

1.99 or less ‘Very low’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

2.00 – 2.49 ‘Low’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

2.50 – 2.99 ‘Moderately low’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

3.00 – 3.59 ‘Moderate’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

3.60 – 3.89 ‘Moderately high’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

3.90 – 4.19 ‘High’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

4.20 – 4.49 ‘Very high’ level of importance/satisfaction/support

4.50+ ‘Extremely high’ level of importance/satisfaction/support



Key Findings
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Key FindingsKey Findings

Overall satisfaction with the performance of Council has remained at 2010 levels.

•Satisfaction with footpaths, roads and parking has improved over the last 2 years 

Residents feel it is important for Council to plan for the future. 

Residents are generally satisfied with the current condition of infrastructure and facilities 

provided by Council.

•Satisfaction with local roads, footpaths, drainage, kerb & guttering, sporting facilities and 
council parking is moderate 

•Satisfaction with community buildings, parks & playgrounds and bushland assets is moderate 

to moderately high

From a resident perspective, the highest priority asset classes are roads, drainage, parks & 
playgrounds, community buildings and footpaths. 

Residents indicated the following methods are appropriate for Council to target in order to 

address this funding shortfall:

•Streamline its organisational efficiencies – 81%

•Sell off surplus community assets – 67%
•Redirect funding towards highest priority assets – 66%

•Increasing residential or business rates – 30%



Profile of Sample
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Sample ProfileSample Profile

Data was weighted by age and gender using the most recent ABS census 
data, to ensure that all sub-groups contributed to the results in proportion to 

their characteristics

Base: 400
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Interviews Were Conducted Across All Of The 

LGA

Interviews Were Conducted Across All Of The 

LGA

Q1a. Where do you live? 

Base: 399



Current Attitudes
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Q4. Overall for the last 12 months, how satisfied are you with the performance of Council, not just on one or two issues, but across all responsibility areas?

Base: 400

Mean rating 2012 = 3.4

Mean rating 2010 = 3.4
NSW LGA norm  = 3.3*
NSW Metro norm = 3.5*

Mean rating 2012 = 3.4

Mean rating 2010 = 3.4
NSW LGA norm  = 3.3*
NSW Metro norm = 3.5*

Top 2 = 52%Top 2 = 52%

Overall Satisfaction Has Remained At 

2010 Levels

Overall Satisfaction Has Remained At 

2010 Levels

Overall satisfaction exceeds our NSW LGA Benchmark, however it is 

below our NSW Metro Benchmark

*NSW LGA BRANDING SURVEY APRIL 2012
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Relatively low levels of resident dissatisfaction

Residents Are Generally At Least Moderately Satisfied With 

The Quality Of Infrastructure And Facilities Currently 

Provided By Council

Residents Are Generally At Least Moderately Satisfied With 

The Quality Of Infrastructure And Facilities Currently 

Provided By Council

Q3a. At an overall level, how satisfied are you with the quality of infrastructure and facilities currently provided by Council?

Base: 400

Mean rating = 3.5Mean rating = 3.5

Those aged 18 – 34 were 
more satisfied than were 

those aged 55+ 
(3.7 vs. 3.4)

Those aged 18 – 34 were 
more satisfied than were 

those aged 55+ 
(3.7 vs. 3.4)

Top 2 = 54%Top 2 = 54%
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It Is Extremely Important For Council To Implement 

Plans And Strategies That Will Maintain/Enhance 

Infrastructure And Facilities For The LGA

It Is Extremely Important For Council To Implement 

Plans And Strategies That Will Maintain/Enhance 

Infrastructure And Facilities For The LGA

Q3b. How important do you believe it is for Council to implement plans and strategies that will maintain and enhance infrastructure and facilities for the

Ku-ring-gai LGA?

Base: 400

Mean rating = 4.7Mean rating = 4.7

Top 2 = 98%Top 2 = 98%

Residents expect Council to plan for the future



Importance & Satisfaction 

With Key Assets
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The Largest Performance Gaps Are Observed In 

Roads, Footpaths, Drainage & Parking

The Largest Performance Gaps Are Observed In 

Roads, Footpaths, Drainage & Parking

Eve

Q5. How important do you believe the following assets are to the broader Ku-ring-gai community and how satisfied you are with these assets?

Base: 400

Local residential roads

Existing footpaths

Drainage

Existing Council car 
parking

Sportsfields and other 
sports facilities

Mean 
ratings

Mean 
ratings

4.50

3.06

4.23

3.02

4.45

3.37

4.12

3.04

4.35

3.59

1.44

1.21

1.08

1.08

0.76

Performance 
Gap

Performance 
Gap

Mean ratings: 

1 = not at all important/satisfied

5 = very important/satisfied

Those aged 35 – 54 and 

55+ rated existing 

footpaths as more 

important than did those 

aged 18 – 34 

(4.3 & 4.4 vs. 3.9)

Those aged 55+ rated 

the following as more 

important than did those 

aged 18 – 34 and 35 – 54

• Existing Council car 
parking 

(4.4 vs. 3.9 & 4.0)

• Drainage
(4.6 vs. 4.4 & 4.3)

Those aged 18 – 34  

rated sports fields and 

other sports facilities as 

more important than did 

those aged 55+ 

(4.5 vs. 4.2)

Those aged 18 – 34 were 

more satisfied with 

existing footpaths than 

were those aged 35 – 54 

and 55+ 

(3.5 vs. 2.8 & 3.0)

Those aged 18 – 34 and 

55+ were more satisfied 

with sportsfields than 

were those aged 35 – 54 

(3.9 & 3.7 vs. 3.3)

Those aged 35 – 54 and 

55+ rated existing 

footpaths as more 

important than did those 

aged 18 – 34 

(4.3 & 4.4 vs. 3.9)

Those aged 55+ rated 

the following as more 

important than did those 

aged 18 – 34 and 35 – 54

• Existing Council car 
parking 

(4.4 vs. 3.9 & 4.0)

• Drainage
(4.6 vs. 4.4 & 4.3)

Those aged 18 – 34  

rated sports fields and 

other sports facilities as 

more important than did 

those aged 55+ 

(4.5 vs. 4.2)

Those aged 18 – 34 were 

more satisfied with 

existing footpaths than 

were those aged 35 – 54 

and 55+ 

(3.5 vs. 2.8 & 3.0)

Those aged 18 – 34 and 

55+ were more satisfied 

with sportsfields than 

were those aged 35 – 54 

(3.9 & 3.7 vs. 3.3)

Females rated the 

following as more 

important than did 

males:

• Local residential 
roads (4.6 vs. 4.4)

• Existing footpaths
(4.3 vs. 4.1)

• Existing Council 

car parking 

(4.3 vs. 3.9)

Males were more 

satisfied than 

females with:

• Existing footpaths
(3.2 vs. 2.9)

• Drainage 
(3.5 vs. 3.3)

Females rated the 

following as more 

important than did 

males:

• Local residential 
roads (4.6 vs. 4.4)

• Existing footpaths
(4.3 vs. 4.1)

• Existing Council 

car parking 

(4.3 vs. 3.9)

Males were more 

satisfied than 

females with:

• Existing footpaths
(3.2 vs. 2.9)

• Drainage 
(3.5 vs. 3.3)

Satisfaction with roads, footpaths, drainage and parking is moderate

Very important Important

Very satisfied Satisfied
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Base: 400

Q5. How important do you believe the following assets are to the broader Ku-ring-gai community and how satisfied you are with these assets?

Community 
buildings

Parks and 
playgrounds

Existing kerb & 
guttering

Bushland assets

Mean 
ratings

Mean 
ratings

Performance 
Gap

Performance 
Gap

4.32

3.69

4.37

3.77

3.73

3.29

3.86

3.64

0.63

0.60

0.44

0.22

Those aged 55+ rated 
existing kerb & 

guttering as more 
important than  did 
those aged 18 – 34 

and 35 – 54                  
(4.0 vs. 3.6 & 3.6)

Those aged 55+ rated 
bushland assets as 

more important than  
did those aged         

18 – 34 
(4.0 vs. 3.7)

Those aged 18 – 34 
were more satisfied 

with parks and 
playgrounds than  
were those aged       
34 – 54 and 55+ 
(4.1 vs. 3.7 & 3.7)

Those aged 55+ rated 
existing kerb & 

guttering as more 
important than  did 
those aged 18 – 34 

and 35 – 54                  
(4.0 vs. 3.6 & 3.6)

Those aged 55+ rated 
bushland assets as 

more important than  
did those aged         

18 – 34 
(4.0 vs. 3.7)

Those aged 18 – 34 
were more satisfied 

with parks and 
playgrounds than  
were those aged       
34 – 54 and 55+ 
(4.1 vs. 3.7 & 3.7)

Females rated the 
following as more 
important than  did 

males:
• Community buildings 

(4.4 vs. 4.2)
• Bushland assets 

(4.0 vs. 3.7)

Females rated the 
following as more 
important than  did 

males:
• Community buildings 

(4.4 vs. 4.2)
• Bushland assets 

(4.0 vs. 3.7)

Satisfaction with community buildings, parks & playgrounds, kerb

& guttering and bushland assets is moderate to moderately high

Performance Gaps Across These Asset Classes 
Indicate That The Current Level Of Delivery Is 
Meeting The Needs Of Residents 

Performance Gaps Across These Asset Classes 
Indicate That The Current Level Of Delivery Is 
Meeting The Needs Of Residents 

Mean ratings: 

1 = not at all important/satisfied

5 = very important/satisfied
Very important Important

Very satisfied Satisfied
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Since 2010, Satisfaction Has Strengthened Across 

Many Of The Delivery Areas 

Since 2010, Satisfaction Has Strengthened Across 

Many Of The Delivery Areas 

Q5. How important do you believe the following assets are to the broader Ku-ring-gai community and how satisfied you are with these assets?

Mean ratings: 1 = not at all important and not at all satisfied, 5 = very important and very satisfied

Satisfaction with footpaths, roads and parking has improved over

the last 2 years

A significantly higher/lower level of confidence (by group)



Support For The Proposed Asset 

Management Options
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Local Residential Roads Have The Highest 

Level Of Support

Local Residential Roads Have The Highest 

Level Of Support

18-34 y/o are far more likely to be supportive of the strategies for 
community buildings, parks & playgrounds and sporting facilities than are 

older residents

Q6. Please tell me your level of support for the following proposed strategies:

Base: 400

Local residential 
roads

Existing footpaths

Drainage

Community 
buildings

Parks & playgrounds

Sportsfields and 
other sports facilities

Condition of Council 
car parking

Existing kerb & 
guttering

Bushland assets

Mean 
ratings

Mean 
ratings

4.32

3.97

3.90

3.87

3.87

3.84

3.62

3.33

3.29

Mean ratings: 1 = not at all supportive, 5 = very supportive

Those aged 18 – 34 were 
more supportive of the 
following than were 

those aged 35 – 54 and 
55+:

• Community buildings  
(4.2 vs. 3.8 & 3.8)

• Parks and playgrounds 
(4.3 vs. 3.8 & 3.7)

• Sportsfields and other 
sporting facilities 
(4.3 vs. 3.8 & 3.7)

Those aged 18 – 34 were 
more supportive of the 
condition of existing 

Council car parking than 
were those aged 35 – 54

(3.9 vs. 3.4)

Those aged 18 – 34 were 
more supportive of the 
following than were 

those aged 35 – 54 and 
55+:

• Community buildings  
(4.2 vs. 3.8 & 3.8)

• Parks and playgrounds 
(4.3 vs. 3.8 & 3.7)

• Sportsfields and other 
sporting facilities 
(4.3 vs. 3.8 & 3.7)

Those aged 18 – 34 were 
more supportive of the 
condition of existing 

Council car parking than 
were those aged 35 – 54

(3.9 vs. 3.4)

Highest 
support

Mid-range 
support

Lower 
support

84%

71%

68%

66%

69%

66%

57%
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Quadrant Analysis: Importance Vs SupportQuadrant Analysis: Importance Vs Support

Q6. Please tell me your level of support for the following proposed strategies:

PriorityPriority

TertiaryTertiary

From a resident perspective, the highest priority asset classes are roads, 

drainage, parks & playgrounds, community buildings and footpaths

SecondarySecondary

NicheNiche



Sourcing

Additional Funding
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The Majority Of Residents Indicated That Council Needs 
To Be Able To Demonstrate That It Has Streamlined Its 
Organisational Efficiencies

The Majority Of Residents Indicated That Council Needs 
To Be Able To Demonstrate That It Has Streamlined Its 
Organisational Efficiencies

2/3 of residents indicated that they believe it is acceptable for Council 

to sell off surplus assets and/or redirect funding towards priority areas

Q8. Which of the following revenue options do you believe are appropriate for Council to target in order to address this funding shortfall?

Base: 400

Those aged 35 – 54 and 55+ were more likely 
to believe it is appropriate to streamline 

Council organisational efficiencies than were 
those aged 18 – 34 (85% & 84% vs. 65%)

Those aged 35 – 54 and 55+ were more likely 
to believe it is appropriate to streamline 

Council organisational efficiencies than were 
those aged 18 – 34 (85% & 84% vs. 65%)

Males were more likely to believe it is 
appropriate to increase residential and 

business rates than were females (38% vs. 23%)

Males were more likely to believe it is 
appropriate to increase residential and 

business rates than were females (38% vs. 23%)



Conclusion
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RecommendationsRecommendations

Council needs to demonstrate to the community that it is financially responsible and that it has 
streamlined its organisational efficiencies.

Roads, drainage, community buildings, parks and playgrounds and footpaths are significant 

community priorities and as such, Council needs to prioritise funding into closing the gap in these 

asset classes.

•Roads are the highest community priority and as such, Council needs to seek a continuation of 

the existing road levy

Sportsfields/sports facilities and existing council parking are secondary priorities; residents want 

these areas addressed, but not before the identified priority asset areas.

While still important, bushland assets and kerb & guttering have the lowest level of community 

support and as such, have a relatively low level of priority.



Appendix
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Further Comment About Proposed Asset 

Management

Further Comment About Proposed Asset 

Management

Q7. Are there any further comments you would like to make regarding any of the proposed asset management?  

Base: 482 Base: 194
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Comments By Asset ClassComments By Asset Class

Q7. Are there any further comments you would like to make regarding any of the proposed asset management?  



2929

Q7. Are there any further comments you would like to make regarding any of the proposed asset management?  

Comments By Asset ClassComments By Asset Class
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Q7. Are there any further comments you would like to make regarding any of the proposed asset management?  

Comments By Asset ClassComments By Asset Class
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Q9: Additional Comments Included As ‘Other’Q9: Additional Comments Included As ‘Other’

Q9. Are there any further comments you would like to make regarding Council’s investment shortfall?

Council should re-evaluate their investments and ensure they reflect the 

current market and community needs

Council needs to build fewer new things and maintain what we have

Council needs to improve public transport in the area

Council should not borrow funds, however, short term loans for immediate work may be necessary 

Council needs to outlay this money now to keep up the standards, otherwise it will cost 
much more later on and Council may have additional unknown expenses in the future

I was surprised about the amount that 
Council has to pay to maintain the 

standards in the community
Lighting in the area needs vast improvement, especially on Roseville Road

These strategies need to be looked at in context of the total Council budget

Try to get increased community involvement, i.e. fundraising for
specific areas that are important to individuals or groups rather 

than relying only on Council funds

Footpaths, particularly in Gordon, need to be fixed
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Only 36% Of Residents Made A Comment About 

The Funding Shortfall

Only 36% Of Residents Made A Comment About 

The Funding Shortfall

Q9. Are there any further comments you would like to make regarding Council’s funding shortfall?

Base: 426
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